


In fact, on September 8, 2015 — even before Judge Eggert’s September 17 order granting
an extension — Blanchard had opposed the Libby firm’s motion for summary judgment by fil:
an Objection to Plaintiff’s Statement of Material Facts and an affidavit sworn to on September 2,
2015. On September 10 the Libby firm filed a Reply Memorandum pointing out, inter alia, tl
Blanchard had not filed an opposing memorandum of law to the summary judgment motion.
response, on September 14, 2015 Blanchard filed a memorandum of law in support of =r
objection to summary judgment.

The Libby law firm’s motion to strike that memorandum is granted. Once a party |
led papers opposing a motion for summary judgment and the moving party has filed a reply
emorandum, the rules do not permit sur-reply memoranda or any further salvos except by leave

of court or except to the extent that those are directed to the reply statement qf material facts. See
.R.Civ.P. 56(i)(2). Blanchard did not seek leave of court to file her Septen er 14, 2015

memorandum, and no reply statement of material facts was filed that would have permitt a

response under Rule 56(i)(2). Blanchard’s September 14, 2015 memorandum is t| « e
stricken.
Motion for Sumimr~=- ™~

Summary judgment should be granted if there is no genuine dispute as to any material
fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. In considering a motion r
summary judgment, the court is required to consider only the portions of the record referre to
and the material facts set forth in the parties’ Rule 56(h) statements. E.g., Johnson v. McNeil,
2002 ME 99 1 8, 800 A.2d 702. The facts must be considered in the light most favorable to -

non-moving party. Id. Thus, for purposes of summary judgment, any factual disputes must be













ted: January 2©,2016.
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