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PER CURIAM: 

Eshawn Jessica Scipio appeals the district court’s order accepting the 

recommendation of the magistrate judge and dismissing without prejudice her civil 

complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.  The magistrate judge thoroughly and 

liberally reviewed Scipio’s complaint and identified any possible causes of action that her 

allegations could establish before determining that her claims were barred for various 

reasons, primarily including principles of sovereign immunity.  The district court reviewed 

Scipio’s objections to this recommendation before overruling them and adopting the 

magistrate judge’s findings.  We have reviewed the record and find no reversible error.  

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order accepting this recommendation.  Scipio v. 

U.S. Dep’t of Treasury, No. 4:25-cv-05133-JD (D.S.C. Jan. 7, 2026).  We dispense with 

oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the 

materials before this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


