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PER CURIAM: 

 On November 10, 2008, the County Commissioners of Charles 

County, Maryland (the County) filed a petition for declaratory 

judgment in the Circuit Court for Charles County, Maryland.  In 

its petition, the County sought a judicial declaration of the 

rights of Panda-Brandywine, L.P. (Panda Energy) under a “Treated 

Effluent Water Purchase Agreement” (the Agreement) entered into 

by the parties.  Following removal to the district court, Panda 

Energy filed a motion to dismiss the petition for lack of 

subject-matter jurisdiction, which the district court denied.   

 On August 21, 2009, the parties filed cross-motions for 

summary judgment.  Following a hearing, the district court 

granted the County’s motion for summary judgment and denied 

Panda Energy’s cross-motion for summary judgment.  Panda Energy 

noted a timely appeal. 

 Having reviewed and considered the record, briefs, oral 

arguments, and applicable law, we are persuaded that the 

district court reached the correct result on both the 

jurisdictional issue and on the merits.  Accordingly, we affirm 

the district court’s judgment based substantially on the 

reasoning set forth in the district court’s careful and thorough 

opinions.  See County Comm’rs of Charles County v. Panda-

Brandywine, L.P., No. 8:08-cv-03369-AW (D. Md. May 26, 2009); 
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County Comm’rs of Charles County, Md. v. Panda-Brandywine, L.P., 

663 F. Supp. 2d 424 (D. Md. 2009). 

AFFIRMED 

 


