INTHE CIRCUIT COURT OF JACKSON'COUNTY
STATE OF MISSOURI, AT KANSASCITY

TERRENCE WISE, ASHLEY BALL, AIMEE
RIEDERER BROM OSWSK Y/ 'CY NTHIA
WREHE, AND CYNTHIA KAY LAKIN

Plaintiffs,

V.
Case N0:112516-CV 29697
STATE OF MISSOURI, et dl.
Rivison-10
Defendants.

N Nl N S e N N N N N N

ANSWER TO.PETRLFION FORTNJUNCTIVE AND'DECLARATORY
RELIEEBY KANSASCITY BOARD OF ELECTION
COMMISSIONERS

Defendants, Kansas City Board of Election Commissioners; Sarah (Sally) Miller, Sharon Turner
Buie, and Ralph F. Munyan |1, in their official capacities as Commissioners of the Kansas City Board of
Election Commissioners; and Shawn Kieffer and Lauri Ealom, in their official capacities as directors of
the Kansas City Board of Election Commissioners, (jointly, the “KCEB Defendants’), state the
following for their'answer to Plamtiffs™ Petition for Thjunctive and Declaratory ‘Relief:

The'KCEB :Defendants take no -position., on whether, H.B: 1-violatessthe,prohibitionon, mid-
decade congressional redistricting, the compactness requirements, the equal popul ation requirements, or
the contiguity requirements of Article 111, 8 45 of the Missouri Constitution as asserted by Plaintiffs. The
KCEB Defendants further state that they have not been requested by the State of Missouri to establish

precinct boundaries to implement H.B. 1.

INTRODUCTTON

1 At the demand of President Trump and contrary to the plain text of Missouri’s
Constitution and decades of precedent, Governor Kehoe recently called an Extraordinary Session of the

Missouri Legislature to jam through an unconstitutional mid-decade redraw of the State's congressional
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districts'with' the‘goal “of "preventing- Kansas' City!woters fromiigectingthéir preferred ‘candidate to
Congpress.

ANSWER::The KCEB Defendants admit thati Gavernor Kehoee called an kxtraordinanyr Specia
Session of the Missouri Legislature to take action on congressional redistricting, but are without
sufficient, knowledge, onjinformation to. admit on:deny, the, remainingallegations:of: Raragraph 1 of
Plaintiff’s Petition.

2. With no transparency and in a highly rushed’ process, the Legislature sprinted through

hearings and enacted anew:map in justiaweek and half’sitime.

ANSWERii The KGEB Defendants are without sufficient khowledge or information to.admit or
deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 2 of Plaintiff’ s P&tition.

ANSWER:

3 While . publiely" acknowledging rthat , the, map, was,beings redrawn,,to.,defeat, , Black
Democratic Congressman Emmanuel Cleaver—the longtime representative of the Kansas City
metropolitan area in Congress—Governor Kehoe nonsensically cited the obviously pretextual claim that
there was some Voting Rights Act or Fourteenth Amendment violation with the 2022 map in his
Proclamation calling the Extraordinary Session. This was never explained, left even the sponsor puzzled
at the.committee heaning when asked;and i sinexplicable.

ANSWER: TheKCEB. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or. information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 3 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

4. The-map was 'pushed through*in such'a slapdash and'rushed manner-that!the bill text
double assigns.one Kansas, City. precinct ito two, different congressional districts, creating,a map;that is
mal apportioned and/or noncontiguous.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
denythe all egatiansiof [Raragraph-4. of Plaintiff’siPetition:

5. But worse are the even more serious constitutional violations. Article I11, Section 45 of
Missouri’ s Constitution prohibits the L egislature from enacting more than one congressional redistricting

plan per decade. Only after each decennial census may the Legislature redistrict. The Missouri Supreme
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Court'has long held'that*only-one'valid'apportionment i$intendeéd for each decennial period: Thi's must
be truerbecause the decennial census isimader the basis of reapportionment.” Preislemnv.-Doherty, 284
S.\W.2d427,:436-37:(Mo.hanc 1955).

ANSWER: | Then KCEB . Refendants,.admit; that:iArticle. 11,1.Section: 45/, 0of, uther:Missouri
Constitution, speaks for itself and state, to the extent Paragraph 5 constitutes alegal conclusion and not a

statement of fact, no answer is reguired. The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or
information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 5 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

6} The:same constitutional provision. mandates that congressional distriets beeonfigured in
a manner;that, isfas;compactras may, beywhich-Missour . Jaw, défines; as.comprising. elosely: united
territory. The 2022 Map’s configuration of CDs 4 and 5 complied withthat requirement, but the 2025
Map's configuration assuredly does not. The Kansas City metropolitan-area, which was once whole in a
compact CD 5, is now splintered apart into meandering, misshapen districts that combine rural,
suburban, and urban areas with little shared interests and vastly different representational needs. CDs 4
and 5 are nowhere near as compact as may be, as the 2022 Map’s configuration—and other alternative
configurations—plainly reveals.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendantsistate that to, thE%extent Paragraph 6 constitutes a lega
conclusion "and 'not” a"“statement™'of-'fact, 'no* answeriis required. " The' K CEB* Defendants ‘are- Without
sufficient knowledge or information to admit”or«deny*the remaining alegations of Paragraph 5 of
Plaintiff sRetition.

7. The 2025 Map is unconstitutional in a host of ways and must be enjoined.

ANSWER: Paragraph 7 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no

answer isrequired. To the extent an answervisrequired, the' KCEB: Defendants-are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 7 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE
8. This « Ceurt)has.=original - subject\matter Djurisdiction: over rthis jaction runder 88

478.220, 526.030, and 527.010 and Rules 87.01 and 92.01.

! Unless otherwise noted, all statutory citations are to Revised Statutes of Missouri (2016), as updated, and all Rule
references are to Missouri Supreme Court Rules, as updated.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB'Defendants admit'that this Court'has subject matterjurisdi ction.

B Venue is proper in this Court,because severa Defendants; including, the,Jackson County
Board of, (Election :Commissioners-and the Kansas Gity,, Board of  Election, Commissiopers,, maintain
offiees in Jackson County;-Missouri. 8§ 508.010.2.

ANSWER: Paragraph 9 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 9 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

PARTIES
10. Plantiff Terrence Wise s a resident of Kansas City. He resided in CD 5 under
Missouri’s'2022 Map and residesin Congressiona District (Y“CD™) 5 under'Missouri’ s2025'M &p:

ANSWER: , The KGEB Defendants are without. sufficient knowl edge or information to;admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph™10 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

11.  Plantiff Ashley Ball is a resident of Kansas City. She resided in CD 5 under
Missouri’s 2022 Map and resides in CD 5 under Missouri’s 2025 Map.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 11 of Plaintiff's Petition.

12 Riaintiff .,Aimee Riederer Gromowsky. is-asresident of Kansas,City, She resided in CD 5
under Missouri’s 2022 Map and residesin CD 4 under Missouri’ s 2025 Map.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny:the allegations of Paragraph 12 ofiiPlai ntiff's Petition.

13.  Plaintiff Cynthia Wrehe is a resident_of Lee's Summit. She resided in CD_5 under
Missouri’s 2022 Map and resides in CD 4 under Missouri’s 2025 Map.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 13 of.Plaintiffs Petition.

14.  Plaintiff Cynthia Kay Lakin is a resident of Kansas City. She resided in CD 5 under
Missouri’s 2022 Map and residesin CD 6 under Missouri’s 2025 Map.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 14 of Plaintiff's Petition.
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15. Plaintiffs'have'standing to'challenge'the 2025'M apas voters who'reside i districts that
havebeen unlawfully altered.
ANSWER:-Paragraph: 25 .constitutes.a | egal: conclusi on and.-net a:statement, of fagt,,sathat no

answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
know/ledge.or informati on to,admit,or deny,the all egati ons of Panagraph 1.5 of, Rlaintiff’ s Petition.

16. Defendant State of Missouri enforces the State' s congressional district boundaries.
ANSWER: Paragraph 16 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no

answer'isrequired: Mortheiextent 'an answer lis requiredy the K CEB» Defendants. arewitheutusufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the'allegations ofjParagraph 16 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

17. Defendant Denny Heskins#is sued in his offi€ial#Capacity as the Missouri Secretary of
State." As'SecCretary- of 'State, Hoskins serves'as the ‘state’ s'chief election officer. 88 28.035,'115.136.
Hisdutiesyinchudeyiter alia, ;managing -elections;providing training:to.local -election authorities
(LEAS), accepting declarations of candidacy for congressional candidates, providing LEAswith certified
lists of the candidates running for office in each district, convening the Board of State Canvassersto tally
the results received from LEAS, and announcing the election outcomes for federal and state office,
including congressional elections. See Mo. Const. art. 1V, 8§ 18; 88 115.353(1), 115.387, 115.401,
115511

ANSWER:  The KCEB.Defendants admit that, Depny. Hoskins is the Missouri- Secretary, of, State
and state that the Missouri Secretary of State’s duties are set forth in Missouri Constitution and statutes,

which speak for themselves, and deny any alegations of Paragraph 17 that are inconsistent with the
Constitution and such statutes.

18. LEAsare responsiblefor the.administration, ofiall.lecal, state, and federal electionsiwithin
their jurisdiction. 88 115.023, 115.043.

ANSWER: Admitted.

19. Missouri has 116 LEAs; 110 are County Clerks and 6 are Boards of Election. 88
115.015, 115.017, 115.021.

ANSWER: Admitted.
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20. Defendant' Jackson "County Boardrof Election' Commissioners (*UCEB”)is the' body
servingriasiithe L EA: forthe jurisdiction: that inciudesnthenareas, of Jackson (Countyoutside of the
muni ci palitynofikansas City % § 115:015. The JCEB isiresponsibleforthe admini stiation of,all; etections
in its jurisdiction, including; congressonal, gections. 88 115,023, 1.15.043., lts,responsibilities include,
inter alia, establishing precinct boundaries, designating polling places, identifying the persons eligible to
vote in each precinct, processing voter registrations, appointing and directing poll workers, notifying the
public of electionsand candidates, printing.and delivering batlets,-and announcing the results of elections
held within its jurisdiction. See 88¥115.113, 115.115, 115.079¢ 115.099, 115.127, 115.163, 115.247,
115.389, 115.393, 115.499. 1he"dcEB must deliver to the Secretagy of State the abstracts of the votes
castlinitsjurisdictionfor federal and state 'office,-including forrepresentativesin Congress.'§ 115507,

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that the JCEB is the board of election commissioners
serving as the election authority for that portion of Jackson County, Missouri not within the city limits of

the City of Kansas City, Missouri, and further states that the responsibilities of the JCEB are established
by Missouri statutes, which speak for themselves.

21.  Defendant Michael K. Whitehead is sued in his official capacity as a commissioner and
chairman of the JCEB. He is a propér défendantyfor his roleidiseharging the powers and duties of the
JCEB. § 115.027.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Michael K. Whitehead is a commissioner and
chair of the JCEB and sued in hisofficial capacity, but.deny that heis a proper defendant,

22. Defendant Henry R. Carner is sued in his officia capacity as a commissioner and
secretary of the JCEB. He is a proper defendant for his role in discharging the powers and duties of the
JCEB. § 115.027.

ANSWER: The KICEB!'Defendants admit that-Henry R 'Carrler is'a conmimissioner and secretary
of the JCEB and sued in his official capacity, but deny that he is a proper defendant.

2 See Who We Are, Jackson County Board of Election Commissioners, https.//perma.cc/CY 8S-F36U (last visited
Sept. 10, 2025).
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23. Defendant’ Colleen '™M " Scott is suedin her official capacity ‘as‘acommissioner'of the
JCEB:Sheisaproper defiendant for hernroliein discharging thepowers and duties of the JCEB.-8:415.027.

ANSWER:-The KCEB Defendants admitithal ColleniM.«Seett is-a,cammissioner,of, the JCEB
and sued in her official capacity, but deny that she is a proper defendant.

