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PER CURI AM

M chael and Terry Scott appeal the district court’s order
granting summary judgnent to the Defendants and dism ssing their
conplaint. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
orders and affirmin part on the reasoning of the district court.

See Scott v. Wells Fargo, No. CA-03-786-2 (E.D. Va. Dec. 15, 2004).

We further affirmthe district court’s order denying the Scott’s
notion for reconsideration. In addition, we affirmthe February 9,
2005, order awardi ng the Defendants attorneys’ fees. Wth respect
to the Decenber 15, 2004, pre-filing injunction, while we
synpathize with the district court having to handle the Scotts’
over whel m ng nunber of frivolous filings containing unsubstanti ated
argunments and rai sing i ssues disposed of in prior orders or cases,
we note a court should give notice of a pre-filing injunction and

opportunity for a response. Croner v. Kraft Foods N. Am, lInc.,

390 F.3d 812, 819 (4th Cr. 2004) (requiring court give litigant
notice and opportunity to be heard before inposing prefiling
i njunction under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1651(c) (2000)).

Accordingly, we affirm all the orders issued by the
district court in this case except the Decenber 15, 2004, order
inposing a pre-filing injunction. W vacate that order, and that
order only, and remand for further proceedi ngs consistent with this

opi ni on. We 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 decisional process.
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