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PER CURIAM

This is an appeal by Frederick Stampone of an order of the United States District



     1 The parties are already familiar with the facts of this case.  Therefore, we limit our
discussion to those facts essential to our decision.

     2 Stampone also asks us to revisit our earlier opinion which affirmed the dismissal of
several parties from his lawsuit.  We see no reason to disturb our earlier opinion.

2

Court for the District of New Jersey, enforcing a settlement between the parties.1  We

have considered the briefs and appendices, including a transcript of the court proceeding

on February 20, 2007, memorializing the settlement agreement of the parties; and the

transcript on April 4, 2007, concerning the motion to enforce the settlement.  No reading

of the February 20th transcript supports Stampone’s contention that he was entitled to

receive the settlement payment within two weeks of that conference.  In fact, the District

Court carefully explained that the defendant’s insurer would need time, perhaps 7-14

days, to obtain authority for a higher settlement amount, and that assuming the amount

was approved by the insurer, it would probably take 30 days for Stampone to receive the

money.  Settlement transcript, at 3.  Stampone indicated that he understood the terms.  Id.

at 3-4.  We hold that the District Court’s finding that the parties had agreed on the terms

of the settlement was not clearly erroneous.  Tiernan v. Devoe, 923 F.2d 1024, 1031 n.5

(3d Cir. 1991) (where district court has made explicit findings concerning settlement we

review findings under a clearly erroneous standard). 

For the foregoing reasons, the District Court properly enforced the settlement, and

we will affirm that order.2


