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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COLUMBIA DIVISION
Michael Alonza Rufus, )
P aintiff,

VS. C/ANo.: 3:12-cv-03370-TLW

)
)
)
)
)
)

Social SecurityCity of Camden;

Social Security Administration; )
State of South Carolina; )
and United States of America, )
)
Defendants. )
)
ORDER

Plaintiff, Michael Alonza Rfus (“plaintiff”), proceedingpro se andin forma pauperis,
filed this action concerning plaiffts request to stop his participation in the Social Security
system on November 30, 2012. (Doc. #1). Rkhiseeks monetary damages, declaratory,
injunctive, and other relief against the Socsacurity Administration, the local office of the
Social Security Administration i€amden, South Carolina, the itédl States of America, and
the State of South Carolina (caltevely “defendarg”). (Doc. #1).

This matter now comes before this Cournt feview of the Report and Recommendation
(“the Report”) issued on January 2, 2013 by Unféates Magistrate Judge Kevin McDonald, to
whom this case was previously assigned putstathe provisions 028 U.S.C. § 636(b) and
Local Civil Rule 73.02(B)(2)(d) (D.S.C.). (Doé17). In the Report, the Magistrate Judge
recommends that this case be dismissed withmjtidice and without seioe of process. (Doc.

#17). The plaintiff filed objections tihne Report on January 16, 2013. (Doc. #24).
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This Court is charged with conducting a_de novo review of anygooati the Magistrate
Judge’s Report to which a specific objection igistered, and may accepgject, or modify, In
whole or in part, the recommeriabas contained in that repor28 U.S.C. § 636. In conducting
this review, the Court appbehe following standard:

The magistrate judge makes only a rec@ndation to the Court, to which any
party may file written objections. . . . The Court is not bound by the
recommendation of the magistrate judge, imgtead, retains rpensibility for the
final determination. The Court is reqedl to make a de novo determination of
those portions of the report or specified findings or recommendation as to which
an objection is made. However, the Cdarhot required to review, under a de
novo or any other staard, the factual or legal wolusions of the magistrate
judge as to those portions of theport and Recommendation to which no
objections are addressed. While theeleof scrutiny entailed by the Court's
review of the Report thus depends onetffer or not objections have been filed,
in either case, the Court is free, afteviegv, to accept, reject, 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 this standard, the Court shaarefully reviewed, de novo, the Report and
Recommendation and the plaintiff's objections thereto. For the reasons articulated by the
Magistrate Judge, it is herebRDERED that the Magistrate Judge Report and
Recommendation (Doc. #17) BCCEPTED. Therefore, this case BISMISSED without
prejudice and withowtervice of process.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

g Terry L. Wooten

Terry L. Wooten
Chief United States District Judge

May 8, 2013
Columbia, South Carolina



