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Before JOLLY, BENAVI DES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
BENAVI DES, Circuit Judge:”

The district court dismssed the plaintiffs’ conplaint based
on lack of subject-matter jurisdiction and, alternatively, on
comty toward a Louisiana famly court. W affirm

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has detern ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



The district court properly concluded that it |acked federal
question jurisdiction. Plaintiffs argue that federal question
jurisdiction was proper based on constitutional violations as well
as violations of a federal anti-stalking |aw The plaintiffs’
conpl aint does not allege any substantial federal question. No
state action supports the plaintiffs’ federal constitutional
clains, and thus, these clains were properly dism ssed based on
want of jurisdiction. See Blouinv. Loyola Univ., 506 F.2d 20 (5th
Cr. 1975). Simlarly, the Frisards’ federal antistalking claim
does not raise a substantial federal question and was properly
di sm ssed. See Sout hpark Square Ltd. v. Cty of Jackson, 565 F.2d
338, 342-43 (5th CGr. 1977). No federal statute provides civi

remedi es for stalking.

.

The district court concluded that it |acked jurisdiction over
the plaintiffs’ diversity clains because the anount in controversy
did not exceed $75,000. See 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a). In response to
the district court’s order to show cause why their conplaint should
not be dism ssed for lack of the requisite anount in controversy,
the plaintiffs attenpted to provi de docunentary evidence of their
claim for comon | aw damages and al so argued that the anobunt in
controversy was satisfied by the value to them of the injunctive

relief sought. On appeal, plaintiffs challenge the district



court’s anpunt-in-controversy ruling on the sole basis that the
requi site anmount in controversy is satisfied by the value to them
of the injunctive relief they seek. See Premer Indus. Corp. v.
Texas | ndus. Fastener Co., 450 F.2d 444 (5th Cr. 1971) (expl aining
the value-to-plaintiff rule). In concluding that the requisite
anount in controversy was |acking, the district court inpliedly
found that the value to the plaintiffs of the injunction they
sought was | ess than $75,000. That inplied finding was not clearly
erroneous. See Wl lness Community v. Wellness House, 70 F.3d 46,

49 (7th Gir. 1995).

Accordingly, we AFFIRM the judgnent of the district court.?

2 Because we affirm the dism ssal based on |ack of subject-
matter jurisdiction, we need not address whether the district
court’s dismssal order was al so proper based on comty.
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