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Before JONES, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel I ants brought this products |iability acti on agai nst
Appel l ee DaimerChrysler (Chrysler) for damages resulting from

injuries to M. Ciresi allegedly caused by a defective air bag.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



Hol ding that Appellants had presented no evidence of the crucial
el ement of causation in their cause of action, the district court
granted Chrysler’s notion for summary judgnent. Contrary to
Appel  ants’ assertions on appeal, the district court did not err.
Chrysl er presented undi sputed testinony that sonething other than
the air bag (assumng arguendo that the air bag was indeed
defective) could have caused M. Ciresi’s injuries. Appel | ant s
presented no evidence that conflicts with this testinony. There
was thus no issue of material fact as to causation that could
preclude a grant of summary judgnent in favor of Chrysler.
Appel lants’ attenpt to fill the evidentiary gap by relying on the

res ipsa loquitur doctrine fails for the reason stated by the

district court.

Appel lants object to various decisions nade by the
district judge and the magistrate judge in nmanagi ng the case: the
denial of a tardily filed notion for |eave to anend the conpl aint
by adding a seemingly superfluous defendant; the denial of an
untinely notion to extend the deadline for submtting expert
W t ness testinony; and the striking of evidentiary subm ssi ons made
in violation of that deadline. W perceive no abuse of discretion
in any of these decisions. Even if we thought otherw se, we do not
see howit could nmake a difference to the disposition of Chrysler’s
summary judgnent notion.

AFFI RVED.



