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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Dr. John F. Repede entered into a publishing agreement with
Course Technology, Inc. to contribute material to a computer pro-
gramming textbook. He authored several versions of the textbook
until 1998, when Course Technology decided to hire a different
author to draft future versions of the book. Repede brought this action
in the U.S. District Court for the District of South Carolina against
Course Technology, Inc. and Course Technology’s parent, Interna-
tional Thomson Publishing, Inc. (collectively, "Course Technology").
Repede alleged that Course Technology had breached the publishing
contract by denying him a right of first refusal to draft subsequent
versions of the textbook. Repede also claimed that Course Technol-
ogy issued fraudulent sales reports that understated his entitlement to
royalties. Course Technology moved for summary judgment on both
claims, and the district court granted the motion. The court held that
under the unambiguous terms of the contract, Repede does not have
a right of first refusal. In addition, the court held that Repede’s fraud
claim failed because he could not have reasonably relied on the mis-
statements in the sales reports. Repede now appeals.

After considering the joint appendix, the parties’ briefs, and the
oral arguments of counsel, we are persuaded that the district court
reached the correct result. We therefore affirm on the reasoning of the
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district court. See Repede v. Course Tech., Inc., C.A. No. 0:99-653-19
(D.S.C. May 2, 2000).

AFFIRMED



