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ANSWER OF RESPONDENTS GOVERNOR JOHN KASICH, SENATE
PRESIDENT THOMAS E. NIEHAUS AND AUDITOR DAVID YOST

For their answer to Relators” Complaint in Original Action (“Cbmplaint”), Respondents
Governor John Kasiéh, Senate President Thomas E. Niehaus, and | Auditor | David Yost
(“Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost”) state as follows:

1.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a bélief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 1 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

2. Paragraph 2 of the Complaint contains only legal conclusions or argument to
which no response is required. To the extent parégfaph 2 of the Complaint contains any factual
allegations, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny any such allegations.

3. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the first sentence of paragraph 3 of
the Complaint. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in the second sentence of paragraph 3
of the Complaint, and, therefore, deny the same.

4. . Para}graph 4 of the Co.mplaint contains only legal conclqsions or argument to
which no response is required. To the extent paragraph 4 ofk the Complaint contains any factual

“allegations, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny any such allegations.

5. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the first sentence of paragraph 5 of
the Complaint. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are Without. knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in the second sentence of paragraph 5

of the Complaint, and,.therefore, deny the same.



6. | Respondents Kasich, Niehaﬁs and Yost admit that the Court has jurisdiction over
Cause of Actioﬁs One through Thifty—Six. Respéndents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the
Court has jurisdiction over Cause of Action Thirty-Seven. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and
Yost aré Without.knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

remaining allegations in paragraph 6 of the Complaint, and, therefore, deny the same.

7. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit the allegations in paragraph 7 of the
Complaint.
8. Respondehts Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that any districts were drawn in

violation of the Ohio Constitution or the Sunshine Act. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost
are without knowledge or information sufficient fo form a belief as to the truth of the remaining
allegationé in paragraph 8 of the Complaint, and, therefore, deny the same.

9, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost aré without knowledge or information
sufficient (o form a bélief as to the truth of the allegations in parégraph 9 of the Complaint, ahd,
therefore, deny the same.

10. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as fo the truth of the allegations in paragraph 10 of the Compla.int, and,
thc_refore, deny the same.

11. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 11 of the Complaint, and,

thercfore, deny the same.

12. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 12 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.



13; Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost. are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a beiief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 13 of the Complaint, and,
therefoi‘e, deny the same. |

14. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or. information
* sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragr_aph 14 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

15. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and _Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to fernl a belief as 1o thé truth of the allegations in naragraph 15 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

16. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 16 of the Comlnlaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

17. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 17 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

18. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 18 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

19. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 19 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.



20. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are 'Wifhout knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 20 of the Complaint, and,
~ therefore, deny the same.

‘2 1.. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
~ sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 21 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the sanie.

22, Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficiént to form a belief as to the. truth of the allegations in .p‘aragraph 22 of the Complaint, and,
thereere, deny the same.

23. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 23 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

24. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without kﬁowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 24 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

25. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 25 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same. |

26. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 26 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.



27. Respondents. Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without _knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 27 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the éame. | !

28. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are with_out knowledge or information_ _
sufficient to f@rm a bglief as to the truth of thé allegatioﬁs in paragraph 28 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

29. RespOndeﬁts Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or inférmation
sufﬁcienf to form a beliéf as to the truth of the allegatiéns in pal.:agr'aph 29 of the Coinpiaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

30. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 30 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

31 Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 31 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

32. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 32 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

33, Respondents Kasich, Niehans and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 33 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.



34. Respondents Kasich, N iéhaus and Yost .are Without knowlec_lge; or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 34 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

35. - Réspondehts Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or informatiqn
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allégations in paragraph 35 of the-Complaint, and, .

therefore, deny the same.

36. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufﬁcierﬁ to fofm a b'.ellief as to the truth of the a.llegatiohs in para;graph 36 of the Complajnt, ﬁnd,
therefore, deny the same.

37. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 37 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.

38. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 38 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

39, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information |
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 39 of the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same.

40. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 40 of the Complaint, and,

therefore, deny the same.



