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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA

TiggsW. McFadden, )
)
Haintiff, )
)
VS. ) CivilAction N0.: 9:11-1087-TLW-BM
)
Michael J. Astrue, Commissioner of Social )
SecurityAdministration, )
)
Defendant. )
)
ORDER

Plaintiff brought this action pursuant to 205¢§xhe Social Securitict, as amended, 42
U.S.C. § 405(g), to obtain judalireview of a final decisioof the Defendant, Commissioner of
Social Security, denying his chaifor disability insurance benefits. This matter is before the
Court for review of the Report and Recommdation (“the Report”) filed by United States
Magistrate Judge Bristow Marchatw whom this case had preusly been asgned pursuant to
28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) and Local Civil Ru¥3.02(B)(2)(a), (D.S.C.).In the Report, the
Magistrate Judge recommends that the decisiahe Commissioner baffirmed. (Doc. # 18).
The Plaintiff filed objections (Bc. # 20) to which the Commissier replied. (Doc. # 21). The
matter is now ripe for review.

In conducting this review, the Cawpplies the following standard:

The magistrate judge makes only a recandation to the Court, to which any

party may file written objections...The Court is not bound by the recommendation

of the magistrate judge but, insteatktains responsibility for the final

determination. The Court is required to makdeaovo determination of those

portions of the report or specified findings or recommendation as to which an
objection is made. However, the Court is not required to review, urdken@/o

or any other standard, the faat or legal conclusions t¢iie magistrate judge as to

those portions of the Report and Recommendation to which no objections are
addressed. While the level of scrutieptailed by the Court's review of the
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Report thus depends on whatloe not objections have b filed, in either case,
the Court is free, after review, to accemgject, or modify any of the magistrate
judge's findings or recommendations.

Wallace v. Housing Auth. of the City dfolumbia, 791 F. Supp. 137, 138 (D.S.C. 1992)

(citations omitted).

In light of the standard set forth in W&adke, the Court has reviewed, de novo, the record,
the Magistrate Judge’s analysis found in the Report, and Plafif$ objections to the Report.
In his objections, Plaintiff arggethat the ALJ failed to givepecific reason$o support and
explain portions of his analysis, particulatlge decision to accord reduced weight to the
testimony of Plaintiff and Plaintiff’'s spouse. ¢B # 20). Plaintiff maintains that the ALJ’s
analysis relied too heavily updiboilerplate” languageof the kind criticzed in _Bjornson v.
Astrue, 671 F.3d 640 F('7Cir. 2012). However, it is thi€ourt’s view, upon its review of the
record, that the ALJ's analysisncluding the ALJ’'s credibility assessment of the Plaintiff's
testimony, is supported by a discussion of the oadividence and its legion to the governing
legal standards, and is not simply an emptytaéion of “boilerpate” language._ See Transcript,
pps. 20-21. This Court is equalpersuaded, based upon the leok detail in the analysis
presented by the Magistrate Judge in his Reploat the Magistratdudge likewise undertook a
thorough review of the medical evideringhe case and the applicable legandards.

For the forgoing reasonand after careful reviewf the record, the CouACCEPT Sthe
Magistrate Judge’s Report. (Doc. # 18). For the reasons articulated by the Magistrate Judge, the
Commissioner’s decision AFFIRMED.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

s/Terry L. Wooten
Lhited States District Judge




August 14, 2012
Florence, South Carolina