ANSWER:

24, Defendant Lyle K. Querry 1s'sued in'his' official Capacity'as a'€ommii ssiofier of 'the' JICEB.
He isiaproper defendant fiorhis role in discharging the:powers and duties ofithe JCEB [8115.027.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit thai-L yle K& Querry. is a-commissioner of the, JCEB
and sued in his official capacity, butgdeny*he is a proper defendant.

Lt Defendant Tammy,Brown'is'suedin her' official ‘capacity as adivector of the' JCEBSheis
aproperdefendant for.her rel€in discharging the powers and duties of the JCEB, 8§ 115.045.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Tammy Brown is adirector of the JCEB and sued
in her official capacity, but deny sheis a proper defendant.

26.  Defendant Sara Zorich is sued in her official capacity as a director of the JCEB. Sheisa
proper defendant for her rolein discharging the powers and duties of the JCEB. § 115.045.

ANSWER: The KCER Defendants admit that Sara Zorich is a director of the ICER and aiied in
her official .capagitys but.deny.she is aproper defendant:

27. Defendant Kansas City Board of Election Commissioners (“KCEB”) is the body serving
asthe LEA for the jurisdiction that includes the municipality of Kansas City.® § 115.015. The KCEB is
responsible for the administration of all elections in municipality of Kansas City, including
congressional elections. 88 115.023, 115.043. Its responsibilities include, inter alia, establishing precinct
boundaries, "desi gnating ™ pol ling places; “identifying' the'persons “eligibleto vote ' eachl precinct,
processing, voter registrations,, appeinting and directing polh workers, netifying-the public,of-glections
and candidates, printing and delivering ballots, and announcing the results of elections held within its

jurisdiction. See 88 115.113, 115.115, 115.079, 115.099, 115.127, 115.163, 115.247, 115.389, 115.393,

3 See FAQ, Kansas City Board of Election Commissioners, https://perma.cc/K 2PU-S2Q7 (last visited Sept. 10, 2025).
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115.499! The 'KICEB 'mugt' déiver' to' the 'Secretary of »State 'therabstracts' ofithe voteés 'cast' in its
jurisdictionifon federal and-state office,including for representatives in-Congress: 8 115.507.

ANSWER::The KCEB Defendants-admitithat.the KCEB-is theboard of. election commissioners
serving as the election authority for that portion of Jackson County, Missouri within the city limits of the
Citys of. Kansas City, Missouri, and funther, states that the responsi bilities of. the.K CEB are established by
Missouri statutes, which speak for themselves.

28.  Defendant Sarah (Sally) Miller'is sued in her ‘official "capacity as a commissioner and
chainiof' the.KICEB. |She ista'proper idefendant: for-her role in-discharging ‘the powersiand-duties of the
KCEB. §1.15.027;

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Sarah (Sally) Miller is a commissioner and chair
of the KCEB and that 'sheis suediner official Capacity, but deny that'she'is a proper defendant.

291 Defendant Sharon Turnen Buie: issuedqin henefficial; capacity,as: a commissoner and
secretary of the KCEB. Sheis a proper defendant for her role in discharging the powers and duties of the
KCEB. § 115.027.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Sharon Turner Buie is a commissioner and
secretary of the KCEB and that she is sued in her official capacity, but deny that she is a proper
defendant.

30. Defendant' Ralph k. Munyan Lhis sued inthis offiCial capacity. as:a commissionerof the
KCEB. Heisaproper. defendant for hisrolein discharging the powers and dutiesof the KCEB. § 115.027.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Ralph F. Munyan Il is a commissioner of the
K CEB"and that hé issuéd in‘her official*capacity, but-deny'that he is'a propér defendant.

3L Defendant, Shawn Kieffer, is sued in his official, capacity asa director.of the KCEB,,Heisa
proper defendant for hisrolein discharging the powers and duties of the KCEB. § 115.045.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Shawn Kieffer is a director of the KCEB and that
he isisued inhis.offi ciaucapacity,;but deny that he is aproper defendant.

32. Defendant Lauri Ealom is sued in her official capacity as a director of the KCEB. Sheisa
proper defendant for her rolein discharging the powersand duties of the KCEB. § 115.045.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Lauri Ealom is a director of the KCEB and that
sheissued in her official capacity, but deny that she is a proper defendant.

8
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FEGAL BACK GROUND

33. Article1H-8:450f the-Missouri, Gonstitution, entitled, ” Gongressional-appartionment,”
governs gongressional redistricting.and provides that - jw]lhen the number of representatives to which the
stateis entitled inthe House of; Congress of, the United States,.under . . . €ach census .1, is cestified to the
governor, the general assembly shall by law divide the state into districts corresponding with the number
of representatives to which it is entitled, which districts shall be composed of contiguous territory as
compact and nearly equal in population as maybe.”

ANSWER: Paragraph 33 @éenstitttes a legal conclusiondand not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. The KCEB Defendants further state that the Missouri Constitution speaks for itself.

To the extent an answer s _requited, the KCEB Defendants are*without ‘sufficient knowledge or
information to admit or deny the@llegations of Paragraph 33 of Plaintiffis Petition.

34. Article Ill, 8 45 authorizes congressional redistricting “[w]hen the number of
representatives to which the state is entitled . . . under . . . each census. . . is certified to the governor.”
That alocation of congressional representatives among the various states is a process known as
apportionment, which occurs every ten years under the Enumeration Clause of the U.S. Constitution and
under the Census Act. U.S. Const. art. 1 482, g-3; 13 U.S.C.-§141(a)-().

ANSWER: Paragraph 34 constitutes-affegal..conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer.,.isrequired,, The - KCEB Defendants. further, state. that the, Missouri , Constitution, U.S.
Constitution, and Census Act speaks for themselves. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB

Defendants _are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of
Paragraph 34 of Plaintiff’s Petition.

85, urnthe Missouri Constitution does,not autharizethe redrawing of congressional ;districts in
any other circumstance or at_any other time. Article Ill, 8§ 10 of the Missouri Constitution authorizes
redistricting of senate and house districtsfor the state legislature “ as public convenience may require.” No
such authority exists to redistrict the lines used to elect representatives to the Congress.

ANSWER: Paragraph 35 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. The KCEB Defendants further state that the Missouri Constitution speaks for itself.

To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or
information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 35 of Plaintiff's Petition.

9
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86./ " As the Missouri'Supreme 'Court has explainedrArticle | Hy 845 is*triggeredi when U.S.
Censusresul tsireveal-howmany ‘congressiona Seats to which the state isentitled: Pear sonv. Kester, 359
S.WL3d1:35;n37:38i(Mombanc 12032) (¥ Rearson:i). iOnee|the:General;, Assemply; has, drawn new
congressional districts, upon thase, census.results, having been certifiedito, the.Governar, those districts
“take effect for the [next].election.and remain.in place for the next decade or until a Census, shows that
the districts should change.” Id.

ANSWER: Paragraph 36 constitutes ailegal conelusion.and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer isTrequiredi The KCEB: Defendantsiurther staté that the Missouri Constitutiom speaks fiorritself.

To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants” are, without sufficient knowledge or
information to admit or deny the alfegations of Paragraph 35 of Plaintiff'siPetition.

37.  That last redistrictimg process based upon such censusresults was completed on May 18,
2022, when Missouri enacted new congressional districts following the 2020 Census and apportionment.*

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that a redistricting was completed in May 2022, but
deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 37 that are inconsistent with the redistricting completion in
May 2022

38.  The next apportionment process will not occur until after the 2030 Census. Even if
another census is taken prior to 2030r1.eyaymid-decadescensus, the results may not be used for
apportionment—only the regular decennial Censtis may Serve that purpose. 13 U.S.C. § 141(e)(2).

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that an apportionment will occur after the 2030
Census. The remainder of Paragraph 38 constjtutes alegal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that
no answer isrequired. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 38 of Plaintiff's Petition.

39.  Articlelll, 8§ 45 first took effect more than seventy years ago, as of the 1950 Census. See
Mo. Const. art. [11, 8 45 (*When the number of representatives to which the state is entitled in'the House

of thelCongressof thelwnited States under the census bf 1950 andeaech census thereafterlis certifiedito the

governor”).

4 H.B. 2909, 101st Gen. Assemb., 2nd Reg. Sess. (Mo. 2022), https://house.mo.gov/bill.aspx?bill=HB2909& year=
2022& code=R.
10
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ANSWER:!'Paragraph’89 constitutes a fegal 'concl usion'and notrastatementof fact; so that no
answer isrequired. The KCEB Defendants further state that the Missouri Constitution speaks for itself.

40. During that time, Missouri has conducted congressional redistricting only once every
decade, in response to the decennial census and apportionment. See Pearson v. Koster, 367 S.W.3d 36,
57 (Mo. banc 2012) (“Pearson I1”) (Appendix A containing congressional maps from 1921 through
2012).

ANSWERI The 1KCEB " Defendants: | admit [that1i:Missolri «has!liconducted L' congressional

redistricting only once every decade and stateSthat they arewithout sufficient knowledge or information
to admit ar, deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph38.0f, Plaintiff 's.Petition.

41.  Articlelll, 8 45 alsesniandates that districts be “as gompact, as may be.”

ANSWER: Paragraph 4dxconstitutes a legal conclusion and¢hetia statement of fact, so that no
answer istreguired, the K CEB.Defendants further state that the Missourt Censtitution speaks for.itself.

42.  Thecompactness requirement appiiesto “each district,” and the compactness of the map as
awholeislessrelevant. Pearson Il, 367 SW.3d at 54 n.16, 55.
ANSWER: Paragraph 42 congtitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no

answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 42 of Plaintiff's Petition.

43; »+ihihe-MissauriSupreme Courit/has held. that: thi Sicompactiness requirement, means - closely
united territary” and that it “does not refer solely to physical shape or size,” though those considerations
are “relevant.” Pearson |1, 367 SW.3d at 48-49. According to a treatise relied upon by the Court in
Pearson Il, compactness and “closely united territory” may also refer to whether the electoral district is
“conducive to communication and interaction among representatives and constituents.” See id.; Kurtis
A. Kempter,” Annotation, ‘Application‘of ‘Constituttohal"“ Compactness 'Reguirément” 10’ Redistricting,
114 Ak R5thi311) Partll 1§ 3[b]-(2003),

ANSWER: Paragraph 43 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no

answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 43 of Plaintiff's Petition.

11
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44 ' The Court 'explained that the provision’ s “fasmay'bet standard al sorrecogni zesthat’ there
are ather irecognized: facters thab affectiithe ability tondraw district; boundarieswith: closaly united
territory.? ek ab49:

ANSWER: | Paragraph 44, constitutes.a legal conclusion and, nat.a statements of fact, so, that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or. information,to admit.or deny the allegations of Paragraph 44 of Plaintiff's Petition.

45. These “recognized factors’ include the provision's mandatory requirements of
“contiguous territory and population equality,’ as well as gompliance with federal law, including the
Voting Rights Act. Id.

ANSWER: "Paragraph’ 45sconstitutes a legal ‘conclusion and™not a ‘statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. The KCEB Defendants state that the Voting Rights Act speaks for itself. To the
extent ananswerisurequi red, the KCEB Déefendants are:wi thout suffiCient-knowl eédgeior-information to
admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 45 of Plaintiff's Petition.

46. The“compact ... asmay be’ standard “implicitly permits consideration” of certain other
recognized factors. “ population density; natural boundary lines; the boundaries of political subdivisions,
including counties, municipalities, and precincts; and the historical boundary lines of prior redistricting
maps.” 1d. at 50.

ANSWER: Paragraph 46 constitutes-affegal..conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer- isfequired. T o the extent an: answe,is required,the KCEB Defendants aie-withaut sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 46 of Plaintiff's Petition.

47. "' AS the 'Court ‘explained, *[c] onsiderationof “historical “district' boundaries allows residents
of andistrictyte.continue, any. relationships such: residents (may; have, established: with  theiryeected
representatives and to avoid the detriment to residents of having to reestablish relationships when district
boundaries change.” Id. at 50 n.12.

ANSWER: Paragraph 47 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient

knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 47 of Plaintiff's Petition.