41.. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 41 of the Complaint, and,
- therefore, de';1y the same. |

42, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knbwledgé or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in para:graph 4270f the Complaint, and,
therefore, deny the same. |

43. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost aré without knowledge or information
sufficient to fbﬁ_n a belief as to the truth of the allegations in. paragraph 43 of the Compla-int, and,
theréfore, deny the same. |

44, Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 44 of the Complaint, and,
there.fore, deny the same.

45. Respondents Kasich, Niechaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 45 of
the Complaint. The Ohio Apportionment Board is not responsible for redistricting. Pursuant to
Article XI of the Ohio Constitution, the Ohio Apportionment Board is responsible for the
apportionment of this state for .members of the general assembly. |

46. In response to the allegations in paragraph 46 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Nichaus and Yost state that Article X1 of the Ohio Constitution épeaks for itself.

47.  TIn response to the allegations in paragraph 47 of the Complainf, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that Article XTI of the Ohio Constitﬁtion speéks for itself.

48. In response to the allegétions in paragraph 48 of the Complaint, Respondents

Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that Article X1 of the Ohio Constitution speaks for itself.



49. In response to thé allegations in paragraph 49 of the Coﬁlplaint, Respondents
Kasich, Nichaus and Yost state that Article XT of the Ohio Constitution speaks for itself. Further
answering, the remaining allegations in paragraph 49 of the Complaint contain only legal
conclusions or arguments to which no resporise is required.

50. In response to the allegations in paragraph 50 of the Complai.nt, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that Article XTI of the Ohio Consﬁtutioﬁ spea—ks for itself. Further
ansx%zering, the remaining allegations in paragraph 50 of the Complaint contain only legal
conclusions or arguments to Whiéh no response is fequired.

51.  In response to the allegations in the first sentence of paragraph 51 of the
Corﬁplaint, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that Article XTI of the Ohio Copstitution
speaks for itself. Further answering, the remaining allegations in paragraph 51 of the Comﬁlaint
contain only legal conclusions or arguments to which no response is required.

52. In response to the allegations in paragraph 52 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that Article XI of the Ohio Constitution speaks for itself. Further
answering, the remaining allegations in paragraph 49 of the Complaint contain only legal
 conclusions or arguments to which no response is required.

53. In response to the allegationsr in paragraph 53 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Nichaus and Yost state that The Sunshine Act (O.R.C. § 121.22) speaks for itself.

54. Paragraph 54 of the Complaint contains only iega.l conclusions or argument to
which no response is required. -

55. The first sentence of paragraph 55 of the C;)mplaint contains only legal

conclusions or argument to which no response is required. In response to the allegations in the



‘. second sentence of pafagraph 55 of the Compleint, Respondents Kasich,.Niehaus and Yost state
thet Ohio Admin.Cod_e § 011-1003 speaks for itself. |

56. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit the allegations' in pnragrnph 56 of
the Complajnt. |

57. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 57 of
the Complaint.

.58. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 Vioiates Article XTI of the
.Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragfaph 58 of the
Complaint. |

59, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 39 of
the Complaint.

60. In response to the allegations in paragraph 60 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the “Apportionment Board’s Republican majority had
secretly developed” any apportionment plan. Further answering, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus
and Yost state that Ms. Mann sent an email on September 18, 2011 but answer further that such
email was not sent to any member of the Ohio Apportionment Board, or any of their staff, and,
therefore, Resnondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the meaning or purpose of the email described in
paragraph 60 of the Compleint, and, therefore, deny the same.

61. In response to the allegations in paragraph 61 of-the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that Mr. DiRossi sent an email on September 16, 2011, but

further admit that such email was not sent to any member of the Ohio Apportionment Board, or



anf of their staff, and, therefore, Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost are without knowledge
or information sufficient to form a belief as to the meaning or purpose of the email describéd in
péragraph 60 of the Complaint, and, therefore, deny the same.

62. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 62 of .
the Complaint. |

| 63. In response to the allegaﬁons in paragraph 63 of the Complaint, Respondents
| Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit only that the plan adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board
was drafted by fhé Boa?d’s Joint Secretaﬁes, that. the plé.n was im'tialiy adopted oﬁ a 4-1 party
line véte on September 28, 2011, but was adopted with final amendments on September 30, 2011
on a 4-0 vote. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegations in
paragraph 63 of the Complaint.

