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report that can be observed readily by jurors and/or brought out in cross examination 
without benefitting from any aid by an expert .... His opinions as to [Professor] 
Humphreys's report and proposal therefore must be excluded."4 

Mr. Fisher's report in this case suffers from the same inadequacies. The first six and 

a half pages of his twelve-page report contain "a mixture of legal opinions . . . as well as arguments 

about the evidence[,] ... and sundry other things", none of which is a proper subject of expert 

testimony. 5 In the last few pages of his report, he discusses Professor Humphreys' s conclusions with 

respect to the harm to Ms. Carroll's reputation and her proposed reputation repair program. As in 

Carroll 11, Mr. Fisher does not explain how his experience or any other data or facts inform his 

criticisms of Professor Humphreys's proposal. His conclusion that "[Ms.] Carroll's long standing 

positive image would possibly offset most of [Mr. Trump's] derogatory remarks"6 "lacks the kind 

of foundation in facts, evidence, and/or experience that is demanded of expert witnesses."7 

Plaintiffs motion in limine (Dkt 133) insofar as it seeks to exclude Mr. Fisher's 

testimony is granted. It is denied as moot in all other respects. 

Dated: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

SO ORDERED. 

October 5, 2023 

Le 
United States District Judge 

Carroll v. Trump, No. 22-CV-10016 (LAK), 2023 WL 2652636, at *5 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 27, 
2023). 

Id. at *3. 

Dkt 135-9 (Fisher Report) at 11. 

Carroll, 2023 WL 2652636, at *4. 
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