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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT FOR THE
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
NASHVILLE DIVISION

AMELIA BRYANT,

Plaintiff,
NO. 3:18-cv-00506
2
JUDGE CAMPBELL
ANDREW M. SAUL,

Commissioner of Social Security MAGISTRATE JUDGE NEWBERN

Defendant.
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MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

On May 30, 2018, Plaintiff filed a complaint seeking review of the Social Security
Administration’s decision denying her disability insurance benefits. (Dam. N) The
Administration filed a motion tdismiss (Doc. No. 11), arguing that Plaintiff’'s appeal is untimely.
The Administration submitted several documents as evidence of the untimelfrée appeal.
(SeeDecl. of Janay Podraza with exhibits, Doc. No. 13.) Because the motion included matter
outside the pleadings, the Magistrate Judge construed the motion as one forysjudgment
under Rule 56 and allowed the parties to file additional evidentiary mateRédntiff filed a
responsein opposition to the motion but the response did not address the Administration’s
argument that this action was barred by the statute of limitat{@ws. No. 24.)

The Magistrate Judgéound the appeal untimely filed amécommendedhe Court
GRANT the Motion to Dismiss(Doc. No. 25.) Plaintiff filed olgctionsto the Report and
RecommendationDoc. No. 26.) The Administration filed a response to Plaintiff's objections.
(Doc. No. 27.)

The district court reviewde novoany portion of a report and recommendation to which a

specific objection is made. &eR. Civ. P. 72(b)(1)(C); Local Rule 72.02; 28 U.S.C. §
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636(b)(1)(C);United States v. Curti237 F.3d 598, 603 (6th Cir. 2001). General or conclusory
objections are insufficientSee Zimmerman v. Casa®b4 F. App’x 228, 230 (6th Cir. 2009).
Thus, “aly those specific objections to the magistrate’s report made to the district dbbet w
preserved for appellate reviewd. (quotingSmith v. Detroit Fed’'n of Teache@29 F.2d 1370,
1373 (6th Cir. 1987)). In conducting the review, the court “may accept, reject, or modihglm w
or in part, the findings or recommendations made by the magistrate ju@geJ.S.C. 8
636(b)(1)(C); Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b)(3).

The Courtfinds that Plaintiff has not raised specific objections to the Magistrateelsidg
Report and Recommendation. Plaintiff’'s objections are not responsive to the issna@sdaliof
her case due to late filing, but instead focus on her health issues in general. déadncted a
de novaeview of the Magistrate Judge’s determinasi@nd absent objections to the substance of
theReport and Recommendation, the Court concludes the Report and Recommendatid e
adopted. Accordingly, the Administration’s Motion to Dismiss (Doc. No. 1GRANTED.

This Order shall constitute tlimal judgment in this case pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 58.
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WILLIAM L. CAMPBELL, JRY”
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

It is SOORDERED.




