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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 areboth parties’objectiors to designatiols of Joanna Jordan’s
depositionl TheCourt rules on the objections as follows

Plaintiff's Objections

PAGE 33,LINE 8 — PAGE34,LINE 6

Plaintiff objects to this excerpt of Joanna Jordadeposition on the basis that it is
inadmissiblehearsayThe Court disagrees. This testimony is admissiblehastatement
of an opposing party undd&tule 801(d)(2)(A)of the Federal Rules of Evidenddnder
Rule 801(d)(2)(A), a statement that meets the filhg conditions is not hearsay: “The
statement is offered against an opposing party and was made by the party in an
individual or representative capacityri this excerpt, Ms. Jordan recourdstatement
made to her by the Plaintiff. Because the Defendsa®ks to offer this testimony against
the Plaintiff, and because the statement was madddintiff individually to Ms. Jordan
the testimony is admissible under Rule 801(d)(2){®e objection to this excerpt of Ms.
Jordan’s deposition ®VERRULED .

. PAGE 35,LINE9—LINE 16

Plaintiff objects to this portion of Ms. Jordansmosition on the basis of relevance.

In this excerpt Ms. Jordan is asked by defense selwhether the Plaintiff isurrent on

1R.Doc.12% R. Doc. 133 at 3, 4.
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his child support payment$his testimony is not relevant to any issues irsttaseThis
testimony is not admissible. The objectiorBid STAINED.

1. PAGE 36,LINE 4 — PAGE 38,LINE 2

Plaintiff objects to thisdesignationof Ms. Jordan’s testimony as hearsay. This
designationis thestatement of an opposing party and thus is not$saunder Federal
Rule of Evidence 801(d)(2)(A). The objectioto hearsay iIOVERRULED .

The Court findshoweverthat a portion of this designation is irrelevanage 36,
line 4 through line 21, concluding with “That’s okais irrelevant and, as a result, is
inadmissible. These lines of the deposition are excludéithe remainder of this
designation, beginning with “What did he say to yoan Page 36, line 21, thugh Page
38, line 2, is admissibl&he objection to relevance as to this testimonyWSTAINED.

V. PAGE40,LINE 17— PAGE45,LINE 25

This portion of Ms. Jordan’s deposition testimosyobjected to as hearsaihis
objection iISSUSTAINED IN PART andOVERRULED IN PART , as set forth below.

Page 40, line 18, through Pagg Hne 5, is inadmissible hearsay. This testimony,
where Ms. Jordan recounts statements made by Hfgirtivorce attorney, does not
gualify for any exceptiomo or exclusionfrom the general hearsay rule.

Page4], line 6, through Page ¥ line 20, is admissible. This qualifies as the
statement of an opposing party under Rule 80 1(d»)?2)

Page 4, line 21, through Page 43, line 2, is inadmissibThis testimony is
irrelevant to ag issues in this case and, even if relevant, is enprejudicial than
probative. Moreover, this testimony is inadmissiplesuant to the Court’s ruling on the

motionin liminewith respect to Plaintiff's alleged drug seekindbeior 2

2SeeR. Doc. 165.



Page 43line 3, through Page 43, line 1l admissible.

Page 43, lind2, through Page 44, linH), is inadmissible hearsay. This testimony,
where Ms. Jordan recounts statements made by Hfairttivorce attorney, does not
gualify for any exception or exclusion from tgeneral hearsay rule.

Page 44, line 11, is admissible.

Page 44, lines 12 through 15jmsadmissible hearsay.

Page 44,ihe 16, through Page 44, line 24, concluding witditl not tell Georgg
is admissible.

Page 44line 24, starting with “becauggeorge told me ... "to Page 45, line 5, is
inadmissible hearsay.

Page 45, line 6, through Page 45, line 25 is adibliss

V. PAGE46,LINE8 — LINE 21

Plaintiff objects to this designation on the basfiselevance. In thiportion of the
deposition testhony, Ms. Jordan is questioned about Plaintiff's all@égenorting of
Adderall andhow he behaves after snortintg This testimony is irreleant to any issues
in this case and, even if relevant, is more prejiadithan probative. Moreover, this
testimonyis inadmissible pursuant to the Court’s ruling dre tmotionin limine with
respect to Plaintiff's alleged drug seeking behavidhe objection iISUSTAINED.

Defendant's Objections

PAGE 55,LINE 16 — PAGE 57,LINE 3

Ms. Jordan is asked about certain text messag#dsisrexcerpt of her deposition.
Defendant objects to the testimony on the basistin@messages shown Ms. Jordan were

not and have not been authenticated. The Courtesgiiéhe objection iISUSTAINED.

3SeeR. Doc. 165.



. PAGE58,LINE 10— PAGE62,LINE 3

Defendant objects to this portion of Ms. Jordanépdsition, arguing that the
documents presented to Ms. Jordan and discussdétebywere not compte but were
only partial screeshots of the actual documents. The objectio®@VEERRULED . This
testimony is admissibleMs. Jordan authenticated these documents during her
deposition, and counsel had an opportunity to ceo@nineherat that time.

[1. PAGEG61,LINE20—PAGEG64.LINE4

In this deposition excerpt Ms. Jordan is preseratedries of Facebook screentho
and isasked various questions about them. Defendant thjecthe testimony on the
basis that there is no colloquy or argument abduatws being shown to Ms. Jordan. The
objection iIsSSUSTAINED IN PART andOVERRULED IN PART , as set forth below.

This excerpt overlaps in part with Defendant’s objectio;m Page 58, line 10,
through Page 62, line 3hE Court found this excerpidmissible above. Therefore, Page
61, line 20, through Page 62, line 3, is admissible

Page 62, line Athrough Page 62, line lig,inadmissible. The documents shown to
Ms. Jordan during this portion of her testimony eart authenticated.

Page 62, lines 18 and 18,admissible.

Page 62, line 20, through Page 63, line 22, is m&dible.The documents shown
to Ms. Jordan durinthis portion of her testimony were not authenticate

Page 63, line 23, through Page 64, line 4, is adibls.

V. PAGE 72, LINE4— PAGE78.LINE21

This testimony concerns a potential divorce setdamagreement between the

Plaintiffand Ms. JordarDefendant objects to the testimony on the basielefvance and



argues that the testimony is more prejudicial that probativeheT objection is
SUSTAINED IN PART andOVERRULED IN PART, as set forth below.

Page 72, line 4, through Page 74, line 8, is ina#ible. This testimony is not
relevant to any issues in this case.

Page 74, line 9, through Page 74, line 21, is adinlis.

Page 74, line 22, through Page 76, line 23, is m&gdible.This testimony is not
relevant to any issues in this case.

Page 76line 24, through Page 77, line 22, is admissible.

Page 77, line 23, through Page 78, line 21, is misgible.This testimony is not
relevant to any issues in this case.

V. PAGE80,LINE5— PAGE82,LINE 6

During this exchangeyls. Jordan is shown a screenshot of a text messhgsh is
ostensibly fronthe cell phone of hethen-boyfriend Charlie RaineyDefendant objects to
the testimony on the basis that Ms. Jordan did im&te personal knowledge of the
information and could not testify as to it. The ettjon is SUSTAINED, except as to
Page 80, lines 6 and 7.

ITIS SO ORDERED.

New Orleans, Louisiana, this21lstday of May, 2016.

______ Stae o

SUSIE MORG
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



