IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-50143
Summary Cal endar

ROBBI N E. L. WASHI NGTON, JR ;
GERALD WASHI NGTON; LAVERNE W
Rl CHARDS; GERARD WASHI NGTCN,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(97-CV-389-F)

Oct ober 27, 1999
Before POLI TZ, WENER, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel | ants appeal the sunmary judgnent for the Governnment in
this Federal Tort Cains Act case. They argue that the district
court abused its discretion in determning that their expert’s
opi ni ons on causation and various issues relating to the
col onoscopy perfornmed on the decedent should be excluded under

Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharm, Inc., 509 U S. 579 (1993).

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



The district court did not abuse its discretion. No
scientific basis was given for the expert’s causation opinion.

See Moore v. Ashland Chem, Inc., 151 F.3d 269, 278 (5th G

1998). The district court also did not err in determning that
the expert was not of the “sane school of practice” as the

doctors who perforned the col onoscopy. See Broders v. Heise, 924

S.W 2d 148 (Tex. 1996). Because the appellants have not nade a
sufficient showi ng on causation, an essential elenent of their
case, the district court did not err in granting the Governnent’s

nmotion for summary judgnent. See Lujan v. National Wldlife

Fed’ n, 497 U. S. 871, 884 (1990); Urbach v. United States, 869

F.2d 829, 831 (5th Cr. 1989).

AFFI RVED.



