UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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Summary Cal endar

REVEREND GECRCGE TAYLOR
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

BUNGE CORPORATI ON,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(CA-83-1506-L c/w 87-1863-1L)

( July 17, 1995 )

Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, DAVIS and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Reverend George Tayl or appeals the denial of his Fed. R Cv.P.
60(b) (6) notion challenging the dismssal of a Title VIl suit, and
his notion to recuse Judge Veronica D. Wcker. Finding no error,

we affirm

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



Backgr ound

The instant appeal arises out of a civil rights action Tayl or
filed agai nst Bunge Corporation in 1983. The notion of Taylor's
attorney to dismss that suit wthout prejudice as prenmature was
gr ant ed. In Septenber 1984 Taylor reasserted his clains in a
second civil rights suit which was di sm ssed wthout prejudice as
time-barred. W affirnmed. Nearly two years after that dism ssa
Taylor filed a notion under Rule 60(b) contending that the first
action had been dism ssed wthout his consent. That notion was
denied as untinely. In 1987 Taylor filed a third suit seeking
"I ndependent relief" fromthe initial judgnent under Rule 60(b).
Judge Veronica D. Wcker dismssed the action as barred by res
judicata. Again, we affirned.

In 1944 Taylor filed the i nstant noti ons, seeking relief under
60(b) (6) for "fraud upon the court” in dismssing hisinitial civil

rights action, and the recusal of Judge Wcker in his suit for

"I ndependent relief." The notions were denied and Taylor tinely
appeal ed.
Anal ysi s

W review the denial of both notions under the abuse of
di scretion standard.! Taylor's notions are untinely. His attack
on a judgnent issued over ten years ago was not filed within a

reasonable tinme? and the record is devoid of proof that he noved

Travelers Ins. Co. v. Liljeberg Enterprises, Inc., 38 F.3d
1404 (5th Cir. 1994) (Rule 60(b)(6)); United States v. Jordan, 49
F.3d 152 (5th Gr. 1995) (notion to recuse).

°Tr avel ers Ins.



for the recusal of Judge Wcker upon learning facts allegedly
material to her supposed disqualification.® Tineliness aside, it
is patently mani fest that these notions |ack any nerit what soever.
Taylor's allegations of a nassive schene to defraud him do not
constitute "extraordi nary circunstances” justifyingrelief fromthe
chal | enged judgnent.* Hs claim has been rejected in prior
pr oceedi ngs. In addition, his contention that Judge W cker
defrauded him by m sapplying the principles of res judicata are
fanciful and totally unrelated to the relevant inquiry whether a
reasonable person would harbor doubts about the judge's
inmpartiality.?®

This is Taylor's third Rule 60(b) challenge to the di sm ssal
of the civil rights action filed in 1984. Taylor is cautioned that
his continuation of frivolous and repetitive litigationwll invite
the inposition of the full panoply of sanctions, including the
ultimte denial of access to the judicial system?®

Taylor's outstanding notions to supplenent and correct the
record on appeal are DENI ED. The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.

3 d.

‘American Totalisator Co. v. Fair Gounds Corp., 3 F.3d 810
(5th Gr. 1993).

*Jor dan.
6See Jackson v. Carpenter, 921 F.2d 68 (5th GCr. 1991); Goad

v. Rollins, 921 F.2d 69 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 500 U S 905
(1991).




