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HEANEY, Circuit Judge.

Kathy S. Hildebrand applied for disability benefits and Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) in December 1994, alleging inability to work since January 1, 1994.
The Commissioner of the Social Security Administration denied Hildebrand'sclaim
initially and upon reconsideration. Hildebrand then filed arequest for hearing by an
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), which was granted. Initially, this administrative
hearing was continuedin order for Hildebrand to obtain counsel. However, whenthe



second hearing date arrived and Hildebrand was still without the benefit of counsel,
she agreed to proceed unrepresented. Following a short hearing, the ALJ denied
Hildebrand’s claim and the Appeals Counsel sustained the ALJs decision.
Subsequently, the district court affirmed the ALJs decision and dismissed
Hildebrand’ sclaim. She now appeals, and we remand for further devel opment of the
record.

BACKGROUND

Hildebrand wasborn on July 15, 1954. She hasearned abachelor’ sdegreeand
hasworked in the past as afood service worker, cashier, counselor, office telephone
worker, salesperson, and dietary clerk. She suffersfrom endometriosis, depression,
panic disorder, and other mental problems. Sheis also a recovering heroin addict.
For an extended period of time, she has been involved in methadone replacement
therapy to control her addiction. She takes prescribed medication to control the
symptoms of her ailments, but maintainsthat she has not used illegal drugsfor many
years.

During the administrative hearing in this matter, the ALJ took testimony from
Hildebrand and her friend, Dennis Dieken. Following the testimony from these two
witnesses, the ALJ noted the allegations of Hildebrand’s drug addiction, and
recognized additionally that Hildebrand was indeed disabled. Rather than decide
whether Hildebrand was entitled to relief, the ALJ continued the hearing and
requested that Hildebrand submit to apsychological evaluation in order to morefully
develop the record. These examinations were never completed. Rather, the ALJ

1t hascometo the Court’ sattention that on February 5, 1999, Hildebrand again
applied for disability benefits. Hildebrand was granted disability benefitsasaresult
of thisapplication. Consequently, our decision shall only apply to the period between
her January 1, 1994 application and her more recent successful application date.
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decided against Hildebrand, finding that she would not be disabled independent of
her alcoholism? and drug addiction.

DISCUSSION

We review the Commissioner’s decision to deny Social Security benefits to
determine if the decision is supported by substantial evidence on the whole record.
Reeder v. Apfel, 214 F.3d 984, 986-87 (8" Cir. 2000). In undertaking this analysis,
our court “should neither consider a claim de novo, nor abdicate its function to
carefully analyzethe entirerecord.” Wilcuttsv. Apfel, 143 F.3d 1134, 1136 (8" Cir.
1998).

Administrative hearings are not adversarial hearings. Cox v. Apfel, 160 F.3d
1203, 1209 (8" Cir. 1998.) Accordingly, the ALJ, on behalf of the Commissioner, is
charged with the duty of fully and fairly developing the facts of the case. Id. This
duty is enhanced when the claimant iswithout the benefit of counsel. Id. Wherethe
AL Jfailsto fully develop the record, this court may remand for the taking of further
evidence. Paytonv. Shalala, 25 F.3d 684, 686 (8" Cir. 1994).

A claimant is not entitled to disability benefits where acoholism or drug
addiction materially contributes to the claimant’s disability. 42 U.S.C. § 423
(d)(2)(C) (2002). Where medical evidence of aclaimant’sdrug addiction exists, the
Commissioner must determine if the addiction is a material factor in the claimant’s
disability. See Rehder v. Apfel, 205 F.3d 1056, 1059-60 (8" Cir. 2000); 20 CFR §
404.1535 (2002). If the Commissioner determines that the claimant would still be
disabled absent al coholism or drug addiction, the claimant isthen entitled to benefits.
|d.

?Our review of the record revealed no evidence to support the ALJs
determination of Hildebrand' s alleged alcoholism.
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Here, the ALJwasawarethat Hildebrand had apast addictionto heroin. There
was al so evidence that Hildebrand had, during arecent stay at ahospital, admitted to
staff that she had used controlled substances that week.> However, the ALJs
decision is devoid of any analysis regarding any current addiction to account for
Hildebrand's disability. The ALJ makes reference to medical reports that state
Hildebrand had not been drug free her entire adult life. The ALJfailed, however, to
develop the record so as to determine exactly what being “drug free” meant to the
author of these medical reports. Thisisof particular import in light of Hildebrand’s
numerous prescription medications and her reliance on methadone to control the
physical effectsof her heroin addiction. Moreover, thereisevidencein the record of
at least four urinalyses performed during the period in question, none of which
reveal ed the presence of any controlled substance.

With amedical history like Hildebrand’s, amedical report stating that she has
not been “drug free” could simply mean that she was still relying on her prescription
medication to function. In fact, thisinterpretation is consistent with the urinalysis
results in the record. At this point, however, we do not have sufficient information
tofindinHildebrand' sfavor. Rather, weremand thismatter to the Commissioner for
another hearing to more fully develop the record, paying particular attention to
whether there is evidence in the record that Hildebrand has a current addiction that
contributes to her disability, and if so, what precisely that addiction involves.

*Therecordisnot clear asto exactly what Hildebrand admitted tousing. Some
hospital records indicate she admitted using marijuana and methamphetamines
(commonly referred to as “crank”), while others state that she used crack cocaine.
However, no test results were introduced to confirm the presence of any of these
substances. We leave thisissue for the ALJ to resolve upon remand.
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CONCLUSION

For thereasons stated above, wereverse and remand the matter for proceedings
consistent with this opinion.
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