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PETITIONER’S ATTORNEY-OF-RECORD, MADELINE WILSON’S, REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO STRIKE

Madeline Wilson, through her attorney, Brett N. Huff of the law firm of Huff & Leslie,
LLP, respectfully submits her Reply in Support of Motion to Strike. In support thereof,
Madeline Wilson states as follows:

Harrington proves in his Response to Madeline Wilson’s Motion to Strike that he is going
to continue his vendetta against Wilson, no matter what forum, no matter how baseless, or how
inappropriate — just as he is doing here. His litigious purpose is vexatious with the goal of
harassing and increasing the costs of the litigation.

In reply of her Motion to Strike, Wilson denies any and all accusations of impropriety on
her behalf or that of her attorney. As is the case with many of Harrison’s filings, his response
brief is rife with false, impertinent and scandalous accusations. To avoid belaboring the Court
with additional important and irrelevant arguments, Wilson will only address two of
Harrington’s points in response and she denies the other allegations.

Harrington argues that Wilson and her attorney are in violation of court rules in having
failed to confer with him before filing the Motion to Strike. Harrington is misguided on the law.
C.R.C.P. 121 81-15(8) sets forth the duty to confer and states, “Moving counsel shall confer with
opposing counsel before filing a motion.” [Emphasis added]. The comments to this rule further
elaborate:



“The duty to confer is not required in all cases. Conferring would obviously be
inappropriate prior to a motion for temporary restraining order, a motion to
dismiss, a motion for judgment on the pleadings, a motion for summary judgment,
a motion during trial or a post-judgment motion. There may also be instances
where conferring would be useless under the circumstances.”

Under this rule, there is no need to confer when conferral would be useless. Conferring
with Harrington over a motion to strike his filings would truly be useless. Further, the rule
explicitly states that there is a duty to confer with “opposing counsel” and thus the rule does not
apply to Harrington, who is not an attorney, but a pro se plaintiff.

Harrington also argues that the Motion to Strike is not properly before the court because
Wilson is not a party to the action. Wilson, however, does have standing because Harrington is
attacking her, asserting scandalous and false accusations and attempting to hoodwink the Court
into entering sanctions against her. Harrington is gone far afield in hopes of continuing his long-
held grudge and Wilson must be allowed to defend herself.

WHEREFORE based on the foregoing, Ms. Wilson requests the Court grant Wilson’s
Motion to Strike.

Dated this 19" day of December, 2008.

Respectfully submitted,
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