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Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS, and DENNIS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ri chard McBride was enployed by Halter Marine, Inc. at its
facility in Mdss Point, Mssissippi. On April 13, 1994, MBride
allegedly suffered an on-the-job injury. On Septenber 14, 1994,
when he returned to work fromthis injury, he failed a routine drug
screening test which was adm nistered in accordance with routine
conpany policy. Based on M. MBride s failure to pass the routine
drug test, his enploynent was term nated. Subsequently, MBride
instituted a claim under the Longshore and Harbor Wrkers’
Conpensation Act and MBride and his wife filed two |awsuits
against Halter Marine, the first in state court which was renoved
to federal court and the second filed directly in federal court
after the first had been renoved to federal court. The two suits
pending in federal court were consolidated. At a case nanagenent
conference on July 24, 1996 before the nmgistrate judge, the
parties negoti ated and agreed upon a voluntary settlenent of both

actions and such settlenent was entered of record. Subsequently,

"Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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on August 5, 1996, the district court entered an order on joint
nmotion of all parties dism ssing the case with prejudice with each
party to bear its own costs. The separate clains of MBride under
the Longshore and Harbor Wrkers’ Conpensation Act were excepted
fromthis settlenent and dismssal. On April 25, 1997, MBride and
his wife filed a notion under FED. R CvVv. P. 60(b) to set aside the
settlenent and the judgnents. The district court denied any relief
to plaintiffs and the plaintiffs appeal.

We have carefully reviewed the briefs, the record excerpts,
and rel evant portions of the record itself. The district court has
broad di scretion under Rule 60(b) to grant or deny relief. W find
nothing in the record which would indicate that the district court
abused its discretion in denying the plaintiffs any relief under
Rul e 60(b). The order denying any further relief is

AFFI RMED.



