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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
EASTERN DIVISION

CRYSTAL GAIL WATERMAN,
Plaintiff,
VS. CaseNo.: 2:16-cv-59
JUDGE GEORGE C. SMITH
Magistrate Judge Kemp
COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY,

Defendant.

ORDER

On January 30, 2017, the United 8taMagistrate Judge issue&eport and
Recommendation recommending that Plaintiff's statemexi errors be overruled and that
judgment be entered in favor of the Defend#m Commissioner of Social Securitysed
Report and Recommendation, Doc. 20). This matter is nolefore the Court on Plaintiff's
Objections to the Magistrate Judg&eport and Recommendation. (Doc. 21). The Court will
consider the mattete novo. See 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1); BeR. Civ. P. 72(b)(3).

Plaintiff's objection restatebie exact argument she maddnar Statement of Errors, that
the ALJ failed to afford her with a “fullral fair hearing by failing to solicit medical
interrogatories from an ophthalnagiist.” (Pl.’s Obj. at 2). Riintiff argues that the Magistrate
Judge failed to address her underlying argumenéciSgally, she states that this case, “the
ALJ created an obligation by sdtiog expert testimony and then failed to fulfill the obligation
when the expert’s answers to interrogatories were incomplete. It was this that [sic] failure to
follow through on a recognized lack in the recorat iesulted in the insufficiency of the ALJ’s

decision.” (d.).
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The Court has carefully considered Plaingiffbjection, but finds thahere is sufficient
evidence supporting the findingstbe ALJ and the Magistrate Judge. The Court agrees with
the Magistrate Judge’s analysis of the ésstaised. The Magfrate Judge in hiReport and
Recommendation provided a well-reasonezkplanation as to why the ALJ’s decision should be
affirmed, specifically that the ALJ did not needdial expertise to evaltaPlaintiff's visual
residual functional capacity. The Court does not find any error by the ALJ in obtaining the
additional records and supplemagtithe record. The ALJ inifig concluded that a medical
opinion was needed and interrogatories were sdbt.tRichards. His fitsresponse was that the
records were not complete enough to expresspamnon. His second sponse after reviewing
additional records was that Plaintiff equaledltisting for multiple sclerosis as of April 1, 2013,
but not before. Plaintiff has been found disaldeaf April 1, 2013. There was no requirement
that the ALJ obtain any additional medical netoother than those already obtained.

Based on the aforementioned and the det&épdrt and Recommendation, the Court
finds that Plaintiff's objection has beémoroughly considered and is heréby ERRUL ED.
Accordingly, theReport and Recommendation, Document 20is ADOPTED andAFFIRMED.
Plaintiff's Statement of Specific Errors is herédDy ERRULED, and the decision of the
Commissioner of Social SecurityAd~FIRMED.

The Clerk shall remove Documents 20 andrdin the Court’s pending motions list, and
enter final judgment in favor of Defeadt, the Commissioner of Social Security.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.
/sl George C. Smith

GEORGE C. SMITH, JUDGE
UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT




