IN CIRCUIT COURT OF MONITEAU COUNTY
STATE OF MISSOURI

RICHARD N. BARRY,
Paintiff,
V. Case No. CV704-29CC

STATE OF MISSOURI, et &,

Defendants.
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Answer of Defendant State of Missouri to Plaintiff’s* Petition”

The defendant State of Missouri answers the allegations contained in the Petition
asfollows:

1. The State lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations
contained in paragraph 1, and therefore denies them.

2. The State denies the allegations contained in paragraph 2.

3. The State admits the allegations contained in paragraph 3.

4, The State admits the allegations contained in paragraph 4.

5. With regard to the allegations contained in paragraph 5, the provisions of
Mo. Const. art. X, sections 16 through 23 speak for themselves, and the State denies all
allegationsinconsistent therewith.

6. The State admits the allegations contained in paragraph 6.

7. The State lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations

contained in paragraph 7, and therefore denies them.



8. The allegations contained in paragraph 8, including subparts (a)-(e), arelegal
conclusions, and no answer isrequired. If an answer isrequired, the State denies the
allegations contained in paragraph 8, including subparts (a)-(€).

9. The allegations contained in paragraph 9 are legal conclusions, and no
answer isrequired. If an answer isrequired, the State denies the allegations contained in
paragraph 9. Further, the State pleads that it has not sought to compel, or in any way
threatened to seek to compel, Moniteau County to implement the permit application and
approval process of the Concealed Carry Act.

WHEREFORE, the State denies all allegationsthat it has not specifically admitted.

WHEREFORE, the State denies that plaintiff isentitled to the relief that he
requests, and asks that plaintiff’s claims be dismissed, and for the entry of such other
orders as are proper.

Affirmative Defenses

Without prejudiceto its previous denials, the State makes the following affirmative
defenses:

1. Plaintiff hasfailed to state aclaim on which relief can be granted.

2. The State of Missouri has not sought to compel, or in any way threatened to
seek to compel, Moniteau County to implement the permit application and approval
process of the Concealed Carry Act against any local government in Missouri.
Accordingly, this matter is not ripe for adjudication and thus this Court lacks subject

matter jurisdiction to hear and determine plaintiff’s claims.
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3. The State' s sovereign immunity precludes plaintiff’s request for attorney
fees.

4. The State reserves the right to plead such other affirmative defenses as may
become known to it.

WHEREFORE, the State denies that plaintiff is entitled to the relief requested and
asks that plaintiff’s claims be dismissed, and for the entry of such other orders as are
proper.
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