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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

In 1991, Laidlaw Environmental Services (TOC), Incorporated
(Laidlaw), purchased a computer-control system from Honeywell,
Incorporated (Honeywell), for use at Laidlaw's hazardous waste
incinerator plant in Roebuck, South Carolina. Over the ensuing years,
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) fined Laidlaw approxi-
mately $400,000 for violating certain environmental regulations.
Believing that its problems with the EPA were caused by program-
ming errors in the computer-control system provided by Honeywell,
Laidlaw sued Honeywell for breach of contract, breach of warranties,
and negligence.

Following extensive discovery by both parties, Honeywell moved
for summary judgment on the ground that, under the express terms of
the parties' contract, it cannot be held liable for any of Laidlaw's
claims or damages. After extensive briefing and oral argument, the
district court granted Honeywell's motion for summary judgment.
According to the district court, the plain language of the contract lim-
ited Laidlaw to the exclusive remedy of repair or replacement.
Laidlaw appeals the district court's order, arguing that a new contract
was formed by Honeywell's reference, in its letter confirming the
contract, to a purchase order that Laidlaw had sent Honeywell prior
to negotiations.

We have reviewed the record, briefs, and pertinent case law in this
matter, and we have had the benefit of oral argument. Our review per-
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suades us that the rulings of the district court were correct. Accord-
ingly, we affirm on the reasoning set forth in the district court's
thorough and meticulous opinion. See Laidlaw Envtl. Servs. (TOC),
Inc. v. Honeywell, Inc., C.A. No. 7:95-473-21 (D.S.C. Sept. 18,
1996).

AFFIRMED
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