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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

KEVIN JORDAN CIVIL ACTION
Plaintiff

VERSUS NO. 15-1226

ENSCO OFFSHORE COMPANY SECTION: “E” (1)

Defendant

ORDER AND REASONS

Before theCourt isPlaintiff Kevin Jordan’s motionn limine to exclude evidence
of his July 22, 2014 drug test resulffie motion is opposed. For the reasons that follow,
the motion iISGRANTED.

The accident that is the subject of this lawsuttwoced on March 3, 20 1R laintiff
took a postaccident drug test on March 6, 2013 he results of the MarcBth drugtest
werenegative? More than a year lateyn July 22, 2014, Plaintiff was again administered
a drug tese The results of the July 22nd drug test were “dituté Plaintiff moves to
exclude his July 22, 2014 drug test reswltsseveral grounds. First, Plaintiff argues the
July 22nd results are irrelevant, as it is cleanirthe results of hidMarch 6, 2013 drug
test that he was not on drugs at the time of thedd&, 2013 accidertSecond, Plaintiff
argues thahis July 22, 2014 drug test ressidire unfairly prejudicial and will confuse and
mislead the jury. Third, Plaintiff contends the July 22, 2014 drugtteesults should be
excluded because the resultseé&diluted,” and the Defendarias not retained an expert

toxicologist who can testify as to the meanorgignificanceof a diluted drug test.

1R. Doc. 762 at 1 (Exhibit A3/6/13 drug test results).
21d.

3R. Doc. 763 at 1(Exhibit B, 7/22/14 drug test results)
41d.

5R. Doc. 761 at +2.

61d. at 2.

71d. at 2-3.
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The Courtrecentlyconsidered thiseryissue inHoward v. Offshore Liftboats, et
al.8In Howard, the plaintiffs sought to introduce evidence ofedense witness’s “diluted”
drug test resultso impeach the witness’s credibilifyThe defendants objected toeth
admissibility of the dilutedirug test results prior to trid? The defendants argueadat
the results were inadmissible becauke plaintiffshadnot retained an expert witness
who “prepared a report in connection with testifying aegjng. . . the meaning of
dilute.” 11 The Court sustained the defense objection, findmagthe “diluted drug test
resuts would have to be interpreted by an expert ws# be helpful to the jury?The
Court furthernoted that, because theapitiffs had “no expert qualified ttestify on the
meaning and significance of.‘diluted’drug test resultstheresults vere inadmissiblés3

The sameresult is warranted irthis case.The Defendant seeks to introduce
evidence of Plaintiffs July 22, 2014 diluted drtest results, buthe Defendant has not
retained an expert qualified to testify as to theaming and/or significance of diluted
drug test resultsThe Defendant arguesontrary to the Court’s reasoning howard,
that expert testimongimply is not needed to “interpret the Plaintiffs dilutettug
screen.™ The Court disagreedVithout such expert testimony, evidence of Plaiffstif
diluted drug test results would not be helpfuth@ jury. For that reason, Plaintiff's July
22,2014drug test results are excluded from trial.

ITIS SO ORDERED.

2 Howard v. Offshore Liftboats, et al., No. 13CV-4811, R. Doc. 724 at 5.
ﬁlgnoward v. Offshore Liftboats, et al., No. 13CV-4811, R. Doc. 600 at 5.
EII—?é)ward v. Offshore Liftboats, et al., No. 13CV-4811, R. Doc. 724 at 5.
4R, Doc. 84 2t 1



New Orleans, Louisiana, thisl6th day ofMay, 2016.

SUSIE MORGAN
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



