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PER CURIAM:*

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.
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Hardy was named in a paternity suit filed in Tangipahoa Parish,

provoking him to institute this action, but the paternity case was

almost immediately dropped, apparently because of mistaken

identity.  Hardy nevertheless wished to pursue a challenge to the

statute’s constitutionality and a defamation action against the

appellees including the district attorney and maternal complainant.

Hardy makes no attempt even to argue on appeal that his

challenge to the statute’s constitutionality is not moot.  The

paternity case against him was dismissed only sixteen days after he

filed this federal lawsuit, and he was never required to submit to

a blood test.  He no longer has any legitimate contest with the

city, county or state authorities regarding the statute.  The

district court properly dismissed this part of his case.

Hardy also contends that the district court’s dismissal

of his defamation claim should be reversed and remanded for further

proceedings.  We are not certain why the district court dismissed

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 dismissed “for reasons enunciated in open

court.”  Nevertheless, it appears obvious that the court dismissed

either because Hardy’s allegations of defamation are wholly vague

and conclusional or because the judge believed the state law claim

is now better heard in state court.  Either of these grounds is

fully sustainable on appeal.  Hardy’s brief to this court makes no

effort to explain the facts behind the defamation claim, his
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pleadings in the trial court were similarly sketchy, and there is

no record that he attempted to amend.  

For these reasons, the district court’s judgment of

dismissal, without prejudice as to the defamation claim only, is

AFFIRMED.


