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M CHAEL H. DI TTCN,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
LEGAL TI MES; AM LAW PUBLI SHI NG CORPCRATI ON
AVERI CAN LAWER MEDIA, L.P., ASSQOCIATED
PROPERTI ES OF DELAWARE, | NCORPORATED,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Virginia, at Alexandria. Robert G Doumar, Senior District Judge.
(CA-96-1277-A)

Submtted: Septenber 30, 1997 Deci ded: Qctober 29, 1997

Bef ore ERVIN and MOTZ, Circuit Judge, and PHI LLIPS, Senior Crcuit
Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

M chael H Ditton, Appellant Pro Se. Richard S. Hoffrman, Megan E.
Hlls, WLLIAMS & CONNOLLY, Washington, D.C., for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

M chael H Ditton appeals the district court's entry of sum
mary judgnent against him in this defamation action under the
court's diversity jurisdiction. 28 U S.C A 8§ 1332 (Wst 1993 &
Supp. 1997). Ditton alleged that he was defamed in an article
publ i shed in the Legal Tines on August 12, 1996, and subsequently
republished in at | east two other outlets. The article discussed a
| awsuit Ditton had brought against a law firmw th which he had
been associ ated. The district court heard oral argument on defen-
dants' notion for summary judgnment, and subsequently granted the
notion. Ditton appeals this order, as well as an order denying his
Fed. R Cv. P. 59 notion to vacate the judgnent and to conpel
production of docunents.

The district court, in a thorough opinion, concluded that
defendants were protected by the privilege to fairly report on
judicial proceedings.” Ditton challenges the applicability of this
privilege on appeal. W have thoroughly reviewed his clains, and
conclude that they are without nmerit. We agree with the district
court's conclusion that the privilege applies in this case, and
affirmthe judgment. In addition, we hold that the district court
di d not abuse its discretion in refusing to vacate the judgnent on

Ditton's Rul e 59 notion. W di spense with oral argunment because t he

* Ditton v. Legal Tinmes, 947 F. Supp. 227 (E.D. Va. 1996).




facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

Pprocess.
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