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PER CURI AM ~
In this appeal, Larry Hardy challenges the district
court’s refusal to grant declaratory and injunctive relief against

the operation of LSA R S.9:936, the Louisiana Paternity Statute.

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determned that this opinion
should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5.4.



Hardy was nanmed in a paternity suit filed in Tangi pahoa Parish
provoking himto institute this action, but the paternity case was
al nost imrediately dropped, apparently because of m staken
identity. Hardy neverthel ess wished to pursue a challenge to the
statute’'s constitutionality and a defamation action against the
appel l ees including the district attorney and mat er nal conpl ai nant .

Har dy nakes no attenpt even to argue on appeal that his
challenge to the statute’'s constitutionality is not noot. The
paternity case agai nst hi mwas di sm ssed only si xteen days after he
filed this federal lawsuit, and he was never required to submt to
a blood test. He no longer has any legitimte contest with the
city, county or state authorities regarding the statute. The
district court properly dismssed this part of his case.

Hardy al so contends that the district court’s dism ssal
of his defamation cl ai mshoul d be reversed and remanded for further
proceedings. W are not certain why the district court dismssed
this claim inasmuch as Hardy declined to furnish a transcript, and
the district court’s order, contained in the record excerpts,
states that the judge dism ssed “for reasons enunciated in open
court.” Nevertheless, it appears obvious that the court dism ssed
ei ther because Hardy’ s all egati ons of defamation are wholly vague
and concl usi onal or because the judge believed the state law claim
is now better heard in state court. Ei ther of these grounds is
fully sustainable on appeal. Hardy's brief to this court nmakes no
effort to explain the facts behind the defamation claim his
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pl eadings in the trial court were simlarly sketchy, and there is
no record that he attenpted to anend.
For these reasons, the district court’s judgnment of

dismssal, without prejudice as to the defamation claimonly, is

AFFI RVED.



