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PER CURI AM *
Proceeding pro se, Elton Deville appeals the district court's
summary judgnent of his product liability suit against Anerican
Suzuki Mdtor Corporation ("Suzuki Mtor"). Fi nding the appeal

patently frivolous, we dismss pursuant to Local Rule 42.2.1

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases
on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.”
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.

. Local Rule 42.2 provides that "[i]f upon hearing of any
interlocutory notion or as a result of a review under Loc. R 34,
it shall appear to the Court that the appeal is frivolous and
entirely without nerit, the appeal will be dism ssed."”



While Deville was driving his 1991 Suzuki Swi ft, an object
fell off a truck traveling ahead of him The object struck the
front of his car and punctured the battery, causing acid to escape.
Deville allegedly suffered various physical and nental injuries
from his exposure to the acid. In his product liability suit
agai nst Suzuki Mtor, Deville clained that the defective design of
his 1991 Suzuki Swift, specifically the design of the car battery,
proxi mately caused his injuries.

After nore than a year of litigation, Suzuki Mdtor noved to
strike Deville's expert witnesses and for summary judgnent. The
district court granted both notions. The court struck Deville's
expert w tnesses because of Deville's failure to disclose their
identity and produce witten reports within the prescribed tine
period. The court then granted Suzuki Motor's notion for summary
j udgnent based on Deville's inability to set forth specific facts
showi ng a genuine issue for trial.? Suzuki filed a tinely notice
of appeal .

Qur review of the record denponstrates that the district
court's sunmary judgnent was correct. Moreover, Deville does not
address the nerits of the district court's judgnent. Rather, he

sinply makes personal attacks against Suzuki Mtor's counsel

2 The district court concluded that Deville did not set
forth specific facts which would raise a genuine issue regarding
the requisite elenents of his defective design claim (1) that
there existed an alternative design for the product that was
capable of preventing his injuries; and (2) that the |ikelihood
that the car's design would cause his injuries and the gravity of
those injuries outweighed the burden on Suzuki Mdtor to adopt the
al ternative design. See La. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 9:2800.56 (West
1991) .
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regarding the handling of the case and baseless clains of
prejudicial treatment by the district court.® W therefore find
the appeal frivolous and entirely wthout nerit pursuant to Local
Rule 42.2. See, e.g., Spain v. National Union Fire Ins. Co., 906
F.2d 194 (5th G r. 1990); Matter of Smth, 851 F.2d 747 (5th CGr
1988) .

Accordingly, we DISMSS the appeal. W further DENY as noot
Suzuki Mdtor's notion to suppl enent the summary j udgnent record and

Deville's opposition notion for a protective order.

3 Deville contends, inter alia, that Suzuki Motor's
characterization of the netal object as a "pipe," rather than as an
"object,” was made in bad faith, that sunmary judgnment denied him
his absolute right toajury trial, and that the district court had
an absolute duty to appoint experts on his behal f.
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