48.  The Court likewise explained that “to recognize that ‘districting, without any regard for

political subdivision or natural or historical boundary lines, may be little more than an open invitation to
12
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partisan'gerrymandering!1d. a 50" (quoting ‘Preisier v. Kirkpatrick; 528 SIW 2d422; 425 (Mo! 'banc.
1975))

ANSWER:-Paragraph 48 constitutes.a | egal: conclusi on and.-net a:statement, of ifagt,,sathat no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge.or informati on to,admit,or deny,the all egati ons of ;Parnagraph 48, of, Rlaintiff!s Petiti on.

49, Consideration of - the non-mandatory, recognized factors may justify “minimal and
practical deviations’ from compactness, but the state is not free to “disregard” that constitutional
requirement. Id. at 51; see also State exdrel. Barrett;v.;Hitchcock, 146 SW. 40, 53 (Mo. 1912)
(describing the state as having “a litnited*degree of discretion” @n,.compactness in the drawing of state
legidlative districts).

ANSWER:1Paragraph-49 constitutesia legal concl usion-and: not-ar-statement ofifact, sorthat no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 49 of Plaintiff's Petition.

50. The “as may be” standard does not permit deviation from Article |11, 8§ 45's contiguity,
equal population, or compactness mandates for partisan or political reasons. The Missouri Supreme
Court has long understood that the purpose of those requirements is “to guard, as far as practicable.. . .
against'a legidativerevil,' commonlyiknown' as thegerrymander.” 1Preislen] 284 SIW: 2drat:'435<(citing
Hitcheock;,146 S.W.. at 61, 65) (quotation marks omitted).

ANSWER: Paragraph 50 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is reguired, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs Petition.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
Missotiri's 2022 Eongressional' Map

51., k2022, theMissouri General, Assembly,.enacted,a redistricting map, (the” 2022-Map”) to
reconfigure Missouri’ s eight congressional districts to balance population in light of the 2020 Census.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that in 2022 the Missouri General Assembly enacted a

congressional redistricting map, which map speaks for itself, and deny any inconsistent allegations of
Paragraph 51.
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Fictal Comt Thnemmnent Mot am | |j|£~.j @U@@u. Ditficial Comrt Doowmeet Mol

loran Caficiad Coe Docatoes  Mae amn CHfeial oot Tinemmnent Mot an Vel Conrt Thicmrm
ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit the 2022 Map speaks for itself and that the 2022 Map

was ysed in federal- electiops in,2022,and,2024,and deny any: incansistent, allegations of, Paragraph, 52 of
Plaintiffs’ Petition.

B3 D 5'isla compact district that compri ses'the closalyt United fterritory: and residents of the
Kan'ﬁ Qltymrggol”mg‘reahr an Official Covmrt Docunweli  Watan Official Comct Tiacnnsmd [

 ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that the boundaries of CD 5 speak for themselves and
deny-ahy ik Stent At égatioHs of Paragrah 53 of Praitiffs Petition, [0 i il Lo Do

54.  CD 5 includes the Jackson County portion of Kansas City and the Jackson County

suburbs, including Grandview, Lee's Summit, and most of Independence. It likewise includes most of the
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Clay County'section of Kansas'City; 'aswell 'as North K ansas City, Randolph; and Gladstoriér Aclose-up
imageof CD5withadditional street detailsiis shownibelowwcir — [7at av CHfiral Canrt Tharmnineni
[ Maodam Ol Conrt oot Mo an O ial Count Docoroett Moo sog O e gl oot Do
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loran Caficiad Coe Docatoes  Mae amn CHfeial oot Tinemmnent Mot an Vel Conrt Thicmrm
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mrt Doacumeit Mod o O] Cowct Docwoeent Moo O ial Cowt Docwment Moo an O
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AN R: The KCEB Defendants admit that the boundaries of CD 5 for themselves and
NLI1_-I§%¥E'ITH 'IbaK?’S:Uu“T'IE%40f i Fﬂ EP LINT ok [C ﬁ( 3 uu_uﬁu

deny any allegations of agrap anti ition that are inconsi stent

-='

55.  The 2022 Map's configuration of CD 5 respects the area’'s communities of interest,
specifically the commonalities that urban and suburban residents of the Kansas City metropolitan area

share.
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ANSWER:I'The'K CEB' Defendants admit'that the'boundaries of CD'5 'speak-fior themselves and
deny any allegations of Paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs Petition that are inconsistent with such map and
furthen state that they ane without suffi cient kinawledge orninformation:to admit,or deny the al tegations of
Paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

56. The greater Kansas City communities united in CD 5 share, for instance, a more
multicultural, metropolitan character than the surrounding rural communitiesin CDs 4 and 6.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that the boundaries of CD'5 speak for themselves and
deny any allegations of Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs Petition that are inconsistent with such map and
further 'state.that they are without sufficient knowl edge ord nformati onvtoadmitor deny:thesal legati ons of
Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

57. The communities anited™n CD 5 adso sharegmany of the concerns unique to a
metropolitan-‘center, ‘which"'drstinguish them'from' the'rurd''and "small-town' popul ations' strrounding

them;

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

ANSWER:

58.  For example, residents of CD 5 share in an urban/suburban economy characterized by
relatively higher levels of employment.inthe service sectar, finance, healthcare, technology, and
government.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

59. CD 5 residents also share economic concerns distinct to the district’s geography,
including the location of professional sports team facilities and the associated economic impact, urban
development’ (includimg wal kabl e neighborhoods within'busy city centers)y and the availability oflpublic
transpantatian(including existing.and ongoing streetcar,construction,and access);

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

16

WV 8G:TT - 9202 ‘9T [MdV - [HNOSSIA 40 1dNO0D INIHANS - pajid Ajjedluoids|g



60. Invaddition, residents 'of "CD-'5 ‘are imorenikely 'tor rent sthel ' 'homesi than!residents of
surrounding rural districts:They face shared:concenns over the availability-of affordable.housing due to
rising rents; fi sing-demand;-and lagging supphy:

ANSWER: ; The KCEB: Defendants are without, sufficient knowledge, o,infarmation to.admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

ANSWER:

6l CDub rcemmunities.also confront (longstanding coneerns over | residential segregation,
racial . disparities in. rent priees.and  home. values—and the’ continuing -effects-of white flight to
immediately surrounding suburbs:

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient kngwledge or information to admit or
deny ithe allegations of, Paragraph 61 of Rlaintiffs' Retition.

62.  These concerns are exemplified by the Troost Avenue Divide, which has long served as
an historic dividing line between Kansas City’s Black and white communities due to racist redlining,
racial covenants, targeted disinvestment, and other government-supported efforts.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 62-of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

63. The school systems serving_CDI5 iresidents are marked by similar disparities in
educational access, resources, and outcomes. Addressing these disparities remains a central concern
shared-across'the communitieswithin CD'5.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without,sufficient .knewledge, or, information to-admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph638 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

64." " 'By-'kegping'the'closel y' united commimities'of the Kiansas City! metropolitan area together
in CB, 5, ,the;2022  Maprensures, that, these persistent,, divides, .can be, addressed . throughr,coherent
representation in Congress, rather than diluted across districts that do not share in these challenges.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs' Petition.
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L0e5, e The K ansas' City! metropolitan” communities ane al'so ¢losaly United by a 'shared public
transitisystem coordinated-by the KansasiCity Regional Transit Authorityjor RidelkC. As shown below,
the RideK G Service Map-fallsnalimost exclusively :within, the: beundaries, of, CD, 5, underscoring its

closely: united territory and the shared: interest of itsurban/suburban, voters in.access to reliable public

trangPPrfElaltIIPﬂ'ﬂr wiwenif Mo am O fficia] Comret Diecwmeni . Mok an Oiffcial Cowmrer Docmneme . Mar an

o O fibeia ]l oo o Dve yuoemr. Mo aw Official Con woemt Mo am O ficin ] Com t Do uloer

i Mo am Oificial Cgmrr Do “}Q‘m CIffiraal f@hmﬂ.r "It am VOFfeind Coot T

f Dcvinoemn Moo o Ff L11r Drscnibocmt Mot an Cffir 11({;}( ?Inrm.'.-'-m ot an CFfirin
[ L

r1al Clowrr Dociucne %ﬂu il Cowrt Documenr Motan lII;qurD-:umm-m Mo

ool .
Fictal Conrt Tioemmend|  Mod an OEial i Ue’;ﬁa an Uit fal Comrt Dot Mo

loran Caficiad Cote Dpcatoes Mo am CHfeial oot Thoemmnent Mot an YFficial ©Conrt Thicmrm

el Do vy OFe Gl Conwd Docoressant B s D0 Gl Cooonod Dscacesast | o OFficial Oowm

mrt Dacumet M .IT Ul aal Cowmrt Docwiene Mot an Uil Comct D ofoempent Moo Ol

i ER: The KCEB Defleg]dantigdmit hat the Kansas City Metropolitan Area has a public
transportation system that includes porticns ‘of the ity 0f Karsas 'Eity) "Missolri"ahd e without
sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs
Petitidmt am Ofbcia]l Comrt Docwiment Mo an Ofcial Cowet Docwsee Mo an Cificiad Cowre Diocy

66. In addition to closely uniting both the urban and suburban territory of the Kansas City
metropolitan area, CD 5 is highly compact in both its size and shape. Consistent with Missouri’s

population density, CD 5 (like St. Louis-based CD 1) issmall in size.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB Defendants are without sufficient know! edge 'orinformation toadmit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

67. The 2022 Map’s configuration of neighboring CD 4 is also compact, joining together
closely united rural territory in west central Missouri. It includes exurban communitiesin the eastern
part of Jackson County just beyond the metropolitan area, such as Grain Valley, Oak Grove, Lone
Jack, and parts of Blue Springs. Much of the district encompasses the small rural towns of west
central ‘Missourivalongrthe Missouri ‘Riveriand ‘within’the:@sage -Riven watershed;uincluding -the
whaole counties:of;; L.afayette Saline,* Howard, -Gass, Johnson, Rettis, Bates,, Henry, Benton,
Morgan, Vernon, St. Clair, HickorysBarton, Dade, Polk, Dallas, liacledezand Pulaski, and portions
of Boone, Camden, and Webstereounties.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2022 Map’s configuration of CD 4 speaks for
itself and deny any inconsistent allegations of Paragraph 67 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

68. A close-up image of CD 4 with street details and county lines and labels is shown below.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2022 Map’s configuration of the CD 4 speaks
for itself and deny any inconsistent allegations of Paragraph 68 of Plaintiffs Petition.
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69./ 1 The ' 2022 'Map’ sl configuration of 'CD 4 ‘respects fthe 'communitiesrof i nterest:'of west-
centraliiMissourinand: thexmany [commanalities and rgpresentati onal iconcerns that,its:nural, and.exurban
residents:share.

ANSWER: ; The KCEB: Defendants are without, sufficient knowledge or,information to,.admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

70. For example, rural residents of 'CD 4 operate in a rural economy centered on farming,
agriculture; ranching,:manufacturing' plants, and small busi nesses (oftenlocally owned). They.also share
concernsrelated to maintaining these industries and keepi ng smat -town.econgmies alive,

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficientiknéwledge or information to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph#Q.of Plaintiffs Petition.

1. Rura. communities imwest-central Missouri likewise share.aninterest inmaintaining and
expanding rural infrastructure, including roads, bridges, food access (including farm-to-market
connectivity), and broadband access.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

72. Funding to ensure aceessto health services andhhospital care is also a common concern
among these rural communities.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs Petition.

73. Consistent with Missouri’s rural population density patterns, CD 4 covers a relatively
larger geographic area than the more metropolitan CDs 1 and 5. This geographic size is necessary to
satisfy 'the constitutiona requirément-that'di stricts be drawn'with'egual population! Even'with'that 'need,
CD 4fallowsicounty and natural.houndaries; and:the district as configured,in, 2022 wasiboth; neasonable
in form and as compact as may be.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2022 Map’s configuration of CD 4 speaks for
itself, state that to the extent Paragraph 73 calls for a legal conclusion, no answer is required, and are

without sufficient information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs
Petition,
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74. Missouri’s 2022 'congressional map'was used to electthe state’s congressional” del egation
in the20221and 12024 elections.

