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_________________

OPINION
_________________

BOYCE F. MARTIN, JR., Circuit Judge.  Linda Mediate, Cecee Kane, and Joseph P. Kane,
plaintiffs in this consolidated appeal, attempted to challenge in the district court findings of the
Special Master regarding their entitlement to benefits resulting from the multi-district litigation class
action Settlement Agreement.  The district court refused jurisdiction over their challenge and we
AFFIRM that judgment.

The Settlement Agreement between the parties provides the following: (1) a settlement
plaintiff may apply for settlement benefits by submitting the required forms to the Claims
Administrator; (2) the Claims Administrator will then make a determination regarding the plaintiff’s
entitlement to benefits; (3) if the plaintiff disagrees with the Claims Administrator’s determination,
he may file an appeal with the court-appointed Special Master; and (4) “[a]ny determination by the
special master . . . shall constitute a final and binding determination.”   

Plaintiffs, who were duly entitled to benefits under the Settlement Agreement, were
disqualified from receiving such benefits because their attorneys failed to file their forms in a timely
manner with the Claims Administrator.   Plaintiffs then challenged their disqualification, proceeding
through the steps outlined above.  The Special Master ultimately denied their challenge, and
plaintiffs then sought to appeal that decision to the district court.  

The district court properly refused to hear their challenge, explaining that the Settlement
Agreement does not provide for an additional appeal of the special master’s determination.
Plaintiffs’ challenge attacks the terms of the Settlement Agreement, and neither this Court nor the
district court has authority to entertain such an attack.  See Brown v. County of Genesee, 872 F.2d
169, 173 (6th Cir. 1989) (internal quotations omitted) (“[A] court must enforce the settlement as
agreed to by the parties and is not permitted to alter the terms of the agreement.”).  We adopt the
reasoning and conclusion of the district court, and AFFIRM its judgment.  


