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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICTOF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

CAROL ANN RIGGS,

Plaintiff,
Civil CaseNo. 15-10031
V. Honorablé.indaV. Parker

COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL
SECURITY,

Defendant.
/

OPINION AND ORDER (1) ADOPTING MAGISTRATE JUDGE'’S
SEPTEMBER 29, 2015 REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION [ECF NO.
13]; (2) DENYING PLAINTIFF'S MO TION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
(ECE No. 11]; AND (3) GRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT [ECF NO. 12]

On January 6, 2015, Plaintiff filed tHewsuit challenging Defendant’s final
decision denying her application for digap, disability insurance benefits, and
supplemental security incomumder the Social Securigpct. On January 7, 2015,
the matter was referred kbagistrate Judge Patricila Morris for all pretrial
proceedings, including a hearing and deteation of all non-dspositive matters
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A) and/or a report and recommendation
(“R&R™) on all dispositive mattes pursuant to 28 U.S.C686(b)(1)(B). (ECF No.
5.) The parties subsequently filed €semotions for summary judgment. (ECF

Nos. 11, 12.)
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On September 29, 2015, Magistratielde Morris issued her R&R in which
she recommends that this Court deny Riffii& motion, grant Defendant’s motion,
and affirm Defendant’s decision findingaitiff not disabled under the Social
Security Act. (ECF No. 13.) In the & Magistrate Judgklorris concludes that
the ALJ properly considered the medieaidence and Plaintiff's asserted
limitations and that substantial evidencggorted the ALJ’s decision. Magistrate
Judge Morris found a “dearth of evidericsupporting Plaintiff's claimed neck
ailments which Plaintiff faulted the ALJ for not considerintd. at 25.)

Magistrate Judge Morris therefore recormuie that the Court affirm Defendant’s
decision.

At the end of the R&R, Magistrate Judgerris advises the parties that they
may object to and seek review of the R&ithin fourteen days of service upon
them. (d. at 26-27.) She further specificallghases the parties that “[f]ailure to
file specific objections constitutes a waiwdrany further right to appeal.id.)
Neither party filed objections to the R&R.

This Court has carefully reviewede R&R and concurs with the
conclusions reachday Magistrate Judge Morris. The Court therefore adopts the
magistrate judge’s September 2915 Report and Recommendation and is
affirming Defendant’s decision denyiijaintiff social security benefits.

Accordingly,



IT IS ORDERED, that Plaintiff’'s motion for summary judgment (ECF No.
11) isDENIED;
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Defendant’s motion for summary
judgment (ECF No. 12) GRANTED.
g LindaV. Parker

LINDA V. PARKER
US. DISTRICT JUDGE

Dated: December 18, 2015

| hereby certify that a copy of the fg@ng document was mailed to counsel of
record and/or pro se parties on thiseg®ecember 18, 2015, by electronic and/or
U.S. First Class mail.

3 Richard Loury
Case Manager