ANSWER:-Admitted.

75, In.2022 and, 2024, CD, 5 voters reelected incumbent Demacratic. Rep. Emanuel Cleaver to
represent thelir district.

ANSWER: Admitted.

76. Rep. Cleaver has represented-£D, 5 since he was first el ected to Congress in 2004.

ANSWER: Admitted.

7L Rep. Cleaver'served as thefirst Black 'mayor ' of Kansas €ity from 1991 to 1999 and'served
as aKansas City, council mamfrom1979 to-1991.

ANSWER: Admitted.

78. In 2022, CD 4 voters elected Republican Rep. Mark Alford; they reelected him to
represent their district in 2024.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Rep. Mark Alford is the Representative form CD
4 and are without sufficient information,to admit or deny the remaining alleges of Paragraph No. 78 of
Plaintiffs Petition.

79, Rep. Alford served as alocal TV news anchor before running for Congress for the first

timein 2022.

ANSWER: Admitted.

80. In both 2022 and 2024, Republican candidaies prevailed in six of the eight
congressional districts(EDs 2,3y 4416, 7and 8);while Democratic candidatesiprevail ediin CBs 1 and 5.

ANSWER: Admitted,

81. Under the 2022 M ap, in other words, Republican candidates have consistently won 75% of

the state’ s eight congressional seats while Democratic candidates have won 25% of the seats.
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ANSWER:'The'KCEB 'Defendants' statethat therresults of ithe 2022 and 20265 federal general
election speak for themselves and deny any inconsistent allegations of Paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs
Petition;

82 Wndey the 2022, Map,; Republi cans have won, more congressional , seats than thelr share of
the statewide voting population, as determined by statewide election results.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs” Petition.

83. In: 2020, f arcexample; therRepublicanypresidential candi date received 58% ofuMissouri’s
two-party;vote share, compared to,42% forithe Democratic candidate.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the results of+#the, 2020 federal general election
speak for themsel ves and deny any.inconsi'stent'al egations 'of 'Paragraph’ 83'of Plaintiffs 'Peétition.

84, htwas the samen, 2024 . the Republican presidential, cand date received 59% of the state’s
two-party vote snare, compared to 41% tor the Democratic candidate.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the results of the 2024 federal general election
speak for themselves and deny any inconsistent allegations of Paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs Petition.

85.  The 2022 Map has thus enabled the Republican Party to secure a disproportionate share
of Missouri’s congressional seats.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants‘arewithautssufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 85 of Plaintiffs Petition,

86. The 2022 Map nonetheless passed the Missouri General Assembly with bipartisan
support.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit the 2022 Map passed the Missouri General Assembly
and deny any inconsistent allegations of Paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

87. Republican State House Representative Dan Shaul, chair of the House redistricting
committee, said of the 2022 Map, “I think it's the right thing to do. It [is] a map that | think accurately

reflects the state of Missouri and the districts.”®

5 Jason Rosenbaum, Missouri GOP congressional redistricting plan bolsters Wagner and spares Cleaver, St. Louis Public
Radio (Dec. 30, 2021), https.//perma.cc/XDH3-YVHL.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB' Defendants are without sufficient’knowledge 'orinformation to'admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

88. Republican State Senator Mike Bernskoetter, chair of the Senate committee on
congressional redistricting, said in a statement that the 2022 Map “is a fair and constitutional map with
common-sense boundaries that everyday Missourians can recognize.”®

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

Missouri’s Unprecedented 2025 Mid-Decade Redistricting
89. In late July 2025, President=Trump and his staff began pressuring Missouri lawmakers to
enact ' anew congressional’ district map tordismantleé'CD' 5, 'aiming 1o, def eat'Rep: Cleaver and 'guarantee
another Republican,congressional seat in the 2026, midterm election.’

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sutficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 89 of Plaintiffs Petition.

90.  Given how unusua it would be to conduct a mid-decade redistricting for the purpose of
partisan gerrymandering, some lawmakers were initially reluctant.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are.without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny.the al legations of Raragraph ,90,0ff Plantiffs’ Petition.

91, For_instance, when asked in late July whether he would support such an effort, House
Speaker Pro Tem Chad Perkins stated to the press: “We do redistricting every 10 years. We' ve aready

done that. To do it again would be out of character with the way Missouri operates.”® He further averred:

61d.
" Rudi Keller, Trump White House pressing Missouri Republicans to redraw congressional map, Missouri Independent (July
25, 2025), https://missouriindependent.com/2025/07/25/trump-white-house-pressing-missouri- republicans-to-redraw-
congressional-map.
81d.

23

WV 8G:TT - 9202 ‘9T [MdV - [HNOSSIA 40 1dNO0D INIHANS - pajid Ajjedluoids|g



“| don'tilike gerrymandering lines. 1 like'thi ngs to'be'clear concise and ‘compact.”?Senate President Pro
Tem GindyIQ@ Laughtimreportedly respondedwith a horroremoji .

ANSWER::The KCEB Defendants are witheut isufficient knowl edge, or, i nfermation to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

92.  The Trump administration responded to this reluctance in Missouri by ratcheting up the
pressure. Speaker Pro Tem Perkins soon received a call from a White'House staffer who'told him'that a
mi d-decade redi stricting effort  was i mportant to' President Donal d Trump”.and that the \WhitelHouse
“would be callingrevery GOR member, of the Missour] House delegation,as well, as, Gov. Mike Kehoe to
push the project forward.”*! Aftemaumeeting with the White House, U.S. Rep. Bob Onder of Missouri’s
n12

CD 3 confirmed: “ The president:Steam is serious about it.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph 92 of Plaintiffs Petition.

93.  Shortly thereafter, by August 2, 2025, Senate President Pro Tem O’ Laughlin admitted
that it was “likely” that the Governor would call a legidative specia session to enact the gerrymander
demanded by President Trump, though she had not seen any specific map proposals.®®

ANSWER: "The' K CEB Defendants are without suffi cient knowledge orinformatienito admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 93 of PlaintiffsS Petition:

94.  On August 5, 2025, Governor Kehoe said: “We want to keep the House In Republican

control:"We'll 'work 'wi th' our feadership group’and see'if there's'a path'or something that ‘makes'sense

91d.
10 Rudi Keller, ‘“We' ve already done that’ : Missouri lawmakers show little enthusiasm for new congressional map, Missouri
Independent (July 24, 2025), https.//missouriindependent.com/2025/07/24/weve-already-done-that- missouri-lawmakers-
show-little-enthusiasm-for-new-congressional-maps/
1 Keller, supranote7.
2 Keller, supra note 10.
1 Rudi Keller, Missouri Senate leader says special session is ‘likely’ to redraw congressional map, Missouri Independent
(Aug. 2, 2025), https://missouriindependent.com/2025/08/02/mi ssouri-senate-| eader-says-special- session-is-likely-to-redraw-
congressional-map/.
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for Missourians™ The Governor confirmed ‘that' he'd “ spoken with the Trumpradmimistrationand with
members ofi Congress’about the issue.*

ANSWER::The KCEB Defendants are witheut isufficient knowl edge, or, i nfermation to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

95. On August 21, 2025, President Trump declared in a Truth Social post that Missouri “isIN”
for redrawing the state’ s congressiond districts. He explained the effort’'s goal: “We're going to win the
Midtermsin Missouriagainy-biggerandibetter than ever befiorel? 1

ANSWERii The KGEB Defendants are without sufficient khowledge or information to.admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 95{of Plaintiffs Petition.

96. On"August22," 2025,/ Jenniter'Bukowsky, vice 'chaifof the 'Missouri Republican' State
Committee,indicated that the Trumpadministration and the Republican National, Committee had come to
an agreement in Washington, D.C. on how to redraw Missouri’s congressional districts. But she
admitted that she had not been provided a copy of the map, stating: “I’ ve tried to get a hold of the map
that I’ ve heard about. | guess I’ m not important enough to be consulted.” 6

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 96rof Plaintiffs. Petition.

97. On August 29, 2025, GovernerKehoe'issued a Proclamation calling a specia session of
the General Assembly to “ establish new congressional districts.”*’
ANSWER:-"Thé'KCEB' Defendants admit that ‘Goverrior Kehoe'calfed ‘a“second! special “session,

which proclamation speaks for itself, and deny any allegations of Paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs Petition
inconst stent:withrtheproclamati on.

14 K acen Bayless, Missouri Gov. Mike Kehoe says he'll ‘ seeif there'sa path’ to gerrymander KC, The Kansas City Star (Aug.
5, 2025), https.//perma.cc/EBML-UQX?7.

35 Donald J. Trump (@real DonaldTrump), Truth Social (Aug. 21, 2025),

https://truthsocia .com/@real Donal dTrump/posts/115066304815869662.

16 Rudi Keller, Missouri GOP |leader saysredistricting effort starts with congressional map drawn in D.C., Springfield News-
Leader (Aug. 22, 2025), https://perma.cc/JI6AIFNZXB.

7 Proclamation, Governor Mark Kehoe (Aug. 29, 2025), https://perma.cc/327P-LK 3A. The Proclamation also called for
“amend[ing] the state’ s initiative petition process’ in various ways, making it more difficult for voters to amend the state's
constitution.
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98.1' The! Proclamiation 'states! only "lone' purported 'rationale for  redrawing the 'state’s
congressional idistricts=+that the “cuntent icongressionaldistrict:map may 1 be vulnerable-tor a lega
chalengeunderitheVoting Rights/Act and the Faurteenth Amendment; due to.a lagk, of jcompactness in
certain districts.”

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Governor Kehoe called a second specia session,

which proclamation speaks for itself, and deny any allegations of Paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs Petition
inconsistent with the proclamation.

99.  Alongside the Proclamation,-the Governor uavelled a congressional map he labeled the
“Missouri First Map.”

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that Governor Kehoe caled a second special'session,
which proclamation speaks faritself, and deny any alegations of Paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs Petition
incansistentwiththeprocl amation.

100. Anaccompanying pressrelease insists that the Missouri First map “was drawn and created

by [the Governor’s] team in Missouri.”*8

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the press release speaks for itself, and deny any
allegations of Paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs’ Petition are inconsistent with the press rel ease.

101. In a video announcement- pasted on X, the,Governor stated: “I appreciate President
Donald Trump for raising the level of conversation®en this matter because his leadership on this
nationally underscores just how important this moment is for Missouri.” *°

ANSWER:-"Thée'KCEB' Deferitdants are without'sufficient knowledge or information'td admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

102. President Trump responded by urging Missouri lawmakers to enact the Governor’'s
proposed ' map, stating ‘on Truth'Social:“ Our Party has'never been more UNITED"and'we aré'getting so
muchidone forithe American:people because ofit, and,thereforesk-call on,all,of imy Republican friends

in the Missouri Legidature to work as fast as they can to get this new Congressional map, AS IS, to

18 Governor Kehoe Announces Special Session on Congressional Redistricting and Initiative Petition Reform, Governor Mike
Kehoe (Aug. 29, 2025), https.//perma.cc/C7ZN-MGJC.
19 Governor Mike K ehoe (@GovMikeK ehoe), X (Aug. 29, 2025),
https.//x.com/GovMikeK ehoe/status/1961538399229075941.
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Governor Mike Kehoe's ‘deski I ASAP ITHANK Y OU "NV SSOURI! o MAKETAMERICAIGREAT
AGAMSEN ot Docmnewr Mot an Official Cout Docminet Mot an Uffirial Court Thaen inemd

© ANSWER:The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowl edge, or i nformation, ta admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

Dot [otan Ciee) Cowcd Docwmsd Mot an O el Cowee Decwnemt Mot aw Odbcial

103. In an August 30, 2025 follow-up post on X, the Governor thanked the President for his
Truth S6&d 'MEs8408 and Péited it With ai Thags 8 his propdsadl congressivral sy &ibwing €D's and

six otheridistri cts'shaded .red:and/only :CDI 1 shad revealinglia clear lintentionito ldismantle Rep.
Cleaver'sigistri ctrandisecure B@nuﬁhsém  Missouri’ s delegation.. The X post is
21
efyﬁﬂltl)enlg\rlv Mot aw Offi L11r Drsclocms Mot an lJTernC‘r;H ?Innn..-'-m ot an CFfirin

r1al Clowrr Dociucne %ﬂu il Cowre Docuwmenr Movan O ;w-r!‘murlll-:umm-m Mo

Fictal Uanrt Tioemrreant  [Mad sop | |jt{ al @U@k’\“. Ui dal Dot Doowmeert Mol

loran OATicial Cowe Docatoems Mo an CHficial Coont Tioemment Maeam CIficial ©amtt Toemmm
gl Moo Ocsd Cowod Docwoesant. Mo sin O iad Cooed Dscocosal Worcan Official Cowm
mrt Dacumesit Mod oo O] Cowet Docwoeent Mool s O ial Cowt Docwmet Moo O
Micral Coont Doomanewt Mogan Official Cowr Docunwd  Motan Official Comct Diacnnsnt [

Mot am Db ial Cowret Diocwimeane Mool s UEe sl Comret D ocwaisit M sy Officizd Coa Diac
ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

20 Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), Truth Social (Aug. 29, 2025)

https://truthsocial .com/@real Donal dTrump/posts/115114270276925608.

