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

No. 96-60123
Summary Cal endar

In The Matter of: BUTLER | NC.

Debt or .
EDDI E BUTLER
Appel | ant,
vVer sus
MERCHANTS BANK & TRUST CO. ,
Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Southern District of M ssissippi
1: 95- CV- 402RR)

August 8, 1996
Before JOLLY, JONES, and STEWART, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Proceeding pro se, Eddie Butler again challenges the district
court's affirmance of the bankruptcy court's judgnent in favor of
appel | ee, Merchants Bank & Trust Co. ("Merchants"), in an adversary
proceeding. W affirmthe district court.

Previously, our court dismssed a prenmature appeal filed by

Butler inthis adversary proceeding. Inre Butler, Inc. (Butler v.

"Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



Merchants Bank & Trust Co.), 2 F.3d 154 (5th CGr. 1993). W

thereafter affirned on appeal the judgnents of the bankruptcy court
in favor of Merchants, as affirnmed by the district court. In re

Butler, Inc. (Butler v. Merchants Bank & Trust Co.), No. 93-7145,

slip op. (5th Cr. Dec. 20, 1994) (per curiam, rehearing denied

(5th Gr. Jan. 13, 1995). OQur court is therefore famliar with the
background of Butler's Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceedi ngs and need
not repeat that history for the purposes of this opinion.

Having failed in his earlier attenpts to set aside the
bankruptcy court's judgnents, Butler now brings this appeal from
the district court's denial of his notions for relief under Fed. R
Cv. P. 60(b)(3) and (6). Butler's briefs on appeal contain a
di sarray of issues and argunents that appear to chall enge general ly
the district court's dismssal of his appeal from the bankruptcy
court's judgnent in favor of Merchants. Butler also takes
particular issue wth (i) the denial of Butler's requests for
reconsi deration pursuant to Rules 60(b)(3) and (6); and (ii) the
district court's refusal to grant Butler a fifth chance at
redesi gnating the bankruptcy record on appeal.

To the extent that Butler is attenpting to | aunch yet anot her
chal | enge of the judgnents against himin the original bankruptcy
proceedi ngs, we adnoni sh Butl er that our court has al ready affirnmed

t hose judgnments. Qur ruling on the case that Butler brought before



us earlier was finally settled. @l f Coast Bldg. & Supply Co.

Inc. v. Internat'l Bhd. of Electrical Wrkers, Local No. 480, AFL-

C O 460 F.2d 105, 107-08 (5th Cr. 1972).
Wth respect to the district court's denial of relief under

Rules 60(b)(3) and (6), we note the narrow scope of appellate

reviewin Rule 60(b) cases. Trinity Carton Co., Inc., v. Falstaff

Brewing Corp., 816 F.2d 1066, 1070 (5th Gr. 1987). Qur reviewis

strictly limted to an abuse of discretion standard, and we can
examne only the district court's action in denying Butler's
motion. 1d. W cannot review the underlying nerits of Butler's
case. |d. Having considered the briefs and revi ewed the perti nent
parts of the record on appeal, we hold that the district court did
not abuse its discretion in denying Butler's repeated attenpts at
postjudgnment relief. W agree with the district court that Butler
failed to (i) conply with the one-year tine |imtation under Rule
60(b)(3); and (ii) neet the criterion for equitable relief under
Rul e 60(b)(6).

Finally, we find no error whatsoever in the district court's
decision to deny Butler a fifth opportunity at redesignating the
bankruptcy record on appeal after the expiration of the filing
deadl i ne in Bankruptcy Rule 8001(a).

Accordingly, the district court's judgnent is



AFFI RMED?

1Butler is hereby warned that any further abuse of the appellate
process with frivolous notions, petitions and appeals w || subject
himto serious nonetary sanctions.



