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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
CHARLESTON DIVISION

Crystal Gail Holbrooks, )

Civil Action No. 2:13ev-03586JMC
Plaintiff,

V. ORDER AND OPINION

Carolyn W. Colvin Acting Commissioner
of Social Security Administration,

Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)

Plaintiff Crystal Holbrooks(“Plaintiff’) filed this action seeking judicial review of the
final decision of the Commissioner of the Social Security Administration”@loenmisioner’)
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g). This matter is before the court for review of the Regor
Recommendatioif Report”) of United States Magistrate Judijlary Gordon Bake(ECF No.
24),issued in accordanaeth 28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) and Local Rule 73.02(B)(2)(a) D.S.C.

The Magistrate Judge recommended affirming the Commisssorferal decision
denyingPlaintiff's claim for Disability Insurance Benefits(IB”) and Supplemental Security
Income (“SSI”) (ECF No. 24at17.) Plaintiff timely filed objections to the Magistrate Judge
recommendation. (ECF N@&5.) For the reasons set forth below, the rcADOPTS the
Magistrate Juddge Reporf{ECF No. 24)andAFFIRMS the final decision of the Commissioner

denying Plaintiffs claim for DIBandSSIpursuant to sentence four (4) of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

|. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

A thoroughrecitation of the relevant factual and procedural background of this nsatter i

discussed in the Report and Recommendati@eeECF No. 24 at 24.) The court concludes,
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upon its own careful review of the record, that the Magistrate Jsidgetual and prcedural

summation is accurate and incorporates it by reference.

Il.LEGAL STANDARD

The Magistrate Judge makes only a recommendation to this court. The recotionenda
has no presumptive weight. The responsibility to make a final determination remirikis
court. See Mathews v. Webe23 U.S. 261, 27471 (1976). The court reviewde novoonly
those portions of a Magistrate Judge’s Report to which specific objectionsdreafilthe court
reviews those portions which are not objected-itecluding those portions to which only
“general and conclusdrybjections have been madéor clear error.Diamond v. Colonial Life
& Acc. Ins. Co.416 F.3d 310, 315 (4th Cir. 2008)amby v. Davis718 F2d 198, 200 (4th Cir.
1983); Orpiano v. Johnsgne87 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Cir. 1982). The court may accept, reject, or
modify, in whole or in part, the recommendation of the Magistrate Judgeavnmatthe matter
with instructions.See28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

The role of the federal judiciary in the administrative scheme established bgpdiad S
Security Act is a limited one. Section 405(g) of the Act providg€Elhe findings of the
Commissioner of Social Security as to any fact, if supportedulbgtantial evidence, shall be
conclusive . . .”. 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g)- Substantial evidence has been defined innumerable times
as more than a scintilla, but less than a prepondefarnidegomas v. Celebrezzg31 F.2d 541,
543 (4th Cir. 1964).

This standard precludes @ novareview of the factual circumstances that substitutes the
court’s findings for those of the Commissione®ee Vitek v. Finghd38 F.2d 1157 (4th Cir.

1971). The court must uphold the Commissitmatecision as long as it is supigal by



substantial evidenceSee Blalock v. Richardsp#83 F.2d 773, 775 (4th Cir. 1972)From this
it does not follow, however, that the findings of the administrative agency are tedbamrcally
accepted. The statutorily granted right of review contemplates more than arcainarbber
stamping of the administrative agericyFlack v. Cohen413 F.2d 278, 279 (4th Cir. 1969).
“[T]he courts must not abdicate their responsibility to give careful sgrtdi the whole record to
assure that theresia sound foundation for the [Commissioegrfindings, and that this

conclusion is rational.Vitek 438 F.2d at 1157-58.

[11. ANALYSIS

Plaintiff makes no specific objections to the Report, statingshatbelievesher Brief
effectivelystated her position” angriefly reiteratingthat the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ")
“did not afford enough weight to the findings of the treating physician.” (ECR2blat 1.)

Again, his court reviewsde novoonly those portions of the Repdd which specific
objections are filed.Diamond 416 F.3dat 315 Camby 718 F.2dat 200; Orpiang, 687 F.2dat
47. Thecourtthereforereviewsthe Report in this caseto whichsuch“general and conclusory”
objections are made—only for clear error. Seeid.; Parker v. Comm'r of Soc. Sed\No.
4:11CV00030, 2012 WL 1356593, at *5 (W.D. Va. Apr. 19, 200R3] eneral objections to a
magistrate judge's report and recommendation, reiterating argumenty airesehted, lack the
specificity required byFed. R. Civ. P.]72 and have the sareffect as a failure to objecin
such circumstances, the district court should uphold the magistrate juéged and
recommendations unless clgadrroneous or contrary to law.” (citingeneyv. Astrue 539 F.
Supp. 2 at 841, 844 (W.D. Va. 2008))“Allowing a litigant to obtain de novo review of her

entire case by merely reformatting an earbrief as an objection “make[s] the initial reference



to the magistrate useless. The functions of the district court actiedfe duplicated as both the
magistrate and the district court perform identical tasks. This duplicatiommef @nd effort
wastes judicial resources rather than saving them, and runs contrary to the pofpthses
Magistrates Act.”"Veney 539 F. Supp. 2d at 845-46.

Upon review of the Repoend recordthis courtdetermineghat the Magistrate Judge’s
findingswere reaonable and void aflearerror. The Magistrate Judge reasonably found that the
Commissioner’s final decision was based on substantial evidence, (ECF No. -247xtaéd
thatthe ALJ did not err in his findings that Plaintiff did not fulfil all of the requirements unde
Albright v. Comm’y 174 F.3d 473, 475 n.2 (4th Cir. 1988)ich that she should be entitled to
benefits. Id.) And in response to Plaintiff's reiterated and cursory objection that the ALJ did
not afford enough weight to the treating physician’s findingsaking his determination, (ECF
No. 25 at 1), this court notes that the Report’s conclusions on thisassumeore than sensible.
The Magistrate Judge specificaltliscusses howhe ALJ adequatelyconsdered a range of
factors under 20 C.F.R8 404.527(c)(2), 416.927(c)(2n light of his decisiomot to givethe
treatng opinion controlling weight. (ECF No. 25 at%) In sum, this court findshat the

Report’s assessmentvere notlearly erroneousr contrary to law.

IV.CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth herein, the c@DOPTS the Magistrate Judge Report and
Recommendatio(ECF No. 24 andAFFIRMS the final decision of the Commissioner denying

Plaintiff's claim for DIBand SSI pursuant to sentence four (4) of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

1 To be entitled to benefits, “[the claimant (1) must not be engag&ibstantial gainful activity,’

i.e., currently working; and (2) must have a ‘severe’ impairment that (3) meets or exceeds the
‘listings’ of specified impairments, or is otherwise inaaiating to the extent that the claimant does

not possess the residual functional capacity [‘RFC”] to (4) perform [the claimaassiyork or (5)

any other work.” Albright v. Comm’y 174 F.3d at 475 n.2.

4



IT1SSO ORDERED.
8 ' ;
United States District Judge

September 21, 2015
Columbia, South Carolina