2 Rep. Mark Alford (@RepMarkAlford), X (Aug. 30, 2025) https.//perma.cc/Y B26-XMXM.
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104 Also'on August'30;2025) Rep. ‘Alford of«CD'4'posted om X!/ Werhave 'said'from the
outsetthis-effortiis betweenithe White House,| Governor Kehee, and the Statelegidature!

ANSWER::The KCEB Defendants are witheut isufficient knowl edge, or, i nfermation to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 104 of Plaintiffs Petition.

105. On September 3, 2025, Rep. Dirk Deaton introduced the Missouri First Map asH.B. 1.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the legidlative process for H.B. 1 Speaks for itself,
and deny any allegations of Paragraph 105 of Plaintiffs Petition that are inconsistent with the legisative
process.

106.. .., On.September 4, 2025, ithe House Speciall Committee, on Redistricting. held. a public
hearing on H.B. 1 and advanced theimap out of committee by a mgority vote.

ANSWER: The KCEB _Defendants stete that the legislative process for H.B. 1 speaks for itself,
and denyany: allegations of#Paragraph 106 of,Fl antifis-Petition that are ineonsistent withthe legidative
process.

107. On September 5, 2025, the House Rules Committee held a public hearing on H.B. 1 and
advanced the map out of committee by a majority vote.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the legislative process for H.B. 1 speaks for itself,
and deny any allegations of Paragraph 107 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the legidative
Process.

108. H.B. 1 wasintroduced on the'House flgoron September 8, 2025.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the egislative process for H.B. 1 speaks for itself,
and deny any allegations of Paragraph 108 of Plaintiffs Petition that are inconsistent with the legidative
process:

109, . During the floor debate, multiple members raised concerns about the |ack. of compactness
in the proposed map, particularly with regard to the newly redrawn CD 5. Additionaly, multiple
members raised concerns about how the new map split Kansas City across three different congressional
districts.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the legidlative process for H.B. 1 speaks for itself,
and deny any allegations of Paragraph 109 of Plaintiffs' Petition that are inconsistent with the legidlative

process.

110. Following the debate, the House passed H.B. 1 on September 9, 2025.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB' Defendants state'that' the'legid ative process forHiB:11' speaksifor itself,
and deny any allegations of Paragraph 110 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the legisative
process|

1114, vOn-1September; . 11,2025, , the Senate (L.ocal;; Gavernment,, Elestions, and , Pensions
Committee held a publi¢hearing on,H:B, 1 and advanced the map out, of committee by a majarity, vote.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants stete that the legislative process for H.B. 1 speaks for itself,
and deny any dlegations of Paragraph 111 of Plaintiffs Petition that are inconsistent with the legidative

process.

112. H.B. 1wasintroduced and passéd on the Senate fl oor on September 12, 2025.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the legrdlative process for H.B. 1 speaks for itself,
and deny any allegations of Paragraph¥ 12 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the legidative
process.

Missouri’s 2025 Congressional Map(s)

1is. Al no point before of durng the iegisialive session did any memoer oi ine Generai
Assembly release the new congressional map enacted via H.B. 1 (the “2025 Map”) in an electronic
geographic format that would enable public inspection of the map and its underlying data.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 113 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

114. All the General Assembly madeiavailable/to*the public was a PDF image of the 2025
Map and the'text of H.B. 1itself.

ANSWER:'The KCEB! Defendants are withoutisufficient knowledge or informationto admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 114 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

115. The text of H.B. 1 identifies the voting tabulation districts (“VTDSs") assigned to each
district- and- ifrat\VTDrissplit hetweenitwo districts; theicensusiblocks from-that M TDrassigned to each
distrigt,

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the text of H.B. 1 speaks for itself, and deny any
allegations of Paragraph 115 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with such text.
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116, VTDs typically-correspond to a'state’s precincts, the'small est'géographic unitistates create
for therpurpose of administeri ng electi ansi: Censusblocks areithe smallestrgeagraphy: at wihich-decennial
census poeputation data is reported.

ANSWER: | The:iKCEB Defendants,admit-that the; Census, Bureau, publishes redistricting data,

and many times precincts correspond to VTDs, and are without sufficient knowledge or information to
admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 116 of Plaintiffs Petition.

117. For astatute to fully and unambiguously set out the boundaries of a state’s congressional
districts, it must assign every VTD (or bloek)lin the state t@.a cangressional district, and no VTD (or
block) can be assigned to more thariione congressional district:

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knewledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragrapfd7 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

118. Inits rush to quickly enact the 2025 Map, the Legislature assigned one VTD— Kansas
City VTD 811—to both CDs4 and 5. VTD 811 (population 875) is anoncontiguous VTD, meaning that it
encompasses two separated territories in Kansas City. As shown in the mapsbelow, VTD 811 consists of
a rectangular area to the east (population 843) and a smaller triangular area to the west (population 32)
that is completely disconnected from the restyof<the VTD. [f-the L egislature meant to split the VTD and
assign its noncontiguous parts to different distri€ts)it.didsnot specify as much.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 118 of Plaintiffs’ Petition,

119. Thetext of H.B. 1 therefore enacts both of the below maps:
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Fictal Ut Thormmend Mok an |_|j|£~.]@ 1|| Ot aal Comrt Doowmeent Mo
ANSWER The KCEB Defendant @ of H.B. 1 speaks for itself and deny any
alleg]atl a[agjraghﬁlg of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the text of H.B. 1.

Lall Il 1; 1 OCLI0EE Mok an CHDe sl Uoont Thnemnsast

Mot am Vel U ottt THoemim

120. What the text of H.B. 1 clearly does not enact is a map that splits Kansas City VTD 811
il Mo Oficsd Cowod Docwosan. Mo s O iad Coowed Dscocosal Wocan Official Cowmw
between CD’s 4 and 5, as that would require specifying the Census Blocks of each to be allocated to

mrt Dacumeit Mod am O] Cowect Docwoeent Moo oo O ial Cowt Docwment Moo O

either district.

T ANSWER' The 'K CEB Defendants state'that thetext ofH1B. 1 'speaks for itselfiiand deny any
allegations of Paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the text of H.B. 1.

."hl '"'ll.l-i. | I YLREELL S oo D | Llocoarseiit | d Dranii
21, stead, Defendants KCEB and |lt§. b fICI s are l'jﬁcolnlstltutlonalll {Easjk J wi a*sls'gnl ng
Kansas City VTD 811 to two different congressional districts under H.B. 1.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.
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1227 'As a reault;” H.B. "1 “effectively "grants "each’ resident™ of VTD'"811 two*votes in
congressional ‘elections) as'each person-would be'able to'partici pate in'elections 'oceurring'in'both CD 4
and'CD'5!

ANSW ER: | The' KICEB' Defendants are without:sufficient knowledge:orninformation toradmit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

123. Under either version of the map enacted by H.B. 1, CDs 4 and 5 are consequently
mal apportioned. 11 the'version in‘which VD 811'is assigned-to CD'4,'CD 4'has 843'moré people than
ideal; and €D15'has 843 fewer peopleithan ideal: Intheversion inwhich Vv TD 811 isassignedito ICD 5,
CD 5-has 32 people, too many,, andhCD, 4 has 32 people too. few..In addition, CD 5.in this version is
noncontiguous.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 123 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

124. Undoubtedly, the Legislature meant to split this VTD between CDs 4 and 5. But the text
of H.B. 1 does not accomplish that. And it is no surprise that the slapdash process in which the Legislature
engaged—ramming through the Bill, failing to publicly release an electronic GIS file that legidators,
staff, ‘and the 'public’ could view and vet, and fhsteadianly releasing the district assignments in PDF to
obsgure: the map from anytransparency-—resulied in:the-maostsbasic.ofermors.: Vi ssouri’s-taw now
assigns 875 K ansas City residents of VTD 811 to two different congressional districts.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny'the allegations of '‘Paragraph' 124 'of Plaintiffs' Petition!

125. . Evenif this basic.infirmity,is set aside and one assumes the map.in fact split this precinct
and thus properly popul ated the map with contiguous districts, the 2025 Map?? is seriously flawed.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs Petition.

22 Plaintiffsrefer herein to the 2025 Map asif H.B. 1 had not double-assigned Kansas City VTD 811 and instead split it, as
may have been the intent.
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58] T he 2025 WA Hiters 'SIXUOr VITSSH" s EgR" dongredd onal Histiets) 'condentratihg its
most' $Weepi hg thahges in'the Karisas City area by substantialy reconfiguring CD 4 and dismantling the
prior configrétion’ef CD'5. The'2025 Map isshoWnbelow. t Lioomnent  Moan Ol sl Cowt Do

Dot [otawn Olce) Cowcd Docwmesad Mot an O34 esal Cowe e Decwnsmt Mot aw Oibeial
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Fictal Comt Thnemmnent Mot am | |j|£~.j @U@@u. Ditficial Comrt Doowmeet Mol

loran Caficiad Coe Docatoes  Mae amn CHfeial oot Tinemmnent Mot an Vel Conrt Thicmrm
vt [ovcsvey OFe il Coowd Docoresant Moo e D0 il Cooonod Dscwocsal oo OFficial Oowm

mrt Doacumeit Mod o O] Cowct Docwoeent Moo O ial Cowt Docwment Moo an O

.ANS\NER: The KCEB Dgfe_ndants §§ate that thg 2025. Map s_peaks for itself and deny any
a”egm-l QM Lﬁﬁ‘rﬁgrﬁ‘ﬂn&@e; qﬂﬂﬂ!lnt‘ﬂﬁ,lﬁqw'(an ‘5]9]; -?ﬂ‘imco'?sﬁ?ﬂt l‘ﬂY'rﬁhﬁﬁ“?'%%?M% neml W

127. The 2025 Map no longer unites most of the Kansas City metropolitan area in CD 5.
Mot am Db ial Cowret Diocwimeane Mool s UEe sl Comret D ocwaisit M sy Officizd Coa Diac
Instead, it splits up the Kansas City metropolitan area among the new CDs 4, 5, and 6, with each district’s
fragment of the city paired with far-flung rural areas of the state.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map speaks for itself and deny any
allegations of Paragraph 127 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the 2025 Map.
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128, The 2025 Map distorts the'existing CD 5, tlming it from'a'small, regularly shiaped district
in the'2022 Map'into "a'tong, meandering district 'that 'spans hundreds: of 'miles from'Kansas! City to
Columbra and'beyond'Jefferson City! Only-a tiny-portion of Kiansas City'remains in CD 5!

