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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICTOF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

BERNADETTEWADE,
Case No. 16-10042
Plaintiff,
SENIORU.S.DISTRICT JUDGE
V. ARTHURJ. TARNOW
NANCY A. BERRYHILL, ACTING U.S.MAGISTRATE JUDGE
COMMISSIONER OF THESOCIAL ELIZABETH A. STAFFORD

SECURITY ADMINISTRATION,

Defendant.

ORDER ADOPTING REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION [18]; GRANTING
DEFENDANT’SMOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT [17]; DENYING PLAINTIFF 'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT [15]; OVERRULING PLAINTIFF 'SOBJECTION
[21]

On January 30, 2017 the Magistregsued a Report and Recommendation
(R&R) [18], recommending #t Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment [17]
be granted and Plaintiff's Motion fummary Judgment [15] be denied.
Defendant filed objectionsn February 14, 2017 [21hd Plaintiff responded to
the objections on February 21, 2017 [22]r e reasons stated below, the Court

ADOPTS the Magistrate’s Report afRecommendation [18]. Plaintiff's
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objections [21] are overrulle Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment [17] is
GRANTED and Plaintiff's Motion forSummary Judgment [15] BENIED.

This Court reviews objections #n R&R on a dispositive motiotie novo.
See28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(c). Judicial rew of a decision byan Administrative
Law Judge (“ALJ”) is limited to determing whether the factual findings are
supported by substantialidence and whether the Aleinployed the proper legal
standards.Richardson v. Peralegt02 U.S. 389, 401 (1971). The ALJ’s factual
findings “are conclusive if suppted by substantial evidenceMaziarz v. Sec'’y of
Health & Human Servs837 F.2d 240, 243 (6th Cit987). “Substantial evidence
is defined as more than a scintilla ofidance but less than a preponderance; it is
such relevant evidence as a reasonablelimight accept as agleate to support a
conclusion.” Rogers v. Comm’r of Soc. Sed86 F.3d 234, 241 {6 Cir. 2007).
The substantial evidence standard “doe$ permit a selective reading of the
record,” as the reviewing court’s assessinof the evidencsupporting the ALJ’s
findings “must take into account whatever in the record fairly detracts from its
weight.” Garner v. Heckler745 F.2d 383, 388 (6th Cir. 1984).

Plaintiff's objections to the Repasihd RecommendationIPmerely refer
back to the substance of her Motiom 8ummary Judgment [21]. These arguments

were already briefed and considel®dthe Defendant’s Motion for Summary
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Judgment [17] and the Magistrate’sf®et and Recommendati¢b8]. Objections
are meant to identify speaiferrors in the Magistratereport and not restate
previous arguments already considei2avis v. CaruspNo. 07-10115, 2008 WL
540818, at *2 (E.D. Mich. Feb. 25, 2008g(ying an objection to an R&R where
Plaintiff “merely rehashe[d] his argumtsti). Additionally, “the Court is not
obligated to address an objection made in this form, because the objection failed to
identify the specific errors the MJ's recommendatioH®gston v. ColvinNo. 14-
14458, 2016 WL 878329, at *5 (E.D. Mich. Mar. 8, 20X&e also Howard v.
Sec'y of Health & Human Sery832 F.2d 505, 509 (6th Cit991); Fed. R. Civ. P.
72(b)(2). As Plaintiff has not filed spéciwritten objections to the Magistrate
Judge’s Report and Recommendation, tbar€need not and will not analyze his
objections and the Objections [21] @¥ ERRULED .

The Court having reviewed the recptide Report and Recommendation [18]
Denying Plaintiff's Motion for Summaryudgment and Granting Defendant’s
Motion for Summary Judgment is hereRpOPTED and entered as the findings
and conclusions of the Court. Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the Magistrate’s Report and Recommendation [18] is

ADOPTED and entered as the findingsdaconclusions of the Court.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's objections [21] are
OVERRULED.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant’s Motion for Summary

Judgment [17] iISRANTED and Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment [15]

is DENIED.
SO ORDERED.
s/Arthur J. Tarnow
Arthur J. Tarnow
Dated: March 3, 2017 Senionited States District Judge
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