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PER CURIAM:

Roosevelt Broome, Jr. appeals the district court’s
order adopting the recommendation of the magistrate judge and
dismissing his complaint for lack of jurisdiction. For the
reasons that follow, we affirm the district court’s order.

In Broome’s complaint, he alleged that a state court’s
order in Tforeclosure proceedings on his residence violated his
federal rights. The magistrate judge recommended granting the
Appellees” motion to dismiss the complaint for Jlack of
jurisdiction. Under the Federal Magistrates Act, the district
court may designate the magistrate judge to conduct a hearing,
make proposed findings of fact, and recommend a disposition on
certain motions. 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) (2006). Once the
magistrate judge files a report and recommendation, the parties
have ten days to object to i1t. 28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(C) (2006).
A district court reviews “de novo . . . those portions of the
report . . . to which objection is made.” 1d.

Here, before the time had expired for Broome to object
to the report, the district court adopted the magistrate judge’s
recommendation and dismissed the complaint, stating that, as the
court lacked jurisdiction over the complaint, waiting for Broome
to file objections to the report would serve no valid purpose.
While we do not condone the district court’s failure to comply

with the statute, we Ffind that this error was harmless as the
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court’s conclusion that 1t lacked jurisdiction over Broome’s

complaint was not in error. See Johnson v. De Grandy, 512 U.S.

997, 1005-06 (1994) (Rooker/Feldman abstention doctrine prevents

party losing in state court from seeking appellate review of the
state judgment in federal district court, based on party’s claim
that the state judgment violated the party’s federal rights)

(citing D.C. Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 482

(1983); Rooker v. Fid. Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413, 416 (1923)).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