ANSWER: | The KICEB' Defendants:admit that CD'5in the 2025 Map isdifferent fromithe' CD 5

in the 2022 Map, state the 2025 Map and 2022 Map speak for themselves, and deny any allegation of
Paragraph,128.of, Plaintiffs, Petition.that-areincansistent with.the 2025 Map and 2022 Map.

129. The new CD 5 instead absorbs small exurban towns in Jackson County and
substantial rural territory previously in .CDi4kincluding the whele counties of Lafayette, Saline,
Howard, Johnson, Pettis, and Morgan, and part of Boone County..#he new CD 5 likewise lumps in
substantial central Missouri rural™territory previously in CD 3, incltding all of Cooper, Montieau,
Col &' Osagé, 'and Maries Counties And'the new'CD'5'tacks on'Randelph*County (previoudly in'CD
6).

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants admit that the 2025 Map is different from the 2022 Map,

state the 2025 Map and 2022 Map speak for themselves, and deny any allegation of Paragraph 129 of
Paintiffs Petition that are inconsistent with the 2025 Map and 2022 Map.

130. A close-up image of the new CD 5 with county lines and street details is shown below.
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- ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map speaks for itself and deny any
allegations of- Paragraphi 130 of Plaintiffs’ Petitionlthat ‘aréineons stent'with the 2025 Map. 1r=ni

L 18%n "Thenew:GD 4 inthe- 2025 Map has beenstripped of asubstanti al: part of its rura territory
andlis:instead grafted tagether withi new::metropalitan rurban/suburban. territary in. Jackson: County,

including,lees Summit, Grandview.,, and a substantial portion of Kansas City. A close- up image of the

new CD 4 with county lines and Street details is shown below.
o O fieia ] o o D wuoemr Mo aw Official Con woemt Mo am O ficin ] Comr Do uloer
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n=ANSWER I TheKCEB Defendants state thatrithes 20251 Map, speaks for -itselfrand depy any
allegations of Paragraph 131 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the 2025 Map.

T30 he néi G4 Brie&bn ity Karisas City téatlirés'a 16ng, Nartbit shpendag jutting up
along thelwesternedge of. the city., The size and, shape of.this appendage areihighly irregular, asishown

in thelglloﬁ- l. luj%isﬂ)lmlggunt){ l? |IIV|V'J.|JJ.I il Lot L o4 etk Mo i Ofictad Cowrt Discn
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ANSWER: The KCEB Defendan @@9 5 Map speaks for itself and deny any

alleg]artl 8{1%%1.:?&\[@{3?' 32 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the 2025 Map.

OCInemt Mok am CHAcEd Coont Thoemmmest Moeam VOOl U oot THoiemrm

133. The eastern boundary of this bizarre giraffe-neck appendage—which forms the border
il Mo Oficsd Cowod Docwosan. Mo s O iad Coowed Dscocosal Wocan Official Cowmw
between CDs 4 and 5—follows Holmes Road and Troost Avenue, the historic and current segregating

.ot Docmnyeetnt Mg age VU0 gl Cloyoncg Diocwpene, Mool o O sal Coonct Doowesst M s O
line between Kansas Gity"s Black and whité Urban residents. ) -

" ANSWER! The K CEB ' Defendants”state ithetthe. 2025 Map 'speaks’ for itself1andideny any
allegations of Paragraph 133 of Plaintiffs’ Petition that are inconsistent with the 2025 Map, and further

state; that ,they, are, without, sufficient; knowledge or, ipfarmation, to admit, or; deqy- the, remaining
allegations of Paragraph 133 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

134. The map below shows the Kansas City boundary between the new CDs 4 and 5
overlaid on a map displaying the share of the Black voting age population in each census block in

shades of blue. It showsthat CD 4 captures the predominantly white urban neighborhoods west of the
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Troost Divide while segregating pretiominantly 'Black urban nei ghborhoods i Ato themew CD 51'The
boundary ibetween ICDsi4«@and 5 only: shifts westifrom: Tiroest: Avenue torolmes, Road attherpoint
(aroundi«67th Street) whene theprecincts «just: west.of .Treost-Avenue contain substantial, Black
popul ations, ensuring that predominantly white precincts:are assigned to.CD: 4.while predominantly

Blaclf rec rnﬁts s are rnfiqed to 991 nirl.hmn nf| “rrqgrb ndari gﬁ 9Ds4 and 5inthe 20%5 Map

LTl l‘ filh oy T Ll 1110ET T

thus separate Kansas City’ s urban white residents from its urban Black residents, dividing what was
o O fibeia ] o o D wuoemr Mo aw Official Con woemt Mo am O ficin ] Comr r Do uloer
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ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or

deny the allegations of Paragraph 134 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.
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135. 7 The ' 2025 'map’s 'division' ot Kansas' City ' dong'racia «linés’cannot be 'explained by
parti sani motivationso Asirecent’ fiederalirand staiewi de: election results demonstrate; ineighbeorhoods on
both sides af Troest-Avenuevote overnwhelmingly for Demecratic candidates.

ANSWER: | The KCEB: Defendants are without,sufficient knowledge or,infarmation to.admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs Petition.

136.  The new CDs 4 and 5'in the 2025 Map no fonger contain closely united territory and are
thusmot' compact:
ANSWER; Paragraphr136 congtitutes.a,legal conclusion and not a statement:of; fact,, so. that no

answer is required. To the extent ah ansWer is required, the"K€EB. Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admitser deny the allegations of Paragraph 136 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

137. At aminimum, thesdistricts are not as compact as may“he because they are substantially
less compact than their boundary ‘configurations in the 2022 Map. Under the 2022 Map, CD 5 united the
Kansas City metropolitan area in a single, reasonably shaped and sized district, while CD 4
encompassed surrounding rural counties in a compact configuration that followed county and natural
boundaries as practicable. The 2025 Map abandons those compact arrangements by fracturing Kansas
City and Jackson County into multiple distrigts-and attachingythose-metropolitan communities to distant
rural areas, yielding two sprawling, irregul ardistricts thattack compactness.

ANSWER: Paragraph 137 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the 2022 Map

and 2025 Map speak for themsetves, and are without sufficient knowledge or informatton 'to- admit or
deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 137 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

138. Quantitative measures of district compactness likewise show that CDs 4 and 5 are
substantially less compact under the 2025 Map than under the 2022'Map. For example, one of the most
comimon measures|of ‘compactnessis the:Reock 'score, Which compares the area of the district: tothe area
of its minimum bounding circle. The scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 being the most compact. The 2025

Map’'s Reock score fell substantially for CD 4, CD 5, and CDs 4 and 5 combined.
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ANSWERi!I'The' KCEB 'Defendants” state! that'ithe 20221 "Mapmand 2025 ' Map ' speak for
themselves, and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining
allegationsof Paragraph 138 of [Plainti fifstPetition

139.+, rlihei 2025, Meap..s, deviation, fromcompactness in,,CDs; 4 and., 5 was .not necessary to
comply with Article L1, 8§ 45’ s equal, popul ation or.cantiguity, requirements. See Pearson 1) 367, SW.3d
at 52, The 2022 Map kept CDs 4 and 5 as compact as may be while maintaining uniformly contiguous and
equally populated districts.

ANSWER: Paragraph 139 constituteSa legal conclusion-and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer isrequireds T, the extent-an,answer.Is required; the KCEB \Defendants statethat,the,2022 Map
and 2025 Map speak for themselves, andare without sufficient’knowledge or information to admit or
deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 139 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

140. Nor was reducingithe compactness of CDs 4 and 5 negéssary to improve the compactness
of the state’ s other congressional districts. See Pearson |1, 367 S.W.3d at 52.

ANSWER: Paragraph 140 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the 2022 Map
and 2025 Map speak for themselves, and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 140 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

141. The 2025 Map makes no changesto CDs 7 and 8.

ANSWER: vAdmitteok

142. . Whatever_improvements the 2025 Map makes to the compactness of CDs 1, 2, 3, and 6
could have been achieved while retaining the level of compactness of CDs 4 and 5.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny,the allegationsof Paragraph 142 of Plaintiffs Petition,

143. Nor did CD 5's compactness need to be reduced to improve CD 4’ s compactness.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the all egationsof ,Raragraph. 143 of  Rlaintififs’ ;Petiti on.

144. The 2025 Map’'s deviation from compactness in CDs 4 and 5 was not necessary to
comply with any federal law, including the Voting Rights Act (VRA). See Pearson I, 367 SW.3d at 52.

ANSWER: Paragraph 144 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map
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speak for itself iand are' without sufficient knowledge or information 'to admit or'deny the remaining
alegations of Paragraph 144 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

145. The sole justification for the 2025 Map offered in the Governor’s Proclamation was to
avoid alegal challenge under the VRA or the Fourteenth Amendment, “due to a lack of compactnessin
certain districts’ in the 2022 Map. The Governor’s Proclamation did not explain, nor did the legidative
process shed light on, which districts lacked compactness such that they risked liability under these'laws,
nor how the.new district linesaddress this purported lack of .compactness!

ANSWERii The KGEB Defendants are without sufficient khowledge or information to.admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 145 of Pfaintiffs’ Petition.

146."""The U.S:'SupremeiCaurt-has'explained that when a staté invokes the VRA 10 justify' race-
based nedistricting, it.must have: ‘goed reasons ifor thinking that the:Act. demanded such.steps:’lCooper
v. Harris, 581 U.S. 285, 301 (2017). Specifically, the state must show that it has “a strong basis in
evidence” for concluding that al three Gingles preconditions are met. Id. at 304. This means the state
must conclude, based on evidence, that (1) a minority group is sufficiently large and geographically
compact to form a majority in a reasonably configured district, (2) the minority group is politicaly
cohesive, 'and (8) themagj ority votes'as:‘a bloc torusualy, defeab:theminority’ sipreferred candidate,
demonstrating thepresence of racially: polarized voting. |d.jat, 301-.02.

ANSWER: Paragraph 146 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is reguired, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 146 of Plaintiffs

Petitionl

147. Thelegidlative record does not contain any reference to any Gingles anaysis.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the legislative process speaks for itself, and are
without! sufficient knowl edge or-information toladmit ‘or deny ithe-remaining. allegations of. Paragraph
147 of Paintiffs Petition.

148. Inany event, if Missouri had been concerned about the 2022 Map violating the VRA, the

remedy would have been the creation of an additional district in which minority votersform a majority

or could otherwise elect their preferred candidates. See, e.g., Bone Shirt v. Hazeltine, 461 F.3d
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1011,1023(8th'Cir. 2006):"No'such district was'added in'the'2025 Map! and ‘therefore \V RArcompliance
cannotrexplainithe thanges:

ANSWER:-Paragraph: 1:48.constitutes,a legal .conclusion and-not a statement, of) fact,, sa:that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map
speaks for.itselfrand, are without, sutficient, knowledge, or information to,admit or deny the remaining
alegations of Paragraph 148 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

149. "'In CD 5, for instance, the 2025 Map decreased the Black voting age population,
reducing'the minority. electoral’ opportunity inithe district:

ANSWERii, The KCEB Defendants. state that;the 2025V ap . speaks, for, itself, . and- are without
sufficient knowledge or informatian to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 148 of
Plaintiffs’ Petition.

150. CD 4's BVAP share was in the single digits in the*2022 Map and remains virtualy
unchanged.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map speaks for itself and are without
sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 1450.8 of
Paintiffs Petition.

151. None of the 2025 Map’ s districts were drawn with amajority BVAP.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map speaks for itself and are without
sufficient'knowledge or: i nformation: to.admit-or deny the. remaining:allegations of. Paragraphi 151 of
Plaintiffs’ Petition.

152, Compliance with the VRA cannot explain the reductions in compactness of CDs 4 and 5.

ANSWER:'The'K'CEB' Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraph 152 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

153. Nor could any desire to avoid potential liability under the Fourteenth Amendment explain
the changes to'CDs 4'and .

ANSWER: The KCEB, Defendants ane without,sufficient knowledge, orinformation te,admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraph 153 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

154. Missouri has not identified any district in the 2022 Map in which race was a predominant

factor motivating its design.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB' Defendants are without sufficient’knowledge 'orinformation to'admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraph 154 of Plaintiffs Petition.

