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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Lut her C. Ednonds, Sherri D. Battle, and Elite Child, Inc.
appeal the district court’s orders awardi ng sancti ons and att orneys
fees and enjoining Appellants fromfiling other federal |awsuits
against Virginia state court judges absent authorization from a
federal judge. W have reviewed the record and the district

court’s orders and find that the district court did not abuse its

di scretion. See Cooter & Gell v. Hartnmarx Corp., 496 U. S. 384,

400- 02 (1990). Accordingly, we affirm We dispense with ora
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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