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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Samuel L. Kawecki’s challenge to the Commissioner of
Social Security’s denial of Disability Insurance Benefits and Supplemental Security Income. The
magistrate judge concludes that the ALJ’s failure to expressly address the supportability of state-
agency medical and psychological opinions was harmless because the RFC adopted the consultants’
limitations and imposed additional restrictions. The recommendation is that the district court affirm
the Commissioner’s final decision.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on a claimant's action under 42 U.S.C. §§
405(g) and 1383(c)(3) seeking review of the Commissioner's denial of
Social Security Disability Insurance and Supplemental Security
Income benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the Commissioner's decision is supported
by substantial evidence and was made pursuant to proper legal
standards. The court may not uphold a decision where the ALJ failed
to follow applicable regulations or failed to build an accurate and
logical bridge between the evidence and the result.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's failure to expressly address the supportability of the state-agency medical consultants'
opinions was harmless when the RFC adopted their restrictions and added further limitations.

2. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated the state-agency psychologists' opinions and whether any
deficiency was harmless because the RFC fully encompassed their stated limitations.

3. Whether the ALJ was required to determine the materiality of Kawecki's substance-use disorder under
SSR 13-2p when the ALJ found him not disabled even considering all impairments.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ failed to address the supportability factor adequately, but the error was harmless because the
RFC adopted the restrictions identified by the state-agency medical consultants and imposed additional
manipulative limitations.

2. Any inadequacy in the ALJ's explanation of the supportability and consistency of the state-agency
psychologists' opinions was harmless because the RFC fully encompassed the limitations identified by
those psychologists.

3. The ALJ was not required to perform a drug-addiction-and-alcoholism materiality determination under
SSR 13-2p because the ALJ found Kawecki not disabled even when considering his substance-use
disorder and all other impairments.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court’s review “is limited to determining whether the Commissioner’s decision is supported by
substantial evidence and was made pursuant to proper legal standards.”” (Section V.A)

“But because the ALJ adopted the restrictions contained in those opinions—and, in fact, incorporated
additional manipulative restrictions beyond those the state agency medical consultants identified—Mr.
Kawecki was not harmed by the ALJ’s imperfect decision.” (Section V.C.1)

“A DAA materiality determination is only made when there is both evidence establishing a substance use
disorder and ‘we find that the claimant is disabled considering all impairments, including the DAA.’”
(Section V.C.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Kawecki alleged disability based on compartment syndrome and related muscle-removal surgery, diabetes with
neuropathy and retinopathy, lumbar degenerative disease, PTSD, depression, anxiety, and substance-use
disorders. State-agency medical consultants opined that he could perform a restricted range of light work, while
state-agency psychologists found no more than moderate mental limitations. The ALJ adopted an RFC
incorporating the consultants' functional restrictions and additional manipulative limitations, and vocational-
expert testimony identified jobs available in significant numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Kawecki applied for DIB and SSI, and the Social Security Administration denied his applications initially and on
reconsideration. After a hearing, the ALJ found him not disabled on March 28, 2024; the Appeals Council denied
further review on March 25, 2025, making the ALJ's decision final. Kawecki filed this action on May 8, 2025,
challenging the ALJ's evaluation of state-agency medical and psychological opinions. The magistrate judge
recommended affirmance, subject to objections and de novo review by the district judge.
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