155. Nor has the 2022 Map been subject to any Fourteenth Amendment challenge since its
enactment.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraph 155 of Plaintiffs' Petition.

156. The 2025 Map’s deviation from compactness in CDs 4 and 5 does not result from
consideration of the state’ s population density‘patterns. See Réarson I, 367 S.W.3d at 52.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without suffictent’knowledge or information to admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraphsl56+0f Plaintiffs Petition.

157. The 2022 Map toek into consideration population density by grouping areas of similar
population densities together. Neighborhoods and political subdivisions with higher urban densitieswere
largely grouped in CD 5, while surrounding counties with far lower rural population densities were
grouped in CD 4. As shown in the dot density map below, this configuration ensured that each district

reflected communities of comparable density and preserved compactness.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraph 157 of Plaintiffs Petition.
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Losg) o The 2025 Miap' abandons this recognition of ‘population density entirely.’ As'shown in the
dot densityl map: below;: the2025 Map_paitsidense: Urbam neighborhoods with sparsel y.poputated rural
countiesy creating: districts-withnsubstantial: intennal «disparities inpopul ation density ;distribution. The
resultistwo lopsided districtsin GD.4-and.5;-bothiwei ghted; heavily, toward the dense population centers
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116159, 1 (iThel redueti onimicompactness.of (CDsI4 and 5in the2025 map.a soifail sito.arisa from any

consideration of natural boundaries. See Pearson |1, 367 S.W.3d at 52.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the . allegations of Paragraph 157 of Plaintiffs' Petition
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160. " The 2022'Map' respected matural 'boundaries by uniting' rural countiesalong'the Missouri
Riverandi@sage River watersheds withinm CD14, tying together communi tiesiwith sharediriver, basins and
agricultural.economies.

ANSWER:; The:KCEB Defendants,state that the: 2022 Map speaks, for: itself; and are without
sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the . allegations of Paragraph 160 of Plaintiffs
Petition.

161. The 2025 Map disregards these natural boundaries by fracturing the Missouri and Osage
River region, dividing counties that share theisame weatershed'between CDs 4 and 5.

ANSWER: The KCEB Défendants state that the 2025/Map speaks for itself and are without
sufficient knowledge or informaiien t0 admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 161 of
Plaintiffs" Petition.

162 TThe new boundary-between. GDs 4 and; 5 cuts directly jaeross:the Osage (River: basin,
resulting in sprawling districts that no longer correspond to natural geographic features.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map speaks for itself and are without
sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 162 of
MPaintiffs Petition.

163. The reduction in compactness of CDs 4 and 5 was not necessary to reduce county,
municipal, and precinetisplits.: Seer Rearson' Ih; 367-SMVi3d at-52: Though the2025 Map.splits fewer
counties, for.instance, the same or. lower number of splits could have been achieved without reducing the
compactness of CDs 4 and 5.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the 2025 Map speaks for itself and are without
sufficient-knowledge. or, informati on. to: admit;,or, deny. the, remaining. allegations-of Paragraphi163 of
Plaintiffs’ Petition.

164. " "The 2025 Map splits'more precincts'than the 2022 M ap.

ANSWER: The KCEB:Refendants staie that the 2022 Map-and 2025 Map speak' for themselves
and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of

Paragraph 164 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

165. The additiona precinct splits are concentrated in Kansas City and Jackson County, thus

requiring the KCEB and JCEB to reconfigure their precincts in order to implement the 2025 Map.
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ANSWER:'The'KCEB 'Defendants state'that the 2025'Map'speaksifor ritselft andrarewithout
sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining alegations of Paragraph 163 of
MPaintiffsiRetition.

166.+, riiheireduction in,compactness, of ;EDs 4.and |5, does, not rresult from. cansideration of
histerical, district.boundary.lines. See Pearson 11, 367 S,W.3d at 52.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 166 of Plaintitfs’ Petition.

167.111 Forumore thansixty years, Missouriisscongressional “maps have followeda recognizable
pattern in;this region: CD 5 has remainedicentered. on-the/K ansas City metropolitan,area, anchared in
Jackson and Clay Counties, while€€D"*4 has encompassed the surfounding rural counties of west-central
Missouri. The 2025 Map departSidramatically from this longstandingeonfiguration by stretching CD 5
far into the state’'s rural counties and severing the Kansas City metropolitan area from its historical
representation.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the historical Congressional Redistricting Maps

speak for themselves and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 167 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

168. Respect for historicalglinesis typically measured,using a metric known as core retention,
which measures the percentage of a district*s ‘priorspopulation that remains in the district after
redistricting. High core retention indicates continuity with historical districts, while low core retention
reflects'departures from'past ' maps.

ANSWER: Admitted:

169. The 2025 Map has low core retention compared to the state’s 2012 congressional
districts, demonstrating a break in continuity from maps of past decades. CD 4 and CD 5, in particular,
have the lowest levels of core retention with their 2012 counterparts than any other district in the 2025
Map.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants state that the historical Congressional Redistricting Maps

gpeak for themselves and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 169 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.
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170.CD'4 and'CD'5in'the 2025 Map also'achiéveartariower level of fidelity to' 2012 districts
than CD 4-andCD 5 inithe 2022 Map.

ANSWER::The KCEB Defendants are witheut isufficient knowl edge, or, i nfermation to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 170 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

171. The 2022 Map represented high continuity with the state’s 2012 districts.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 171 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

172. The 2025 Map's unusually lew, core retentiah 'rates underscore the extent to which it
disregards the historical boundariesiand configurations the State has consistently followed for decades.

ANSWER: "The KCEB-'Defendaritsare without sufficient knewl edge'or information' to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraphd/2 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

173. The 2025 Map’'s restructuring of CDs 4 and 5 also disregards the principle that district
boundaries should tend to preserve continuity between constituents and their representatives. See
Pearson |1, 367 SW.3d at 50 n.12.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph 173 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

174, Byrreducing €D 5',s core.fetention.and:seaditering the magjority. of [its.residents into two
other districts, the 2025 Map severs longstanding, ties between diverse Kansas City area residents and
their longstanding representative, Rep. Cleaver. It also forces many Kansas City area residents to
establish new relationships with representatives in districts in which they have never previously been
included.

ANSWER:"The KCEB' Defendants are without 'stifficient khowletige orinforriation6 admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 174 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

175. The 2025 Map’ s reconfiguration of CDs 4 and 5 and the resulting substantial reduction of
compactness cannot be explained by adherence to any “recognized factors.” Pearson Il, 367 SW.3d at

50 n.12.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB! Defendants ‘are without sufficient lknow!edge or information to'admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 175 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

176. Its effect and intent are instead to transform what has long been a seat anchored in the
Democratic-leaning Kansas City metropolitan area into a district dominated by rural, Republican-
leaning counties, an outcome accomplished by splitting Kansas City’ s Black and white residents along
stark racial lines. 1ndeed, composite election results from' recent statewide ‘and federal ' contests
confirm'that, under. the:2025:M ap,' a’'Republican candidate in':CD 5 Would likely winamajority.of the
two-partyjvote. Tihis partisan itilt directly endangers Rep...Cleaver’s reelection -prospects and likely
assures the Republican Party will gemifortably hold seven of the eight Seats in the state’' s congressional
delegation.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph 176 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

CAUSESOF ACTION
COUNT |

Violation of the Timing Requirement for Congressional Redistricting
IInder Articla !l Section 45 of tha Miseouri Condtitution

177. Plaintiffs_reallege and incorporate” by reference the allegations of the preceding
paragraphs asif fully set forth herein.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants reassert their answers to the preceding paragraphs as their
answer to Paragraph. 177 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

178. The Missouri Constitution provides for a government of delegated powers, such that the
undelegated powers of the sovereign reside with the people. See, e.g., State ex rel. Gordon v. Becker, 49
SW.2d 146, 147 (Mo. banc 1932) (holding that, except for the powers delegated under the state
constitution, “[a]ll the sovereign power . . . rests with the people of the state”).

ANSWER: Paragraph 178 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
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Constitution‘speaks'for itself and are without stfficient knowledge or' information to’admit ordeny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 178 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

179. Articlelll, 8 45 authorizes congressional redistricting only when a new decennial census
results in a new apportionment of the number of congressional representatives between the 50 states and
triggers the General Assembly’s obligation to redraw congressional districts. Pearson |, 359 SW.3d at
37-38. Under genera rules of construction, “[w]hen the Constitution defines the circumstances under
whieh?’ Canauthority Fmayibe! exercised” it is anyimpliedoprohibitiont ‘against 'itsuexercisevin’ other
circumstances;, Seei ate ex inf., Shartel*v.\Brunk, 34, SW.2d 94, 95-96 (Me,, banc-1930), (halding that
constitutional provision conferring, “the Legislature with sol@ powex to remove [an officer] by
impeachment proceedings, is andimplied prohibition against legislation providing for his removal for any
other causes or in any other manner”).

ANSWER: Paragraph 179 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri

Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 178 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

180. Once Missouri’s congressional districts have been enacted following the decennial
census and reapportionment, those districts * take effectifor.the [next] election’and rernaiminplacefor
the next, decade or until @ Census shows that, the districts should change.” Pearson 1,359 .S:\W.3d at
37-38.

ANSWER: Paragraph 180 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer isrequired. To the extent an answervisrequired, the' KCEB: Defendants-are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 180 of Plaintiffs
Petition.

181. No provision of the Missouri Constitution authorizes congressional redistricting at any
other point during the decade.

ANSWER: Paragraph 181 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri

Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 181 of Plaintiffs' Petition.
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182/ 1Article 1] 8§1101of 'the Missouri' Constitutionpermits 'mid-detade redistrictingronly for
state'house land state senate di stricts; butiit omits.congressional districts from:that list.(The existence of 8
10 confirmsithat thellegislatureimust:have express authority: in-ordex:to redistrict;and,the, omission of
congressional districts from the list,ofr districts amenabl e to mid:decade redistrigting-is.conclusive proof
of the legislature’ s lack of. authority.

ANSWER: Paragraph 182 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer'is-required: To'thelextent an answer is'required;ithe KCEB' 'Defendants state'that'thie'Mi'ssouri
Constitution speaks for itself and are withoat sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remainingiel legations of Raragraph 482 of RlamtiffsPetition.

183. Because the Misspuri, Constitution specifies wheniredistricting is allowed to occur, any
other attempt to redraw districts.gxeeeds the legidature’ s constitutiond “authority.

ANSWER: Paragraph 183 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 183 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

184. Missouri enacted a congressional map for this decade in 2022, after the 2020 Census
indicating Missouri’ s alotted eight congressional seats was certified to the Governor.

ANSWER: "Admitted:

185.... . Under Article 111, 8 45, the state’ s 2022 cangressional map must. remain in place for the
next decade or until anew decennial census shows that the districts should change.

ANSWER: Paragraph 185 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is reguired. To theiextent| an. answex s required; the KCEB Defendants state that: the Missouri
Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 185 of Plaintiffs Petition.

186. The next decennial census and reapportionment will not occur until 2030, in accordance
with federal law. 13 U.S.C. § 141(a)-(c), (€)(2).

ANSWER: Admitted.

187. The Genera Assembly thus enacted the 2025 congressional map in H.B. 1 beyond the

specific circumstances authorized under Article I11, 8 45 of the Missouri Constitution.
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ANSWER:'Paragraph 187 -constitutes a'legal conclusion and not a stetement' of fact] so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Congtitution Speaksforitself and arewithout sufficient knowledge or-informati on itor admit; ordeny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 187 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

188. Accordingly, the 2025 congressional map exceeds the authority conferred on the
legislature by the Missouri Constitution and is unconstitutional .

