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PER CURIAM: 
 

James H. McBride appeals the district court’s order 

denying his motion to appoint McBride new counsel in a criminal 

case pending in state court.  The district court abstained from 

deciding the case, pursuant to Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37 

(1971).*

AFFIRMED 

  The Younger doctrine “permits federal courts to refrain 

from hearing cases that would interfere with a pending state 

criminal proceeding.”  Martin v. Stewart, 499 F.3d 360, 363 

(4th Cir. 2007).  We review for abuse of discretion a district 

court’s decision to abstain under Younger, Laurel Sand & Gravel, 

Inc. v. Wilson, 519 F.3d 156, 161 (4th Cir. 2008), and find no 

abuse of discretion here.  Accordingly, we affirm the decision 

of the district court.  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. 

                     
* Although McBride did not file timely objections to the 

magistrate judge’s report and recommendation, he did pursue the 
alternate option suggested by the magistrate judge of filing an 
amended complaint.  Thus, McBride’s failure to file objections 
did not result in a waiver of his right to appellate review.  
cf. United States v. Midgette, 478 F.3d 616, 621-22 (4th Cir. 
2007) (holding a party waives appellate review by failing to 
file timely and specific objections to a magistrate judge’s 
report). 


