
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

EDDIE ANDREWS, et al., )
)

Plaintiffs, )
)

v. ) Case No. 06-CV-460-TCK-PJC
)

UNITED STATES, et al., )
)

Defendants. )

DEFENDANT EDMONDSON’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF ANDREWS’ MOTION TO STRIKE DEFENDANT

EDMONDSON’S MOTION TO DISMISS

Defendant Edmondson, through the undersigned counsel, respectfully submits this Response

in Opposition to Plaintiff Eddie Andrews’ motion requesting the Court to strike Defendant

Edmondson’s motion to dismiss (Doc. 41) and respectfully requests that Plaintiff’s Andrews’ motion

be denied.

Rule 12(f) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure states that a pleading or defense may be

stricken if it contains an insufficient defense or "redundant, immaterial, impertinent, or scandalous

matter."  Plaintiff Andrews has not demonstrated that Defendant Edmondson’s motion contained any

such defenses or matter.  In fact, Defendant Edmondson’s dispositive motion was based on well-

settled principles such as Eleventh Amendment immunity, the requirement that pleadings for relief

contain a “short and plain statement” of the cause of action to give notice of the nature of the claim,

and the requirement that a plaintiff alleging a constitutional cause of action show an affirmative link

between a defendant and the alleged constitutional violation.  The motion also was based upon

Plaintiffs’ failure to demonstrate that the federal criminal statutes they cited provide them with a
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private cause of action and their failure to meet the requirements for pleading conspiracy or RICO

causes of action.  

Although Plaintiff Andrews makes baseless and outlandish assertions in his motion to strike,

he has failed to demonstrate that the defenses asserted in Defendant Edmondson’s motion to dismiss

were insufficient or contained  "redundant, immaterial, impertinent, or scandalous matter."  Plaintiff

Andrews’ apparent lack of comprehension of the defenses asserted does not constitute valid grounds

for his motion to strike Defendant Edmondson’s dispositive motion.  

Based on these reasons, Plaintiff’s motion should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Linda Soper                                                            
LINDA SOPER.OBA #14127
Assistant Attorney General
Oklahoma Attorney General’s Office
Litigation Division
313 N. E. 21st Street
Oklahoma City, OK  73105
Tele:  (405) 521-4274   Fax: (405) 521-4518
Linda_Soper@oag.state.ok.us

Attorney for Oklahoma Attorney General Edmondson
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 23rd day of October, 2006, I electronically transmitted the
attached document to the Clerk of Court using the ECF System for filing and transmittal of a Notice
of Electronic Filing to the following ECF registrant:

Jonathan D. Echols, # 20685
Crowe & Dunlevy 
20 North Broadway, Suite 1800
Oklahoma City, OK  73102

I further certify that on the 23rd day of October, 2006, I served the attached document by mail
on the following who are not registered participants of the ECF system:

Eddie Andrews
P.O. Box 1132
Catoosa, OK  74015

Rodney Class
P.O. Box 435
High Shoals, NC  28077

Angela S. Andrews
P.O. Box 1132
Catoosa, OK  74015

Richard Andrews
P.O. Box 1132
Catoosa, OK  74015

Carl Weston
2851 N. Hwy. 66 # 18
Catoosa, OK  74015

Dwight L. Class
1200 Hospital Dr., Apt. 13
Angleton, TX  77515

Maria Janet Moffitt
P.O. Box 4036
Bremerton, WA  98132

Sherwood T. Rodrigues
1610 Shenandoah Ct. 
Petaluma, CA  94954

Frank M. Strigari
Office of the Ohio Attorney General
30 E. Broad St., 17th Floor
Columbus, OH  43215-3428

s/ Linda Soper                                                            
Linda Soper

Case 4:06-cv-00460-TCK-PJC     Document 103     Filed in USDC ND/OK on 10/23/2006     Page 3 of 3



	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3