ANSWER? Paragraph 188 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Constitution speaks for-itselfiand are without' sufficient’ knowledge or: information. toladmit orudeny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 188 of Plaintiffs’ Petition

COUNT 11

Vielation-of the Compactness’Reguit ement
Under Article 11, Section 45 of the Missouri’ @engtitution

189. Plaintiffs realege and incorporate by reference the allegations of the preceding
paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants reassert their answers to the preceding paragraphs as their
answer to Paragraph 189 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

190. Congressiond districtsviolate Article I11, 8 45’ srequirement to be as “compact . .. as may
be” -if. the boundaries of; the [challenged districts] .depart from. pringiples of, compactness and -+, ,,. any
deviations were not minimal or practical deviations resulting from applying the recognized factors’
encompassed in the constitutional text. Pearson 11, 367 SW.3d at 53.

ANSWER: Paragraph 190 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answex is required. To,the extent,an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 190 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

191. Compactness means “closely united territory” and does not refer solely to physical shape
or size, though those considerations are “relevant.” 1d. at 54-55.

ANSWER: Paragraph 191 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 188 of Plaintiffs
Petition.
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192/ The 'recognized'factors "incl ude: " (1) theinterrelationshiprin' 'standards for rpopul ation
equality| antcompactness-requirements;(2).the:contiguity requirement; (3)- federal laws, including the
Voting RightsiAct; andn(4) -thenrecognized:. factors. of .. population-«density, , hatural ; ooundany , lines,
boundaries.of; political subdivisions; and historical boundany linesof prior redistricting maps.’ kd. at 53.

ANSWER: Paragraph 192 constitutes.a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient

knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 192 of Plaintiffs
Petition:

193, .1 ihe2025 Map's new,CDs4.and’S clearly and undodbtedly contravengArticle ), 8 45's
compactness requirement.

ANSWER: Paragraph 198-constitutes a legal conclusion and hot a statement of fact, so that no
answer! is:reguired: o the’exient ‘aniansweris required, the ' K CEB 'Defiendants: stateithat: the Mi ssouri

Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 193 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

194. As an initial matter, the new 2025 CDs 4 and 5 depart from principles of compactness
because they no longer contain closely united territory. The new configuration of CDs 4 and 5 fractures
the closely united areas contained in the 2022 Map’'s CDs 4 and 5 by splitting the metropolitan Kansas
City' raréa—=which was' united ~in'CD: - 5:=hetween:three separate'tdistri cts;and-by:joining ‘those
metropolitan-area fragmentswith far-flung rural argas that share few common, interests.

ANSWER: Paragraph 194 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is reguired, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient

knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 194 of Plaintiffs
Petition|

195. The size and shape of the new CDs 4 and 5 also depart sharply from compactness
principles. CD 5 has been transformed from a small, regularly shaped district into a long, meandering
shape that extends hundreds of miles from Kansas City. CD 4, though still large, now features a bizarre
giraffe-neck appendage bursting north into Kansas City to capture the predominantly white

neighborhoods west of the Troost Divide.
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ANSWER:!'Paragraph’195-constitutes a'legal conelusion'and not a statement of fact; so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge lor sinformationito admit or denyilthe remaining-allegations ofiParagraph 195.of -Rlaintiffs
Petition.

196. The new configuration of CDs 4 and 5 also performs worse on al standard quantitative
measures of compactness as compared to the 2022 Map.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 196 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

197. Furthermore, these deviationsifrgm campagtness'are neither minimal nor practical, nor do
they result from applying any of therecognized factors.

ANSWER: "The KCEB-Defendarits'are without sufficient knewledge'orinformation' to' admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraphpd97 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

198. First, reducing the'compactness of CDs 4 and 5 was not necessary to comply with Article
111, 8 45’ s equal population or contiguity requirement. Nor was it necessary to make other congressional
districts in the state more compact.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph 198 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

199;.-1+Second;+educing the compactness af-CRs4and. 5 wasnot ;necessary to comply with any
federal law, including the Voting Rights Act and Fourteenth Amendment.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny'the allegations of Paragraph-199 of Plaintiff S Petition!

200, Third, reducing the compagtness of CDs 4 and.5,does not result from consideration of any
of the permissive factors. The reduction in compactness of CDs 4 and 5 does not result from any
consideration of population density or natural boundary lines. Nor was it necessary to reduce county,
municipal, precinct, or other political subdivision splits. And altering the boundaries of CDs 4 and 5 to
reduce their compactness during an extraordinary and unlawful mid-decade redistricting effort long after
the decade’'s districts have already been drawn cannot result from adherence to previous district

boundaries.
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ANSWER:'The'K CEB' Defendants ‘are without sufficient'knowledge 'orinformation to'admit or
deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 200 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

201. Politics and partisan advantage are not permissible justifications for deviating from the
compactness requirement. See Preidler, 284 SW.2d at 435.

ANSWER: Paragraph 201 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer s required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the remaining alegations of Paragraph 201 of Plaintiffs
Petition.

202. Reducing the compactness @f*€Ds 4 and 5 thus cannot be explained by and is not
necessary to advance any permissible interest, including préseswation of incumbents in their existing
districts.

ANSWER: The KEEB Defendants.aie without-sufficient knowledge or infarmation toiadmit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph™202 of Plaintiffs Petition.

203. Accordingly, the 2025 Map’'s configuration of CDs 4 and 5 violates the compactness
mandate of Articlelll, § 45.

ANSWER: Paragraph 203 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Congtitution speaks for itself and are without-sufficient knowledge-or information to admit or deny the
remaining alegations ofiParagraph 203 of IPlaintiffs~Petition.

COUNT 111

Violation of the Equal Population Requirement
Wnder Articlelill:Section 45 of theiMissouriConstituti on

204.  Plaintiffs realege and incorporate by reference, the allegations of  the preceding
paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants reassert their answers to the preceding paragraphs as their
answer to Paragraph 204 of, Plaintiffs’ Petition.

205. Article 11, 8 45 requires that congressional districts be “as nearly equal in population as
may be.” The Missouri Supreme Court has affirmed that “numerical equality [is] mandatory.” Pearson

11, 359 SW.3d at 39.
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ANSWER:!'Paragraph’205-constitutes a'legal conelusion'and not a statement of fact; so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Congtitution Speaksforitself and arewithout sufficient knowledge or-informati on itor admit; ordeny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 205 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

206. H.B. 1'sdouble assignment of VTD 811 renders CDs 4 and 5 malapportioned.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 206 of Plaintjffs Petition

207. Under the version of the map enacted with VTD 811 assigned to CD 4, that district has
843 more people than the ideal population and"€D 5ihas 843 fewer people than ideal.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient’knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph.20/'ef Plaintiffs’ Petition

208. Under the versionger the map enacted with VTD 811asSigned to CD 5, that district has
CD 5 has 32 people too many and CD 4 has 32 people fewer than ideal:

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or
deny the allegations of Paragraph 208 of Plaintiffs’ Petition

209. These deviations from precise mathematical equality are not justified by any
permissible interest in congressional redistricting.

ANSWER: nwThe,KCEB Defendants are without suffi cient knowledge or infarmation to admit or
deny the alegations of Paragraph 209 of Plaintiffs’ Petition

210." The 2025 Map thus violates the'equal population requirement of Article 111, §'45.

ANSW ER:Paragraph: 210 constitutes a legaliconel usioniand. not-astatement ofifiact] so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 210-of Plaintiffs), Petition

COUNT IV

Violation of the Contiguity Requirement
Under Articlel 1], Section 45 of .the Missouri Constitution

211. Plantiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the allegations of the preceding
paragraphs.

ANSWER: The KCEB Defendants reassert their answers to the preceding paragraphs as their
answer to Paragraph 211 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.
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212/ Article 11 845 Yequiresthat congressional distri cts be'composed of 'conti guous territory.

ANSWER:T'RPanagraph 212 constitutesianlegalr comclusionjand, notraistatement: of fact; -0 that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Constituti omspeaks-for itsel f andrare witheut sufific entrknowledge orinformation to, admit or, deny the
remaining allegations of Paragraph 212 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

ANSWER:

213. ""The'contiguity' requirement 'ts'mandatory, and'the 'state'is not"pertyiitted™ the'exeréise of
any discretion’ ‘todepart from it. See Barrett, 146.S\Witat 53.(discussingcontiguity requirementiin state
legidlative redistrigting).

ANSWER: Paragraph 213sconstitutes a legal conclusionfand'not, a statement of fact, so that no
answer i's‘required."To'the extentyan answer'is required, the 'K CEB:Defendants'state that'the 'Missouri
Consgtitution speaks for itself andware without sufficient knowledge arinformation to admit or deny the
remaining all egations of Paragraph 213 of Rlaintiffs: Retition:

214. By assigning Kansas City VD 811 to both CDs 4 and 5, H.B. 1 creates a honcontiguity
in CD 5 because territory assigned to CD 4 separates distinct areas of territory assigned to CD 5.

ANSWER: Paragraph 214 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants are without sufficient
knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations of Paragraph 221 of Plaintiffs’ Petition.

215, iTihisheneentiguity,vi olaes Article L5845 of the Constitution:

ANSWER: Paragraph 215 constitutes a legal conclusion and not a statement of fact, so that no
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, the KCEB Defendants state that the Missouri
Constitution speaks for itself and are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
remaining alegations of Paragraph 215'of Plantiffs 'Petition.

55

WV 8G:TT - 9202 ‘9T [MdV - [HNOSSIA 40 1dNO0D INIHANS - pajid Ajjedluoids|g



Resnectfl sliipmrtten
LaViQ D Ray:fonac FOI0OI
40\ Vial N otreet, ole LUV

/s/Charies Renner:

LR

100
1000

(81K '080:80X Telephone

bhafl es.Renner@huschblackwell.com

ATTORNEY S FOR DEFENDANTS KANSASCITY
ELECTION BOARD COMMISSIONERS; SARAH
(SALLY) MILLER, SHARON TURNER BUIE, RALPH
F. MUNYAN II, SHAWN KIEFFER, AND LAURI
EALOM (IN THEIR OFFICIAL CAPACITY)

20|U0J108|3

NV 8G



Cowpr Docupsene Mo an OfficigERTIMA'CATEIOF SERY [OES U nnrt Dacamwnt  Maran 0

| certifiyithat acopyraf theforegoing wasfiled on caseinetiand al so serviediby-email on Octeber:16, 2025,
to the following:
[ Maodam Ol Conrt oot Mo an O ial Count Docoroett Moo sog O e gl oot Do
JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF ELECTION COMMISSIONERS, MICHAEL K.
U0 WHITEHEADR, HENRY: R, CGARNER;,COLLEEN M. SCOTT, and LY LE KHQUERRY. ,.in their
official capacities as commissioners of the Jackson County Board of Election Commissioners;
a1 o AL EROWH, 0d SR 2R windle rpificia capacifies as directors of [he Jackson
&ounty oard of Election Commissioners

bconstance@sccmlaw.com

A i Hiamseri@eomeast.net' 0 1 1u OLlicial Cou

woemt  Monam O ficin ] Com t Do il

Meat  Mod am V0GRl oot T
i Dpcnroeme Mot aw Offic 1.'|1r Dhscuinocme ok s Offir 11% Iflnrnmnm [$atan Cffiria

r1al Clowrr Docuwacne ¥ Offc inl Coarr Documene Movan l?;w#?nmrﬂnrmmmr Mo

i [ - ¥
Tictal Coont Thnemment Mot an CEHKal © U@\)a an Uihicial Conrt Docwnesnt Mol

loran OATicial Cowe Docatoems Mo an CHficial Coont Tioemment Maeam CIficial ©amtt Toemmm
il Mo Oficsd Cowod Docwosan. Mo s O iad Coowed Dscocosal Wocan Official Cowmw
ot Dacmmetit Mol o O il Cowet Docwseent Mod am O ial Cowrt Doowesnt Moo O
Mficial Cot Docmnewt Moo an Official Comrt Documwnt  Maran Official Comrt Darmmend 149

Mot aw Offcial Cowrt Docwomene Moot am OfGc ia] Comrt Docwaseat Mot Offciad Oo et Daocy

57

IV 8S:TT - 9202 ‘9T |HdV - I4NOSSIN 40 1¥N0D JNTHNS - pa|id A|[edluonds|q



