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PER CURI AM

W I liam Rendl eman, chief engi neer of a tow boat owned and operated
by Steel City Marine Transport, Inc. ("Steel Cty"), brought an action
under the Jones Act, 46 U S.C. § 688, to recover danages that resulted from
a personal injury. A jury returned a verdict in favor of Steel Cty and
the court entered judgnent accordingly. Rendleman appeals the district
court's ruling permtting Steel City to introduce Rendl eman's conpl ai nt
into evidence. W affirm

Inits defense, Steel City asserted that Rendl eman was not invol ved

in any acci dent. I nstead, Steel City naintained, Rendl eman's knee "went
out" as a result of a prior non-work-rel ated injury and Rendl enan
fabricated the story about an accident to recover fromhis enployer. In

a statenent to his treating



physician, on an accident report form and in his civil conplaint agai nst
Steel Gty, Rendleman clained that he was injured on February 3, 1990. At
trial, however, Rendl enman asserted that the accident occurred on February
5, 1990. Steel Cty argued that Rendl eman changed the date of the alleged
acci dent because he had nmade a record in a work log for February 3, 1990
in which he made no nention of an accident but he had not conpleted any
work | og for February 5, 1990.

Rendl eman' s argunent on appeal --that the court abused its discretion
by allowing Steel City to introduce his conplaint into evidence--borders
on frivol ous. Statenents nmade in pleadings constitute adm ssions.
M ssouri Hous. Dev. Commin v. Brice, 919 F.2d 1306, 1314 (8th G r. 1990).
As such, they are adm ssible at trial. County of Hennepin v. AFG Indus.
Inc., 726 F.2d 149, 153 (8th Cr. 1984). Al though it would have been
possi bl e, as Rendl eman urges, for the jury to have found no fundanenta

i nconsi stency between the conplaint alleging an accident "on or about
February 3, 1990" and his later testinbny that the accident occurred on
February 5, 1990, that possibility speaks to the weight and val ue of the
evidence, not to its admissibility in the first instance.

The district court's admi ssion of Rendleman's conplaint in no way
constitutes an abuse of discretion. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnment
bel ow.
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