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DENNI'S, Circuit Judge:
For the reasons previously assigned in Paz v.

Brush Enqgi neered Materials, Inc., 445 F.3d 809

(5th CGr. 2006), we reversed the district court's
di sm ssal of the appellants' clains agai nst Wess-
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Del for |ack of personal jurisdiction, but because
the district court's dismssal of the plaintiffs’
case under Rule 12(b)(6) raised an inportant
question of state |l aw which the M ssissippi courts
had not resolved, we certified a question to the
M ssi ssi ppi Suprene Court before finally di sposing
of this appeal. The question certified was
"[W hether the laws of Mssissippi allow for a
medi cal nonitoring cause of action, whereby a
plaintiff can recover nedical nonitoring costs for
exposure to a harnful substance w thout proving
current physical injuries fromthat exposure?"
The M ssi ssippi Suprene Court has now answer ed

t hat questi on. See Paz v. Brush Engineered

Materials, Inc., 2007 W. 14891 (M ss. 2007). The

court, inter alia, st at ed: "This Court has

continuously rejected the proposition that within

tort law there exists a cause of action or a



general category of injury consisting solely of
potential future injury. Therefore, in response
to the question from the Fifth Grcuit as to
whet her M ssi ssi ppi recogni zes a medi cal
noni toring cause of action without a show ng of
physical injury this Court has previously refused
to recogni ze such an action and i n accordance with
M ssi ssippi common |law continues to decline to
recogni ze such a cause of action." [d. at *6.
The Court al so di scussed a nunber of exceptions or
qualifications to this general rule that do not
apply in the instant case. ld. at *2-3.
Accordingly, we <conclude that this case is
controlled by the general rule announced by the
M ssi ssippi Suprene Court and requires that we
affirm the district court's judgnent on that
basi s.

Thus, although we previously concluded that



the district court erred in dismssing the case
for lack of personal jurisdiction and mai ntain our
reversal of that ruling, we now conclude, in |ight
of the M ssissippi Suprenme Court's answer to the
certified question, that the district court
reached the <correct result in granting the
defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) notion to dismss. For
t hese reasons, we affirm the district court’s

j udgnent on that ground.