64. In response to the allegations in paragraph 64 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that at the August 4, 2011 public Ohio Apportionment Board
meeting they, along with Secretary Husted, proposed and seconded motions regarding the
scheduling for the next meeting of the Ohio Apportionment Board to be held on September 26,
2011, and for regional public hearings be held throughout the state of Ohio from August 22
through August 26, 2011. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost further admit that they were
provided with a script agenda in advance of the August 4, 20111 Ohio Apportionment Board
meeting and that the script, a copy of which is attached to the Affidavit of Michael P. McDonald
submitted by Relators, speaks for itself. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost fui"ther admit
that similar scripts were provided fof each public meeting of the Ohio Apportionment Board.
Further answering, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that these script agendas were

used as a matter of convenience to help the meetings run smoothly and efficiently and that -

10



members of the Ohio Apportionment Board were not required to follow and often deviated from
the script agendas during the Ohio Apportionment Board meetings. Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny tﬁe remaining allegations in paragraph 64 of the Complaint.

65. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the first sentcﬁce in paragraph 65 of
the Complaint. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that plans.were formally presented
to the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 23, 2011. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and
Yost deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 65 of the Coniplaint.

66. In response to the allegations in p;.ragTaph 66 of .fhe Complaint, Respondeﬁts
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the reapportionment plan adopted by the Ohio
Apportionment Board was drafted by the Join Secretaries. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and
Yost deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 66 of the Complaint.

67. In response to the allegations in paragraph 67 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that on or about July 1, 2011, Ms. Mann sent emails (o Stiff
members for Governor Kasich and Auditor Yost, and on or about July 1, 2011, either sent an
email or contacted by telephone staff members of Secretary Husted, regarding a meeting with
Mark Braden, and John Morgan, a consultant hired by Mr. Braden. Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus, and Yost deny the remaining aﬁegations in paragraph 67 of the Complaint.

68. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit the allegations in the first sentence
of paragraph 68 of the Complaint. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost further admit that Mr.
Braden was involved in reapportionment and redistricting strategy in his capacity as legal

“counsel to the Ohio Apportionment Board and the Legislaﬁve Task Force on Redistricting,
Reapportionment, and Demographic Research, and that the Ohio Apportionment Board’s Joint

_Secretaries would generally review portions of the reapportionment plan with Mr. Braden.

11



Respondents Kasich, Nichans and Yost deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 68 of the
'Compla_int.

69. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit the first sentence of paragraph 69 of
the Complaint. Respondents Kasich, Niehavs and ’Yost are_without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of thé reméining allegations in paragraphl 69 of the
Complaint, and, therefore, deny the same. |

70.”  In response to tile a.llégations in paragraph 70 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich and Niéhaus adrﬁit that beginniﬂg'oh or about July 11, 2011, Ms. Mann and Mr. DiRossi
began attempting to hold weekly meetings regarding both Congressional redistricting and the
reapportionment process with staff members of Governor Kasich and Senate President Niehaus.
Answering further, Respondents Kasich and Niehaus aver that the vast majority of these weekly
meetings were cancelled. Respondent Yost is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 70, and, therefore denies the same.
Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deﬁy the remaining allegations in paragraph 70 of the
Complaint.

71. In response to the allegations in paragraph 71 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that they were aware that Ms. Mann and Mr. DiRossi leased a
hotel room at .the Doubletree hotel in downtown Columbus to serve as an office for the
reapportionment process, and that Mr. DiRossi occasionally 1_'eferred to the space as the “bunker”
or “off-site.” Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost are without knowledge or information
regarding the specific dates the hotel room at the Doubletree hotel was leased. Respbndent
Kasich fuﬁher denies that he ever made an appearance at the hotel room. Respondents Kasich,

Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 71 of the Complaint.

