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PER CURI AM *

Thi s consol i dat ed appeal chall enges the district court’s grant
of summary judgnent in favor of Placid Gl Co. (“Placid’) against
Henry Lee WIllians. A panel of this court recently concluded that
the district court |acked jurisdiction over Wllians’s clains and

ordered the matter remanded to state court. See Madi son v. Vintage

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determnm ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CR R 47.5. 4.
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Petroleum Inc., 1997 W 381236 (5th Cr. July 10, 1997).
Accordi ngly, we vacate the judgnent of the district court and grant
the appellant’s notion to dism ss the appeal (No. 96-60585).1
Pursuant to the sane authority, we maintain federal diversity
jurisdiction over Vintage Petroleum Inc.’s (“Vintage”) appeal from
the contenpt order entered by the district court for its failure to
conply with a discovery order (No. 96-60433). See id. The
plaintiff argues that the protections otherw se provided to Vintage
and its attorneys by the work product doctrine were waived when
Sout heast ern NormEnvi ronnental , Inc. (“Southeastern Nornf), a non-
testifying, consulting expert witness hired by Vintage, disclosed
its reports to the M ssissippi State Departnent of Health (“DOH).
Under the circunstances of this case, we disagree. First, neither
Vintage nor its attorneys voluntarily discl osed Sout heastern Norni s
reports to DOH. Rather, it is undisputed that the holders of the
privilege did not authorize the disclosure or know that it had
occurr ed. Second, nothing in the record establishes that the
plaintiff in the instant case was privy to the disclosure of the
subj ect reports. This court has recogni zed that the work product
doctrine exists “to pronote the adversary system by safeguardi ng

the fruits of an attorney’s trial preparations fromthe discovery

! The panel also held that there is federal jurisdiction over
the clains brought by dadys Madison, as guardian for Viola
Wlliams. See id. Because the plaintiff in that matter did not
appeal the district court’s grant of summary judgnent in favor of
Placid, that decision remains in full force.
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attenpts of an opponent.” Shields v. Sturm Ruger & Co., 864 F.2d
379, 382 (5th Gr. 1989). W believe that the doctrine’s goal wll
be served nost effectively in this case by continuing to protect
the reports fromdiscovery. Accordingly, we REVERSE the contenpt

order entered by the district court against Vintage.



