Johnson v. BERRYHILL Doc. 19

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICTOF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

EUNICE JOHNSON,

Plaintiff, Caséa\o. 17-cv-10452
Hon. Matthew F. Leitman
V.

COMMISSIONER OF
SOCIAL SECURITY,

Defendant.
/

ORDER (1) DENYING DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT (ECF #16); (2) GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN
PART PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FO R SUMMARY JUDGMENT (ECF #15);
AND (3) REMANDING FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS

In this action, Plaintiff Eunice Johnsd@fPlaintiff’) challenges the denial of
her application for Social Securitydome under the Social Security AcEee
Compl., ECF #1.) Plaintifind the Commissioner of SatiSecurity (“Defendant”)
have now filed cross-motions for summary judgmeseeECF ## 15, 16.)

On December 21, 2017, the assignedyigiaate Judge issued a Report and
Recommendation recommending that (1§ @ourt deny Defendant’s motion and
(2) grant Plaintiff's motion to the exteiitseeks remand and deny Plaintiff's motion
to the extent it seeks an awanf benefits (the “R&R”). $eeECF #18.) At the

conclusion of the R&R, the Magistrate Judigfermed the parties that if they wanted
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to seek review of his recommendation, timegded to file specific objections with
the Court within fourteen daysSée idat Pg. ID 796.)

Neither Plaintiff nor Defedant has filed any objeotis to the R&R. The
failure to file objections to an R&Raives any further right to appe&leeHoward
v. Sec'y of Health and Human Ser@32 F.2d 505 (6th Cir. 1991$mith v. Detroit
Fed'n of Teachers Local 23829 F.2d 1370, 1373 (6th Cir. 1987). Likewise, the
failure to object to an R&R releases theurt from its duty to independently review
the matterSee Thomas v. Ard74 U.S. 140, 149 (1985).

Accordingly, because neither Plafhtnor Defendant failed to file any
objections to the R&RIT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Magistrate Judge’s
recommendation to grant in part Pigff's Motion for Summary Judgment is
ADOPTED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that (1) Defendant's Motion for Summary
Judgment (ECF #16) IBENIED; (2) Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment
(ECF #15) ilGRANTED IN PART to the extent it seeks remand d&ENIED IN
PART to the extent it seeks an awardoenefits; and (3) the caseREMANDED
to the ALJ for further proceedings castent with this Order and the R&R.

s/MatthewF. L eitman

MATTHEW F. LEITMAN
UNITEDSTATESDISTRICT JUDGE

Dated: January 16, 2018



| hereby certify that a copy of thieregoing document was served upon the
parties and/or counsel oécord on January 16, 2018y electronic means and/or
ordinary mail.

s/HollyA. Monda
Case Manager
(810)341-9764




