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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Marguerite S. Bock and L. Dougl as Manni ng (“Appel |l ants”)
appeal the district court’s orders dismssing their civil actions
and denying various post-judgnent notions followng the court’s
di sm ssal of two consolidated conplaints. Bot h conpl ai nts arose
out of a state court action initiated agai nst Appellants by Karl
and Bettina Pond (“the Ponds”), seeking nonetary danages on account
of a claimfor which Bock had received a discharge in a Chapter 7
bankruptcy proceeding. The Ponds’ counsel in this proceedi ng was
Gary M Gavenus. In Iight of Bock’s discharge, the action was
inproper as to her under 8 524 of the United States Bankruptcy
Code. Judgnent was subsequently entered agai nst Manning. Bock’s
bankruptcy proceeding was ultimately reopened, and the bankruptcy
court found Gavenus and the Ponds in violation of 8§ 524. The Ponds
were found in civil contenpt. Bock was awarded attorney’s fees,
and conpensatory and punitive damages. Finding Gavenus’ actions
especi al |y egregi ous, the bankruptcy court also forwarded its order
to the appropriate state bar.

Thereafter, Appellants filed a conpl ai nt agai nst Gavenus,
his | aw partner, Catherine Henphill, and their law firm Henphill
& Gavenus (“HG). They also filed a conplaint against Kent
Lively, Appellants’ attorney in the state court action, alleging
mal practi ce. The conplaints were consolidated, and both were

sumarily dismssed with prejudice. The district court cautioned



Appel lants against filing further pleadings that did not state
facts upon which relief could be granted.

Appel lants then filed various notions with the district
court, including a properly filed Fed. R Civ. P. 59(e) notion
that were dism ssed as frivolous. The court further inposed a pre-
filing reviewsystem under which all subsequent pl eadings filed by
Appel  ants woul d be forwarded to the court for substantive review
Appel lants tinely appeal ed both orders to this Court.

Appel lants raise the following arguments on appeal:
(1) the district court abused its discretion by inposing the pre-
filing injunction; (2) the district court abused its discretion by
summarily dismssing the two actions wth prejudice, thereby
violating their Seventh Amendnent right to a jury trial; (3) the
district court abused its discretion by consolidating the two
cases; (4) the district court abused its discretion by finding
Bock’s clainms against Gavenus were barred by res judicata;
(5) because the state court | acked subject matter jurisdiction over
Bock, the resulting judgnent against Manning is null and void; and
(6) Henphill and H&G shoul d have been included as parties. W find
t hese argunents are without nerit and affirmthe district court’s

orders. See Bock v. Gevenus, No. CA-03-272 (WD.N. C. Jan. 23 &

Feb. 24, 2004). We deny Appellants’ notion to supplenent the

record on appeal. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts



and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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