IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-50198
Conf er ence Cal endar

JASPER LEE HI LL,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
TI NA SCHROUBRCEK, SGI., ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas

USDC No. W 90- CV- 155

(Cct ober 17, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jasper Lee Hill appeals fromthe district court's denial of

his notion for relief fromjudgnent pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P
60(b). He contends that the district court abused its discretion
by denying his notion because this court had "reversed" the
jury's verdict in a prior unpublished opinion, the district court

abused its discretion by inmposing a $50 sanction, and he again

chal | enges the original jury verdict.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Hll's repeated challenges to the jury's verdict and to the
district court's original March 1992 judgnent are not reviewable
by this court, as the denial of a Rule 60(b) notion does not

bring up the underlying judgnent for review. See Matter of Ta

Chi_ Navigation (Panama) Corp. S. A, 728 F.2d 699, 703 (5th G

1984). Further, HII's argunent that he was entitled to
postjudgnment relief because this court "reversed" the original
jury verdict in favor of the defendants in its Decenber 12, 1994,
unpubl i shed opinion is patently frivolous. |In its Decenber 12,
1994, unpublished opinion, this court determ ned that the
magi strate judge had not abused his discretion by denying HIl's
previous Rule 60(b) notions and dismssed HIl's appeal as
frivolous. The court specifically noted that it had previously
uphel d the decision of the jury. The magistrate judge thus did
not abuse his discretion by denying HIll's Rule 60(b) notion.

Nei ther did the magi strate judge abuse his discretion by
i mposi ng a $50 sanction against Hll. H Il has now tw ce
chal | enged the district court's denial of his postjudgnent
nmotions and is challenging the original 1992 judgnent for the
third time. This court has upheld the jury's decision and the
Suprene Court has declined to hear the case. H Il was previously
warned by the district court that the filing of additional
frivolous notions would result in the assessnent of sanctions,
yet Hill has persisted in repeatedly filing frivol ous
postj udgnment notions and appeal s.

This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus is frivol ous.

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983).
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Accordingly, it is hereby dismssed. 5th CGr. R 42.2. W now
bar H Il fromfiling any civil appeal in this court, or any
initial pleading in any court that is subject to this court's
jurisdiction, wthout the advance witten perm ssion of a judge
of the forumcourt or of this court. The clerk of this court and
the clerks of all federal district courts in this circuit are
hereby directed to return to Hill, unfiled, any attenpted

subm ssion inconsistent wwth this bar.

DI SM SSED.



