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PER CURI AM

The underlying dispute in this case, arising froma franchise
agreenent between Choice Hotels International, Inc. and Ghanshyam
K. Patel, Arvind S. Patel, and Kuldeep Singh (collectively, the
“Franchi sees”), was submtted to arbitration, resulting in an award
of $83, 256.91 plus interest to Choice. The district court granted
Choice’s application to confirmthe award. The Franchi sees appeal ,
asserting various jurisdictional, procedural, and substantive

errors. We affirm

l.

The Franchi sees signed a franchise agreenent wth Choice,
effective May 29, 1992, pursuant to which the Franchi sees operated
a Branson, M ssouri hotel branded under one of Choice’ s marks. The
agreenent included an arbitration clause, a choice of |aw clause
mandating that the |law of Maryland would govern disputes, and a
| i qui dat ed damages provi sion. The Agreenent named Ghanshyam K
Pat el (“Patel”) as the designated representative of the
Franchi sees, and provi ded an address at whi ch he coul d be reached.
Patel |ater changed the address to which he wanted correspondence
sent .

Choice term nated the franchi se agreenent by a letter sent to
Patel at the corrected address. I n Decenber, 2000, Choice also

filed a claim against Patel wth the American Arbitration



Associ ation, and sent notice to the corrected address. Later, in
May, the parties negotiated a Reinstatenent Agreenent. The
arrangenment did not succeed, however, and Choice sent a second
Notice of Termnation to the corrected address on Sept. 5, 2003.
Choi ce deni ed the Franchi sees’ subsequent request to reinstate the
agreenent. Choice then filed an anmended demand for arbitration
which it sent to the corrected address.

The arbitrator held a prelimnary hearing by conference cal
on April 15, 2003, with the Franchisees not in attendance. The
operator had called Patel’s phone nunber and was put on hold, but
no one joined the call. The operator called back and | eft a nunber
for Patel to call to join the conference, but neither he nor any
ot her representative of the Franchisees did so.

A notice of hearing was sent to the corrected address on Apri
16, 2003. The hearing was held on June 13, 2003, but the
Franchi sees were again not in attendance. The Franchi sees sought
to file various post-hearing notions and requests, all of which
were denied by the arbitrator. On August 6, 2003, the arbitrator

i ssued an award to Choice of $83,256.91 plus interest.

.
Thereafter, Choice filed an application to confirm the
arbitration award in the district court. The Franchi sees opposed

it, asserting that the district court did not have diversity



jurisdiction over the action, because the amount in controversy
requi renent had not been net; that the Franchi sees had not received
proper notice of the arbitration demand and hearing; that the
arbitration clause in the franchi se agreenent was unenforceabl e;
that the arbitrator had exceeded his powers or so inperfectly
executed them that a nutual, final, and definite award was not
made; that the arbitrator showed bias and acted in nmanifest
disregard of the law, that the award was unclear and w thout
reasonabl e basis; that the award was agai nst the public policy of
M ssouri; and that the |liquidated danages provision award
constituted unjust enrichnent and an unenforceable penalty. The
Franchi sees requested that the award be vacat ed. The district

court rejected the Franchisees’ clains, and confirned the award.

L1l
We reviewthe district court’s | egal conclusions de novo, and
its factual findings for clear error, keeping in mnd the deference

due to arbitrati on awards. Apex Plunbing Supply, Inc. v. US

Supply Co., 142 F.3d 188, 193 (4th Cr. 1998). W have reviewed

the record, briefs, and applicabl e case | aw, and we have heard oral

argunent . W are convinced that the district court properly
resolved this case. Therefore, for the reasons given by the
district court, see Choice Hotels Int'l, Inc. v. Patel, Cvil




Action No. DKC-03-2318 (D. Md. Jan. 13, 2004), the judgnent of the
district court is

AFFI RMED.