12



72. In response to the 'allegations. in paragraph 72 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that ali reappor_tionment plans were submitted to ;he Ohio
Apportionment Board, including the reapportionment plan drafted by the Ohio Apportionment
Board’s Joint Searetaries, on September 23, 2011, and that all of the submitted plans were
provided to designated agents of each Ohio Apportionment Board member on that date in
ac,;cordance with the rules adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on August 4, 2011.
Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost further admit that the first time the public saw the Ohio
App.ortionmreﬁt Board’s Joint Secretéries’ reapportidnment pian Waé on September 23, 2011.
Reslﬁondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 72 of the
Complaint.

73. Respondents Kasich and Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 73
of the Complaint. -»

74. In response to the allggations in paragraph 74 of the Complaint, Respondents
Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the reapportionment plan was initially approved by the
Ohio Apportionment Board on September 28, 2011 on a 4-1 vote, but the final plan with all
amendments was adopted on September 30,2011 with a 4-0 vote.

75. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit the allegations in paragraph 75 of
the Complaint.

76. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 76 of
the Complaint.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
77. -Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-76

of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.
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78. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
| divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 17 is the City of Columbus, Ward
31. The remaining governmental uﬁits; identified in paragraph 78 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Niechaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 78 as
misleading.

79. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 79 of
the Compléjnt.

80. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 80 of
the Complaint.

81. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and; therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 81 of the
Complaint.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

82. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-81
of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. |

83. Réspondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 18 is the City of Columbus, Ward
31. The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 83 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohié Apportidnment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 83 as

misleading.
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.84. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegatioﬁs in paragraph 84 of
the Complaint.

83. Respondents Kasich, Niehaué and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 85 of
the Complaint.

86. Réspondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 86 of the
Co?npla.int.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION — Violation of Article XI

87. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-86
of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

88. Respondents Kasich, Nieh%tus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 19 is the City of Columbus, Ward
81. The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 88 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 88 as
misleading.

89. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 89 of
the Complaint. |

90. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 90 of
the Complaint.

91. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan

adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
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Ohio Constitution, ‘and, therefore, deny the remaining alllegations. in paragraph 91 of the
Complaint. |
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

92. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their résponSes to parai_graphs 1-91
of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

93, Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 20 is the City of Columbus, Ward
45. The remaining governmental units identified in paragfaiah 93. of the Coniplaint are non-
contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 93 as
misleading. | |

94, Respondents Kasich, Niechaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 94 of
the Complajnt.

5. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 95 of
the Complaint.

96. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XTI of the
Ohio Consrtitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 96 of the
Complaint.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
97. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-96

of the Complaint. as if fully restated herein.

16



98. Respondents Késich? Niehaus and Yost admit that the onl.y governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 21 is the City of Columbus. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 98 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, wére not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 98 as mjsleéding.

99. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 99 of
the Complaint. |

100.  Respondents Kasich, N'iéhaus and Yost deny the ailegations in paragraph 100 of
the Complaint. |

101.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XT of the
Ohio Coﬁstitution, apd, therefore, deny the remaining allegations. in paragraph 101 of fhe
Complaint.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION _ Violation of Article XI

102.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
101 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

103.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 22 is the City of Columbus, Ward
22. The remaining govérnmental units identified in paragraph 103 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, rand, thus, were not divided by fhe Ohiq Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasicﬁ; Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 103 as

misleading.
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104. Respondents Kas;ich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 104 of '
the Complaint. |

105.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 105 of
the Complaint.

106.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the ‘Ohio Apportionmc;ht Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 106 of the
Complaint.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

107.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
106 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

108.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 23 is the City of .COIumbus. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 108 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 108 as misleading.

109.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 109 of
the Complaint.

110.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in parz;graph 110 of
the Complaint.

111.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan

adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
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- Ohio Constitution, and, therefor.e, deny the remaining allegations in iaaragraph 111 of the
Complaint.
EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

112. Retspondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
111 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

113.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House Distriqt 24 1s the City of Columbus, Ward
22, The rémaining governmentél units identified in paragraph 113 of the Complaint are non-
contigudus, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, |
Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 113 as
misleading.

114.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 114 of
the Complaint.

115.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 115 of
the Complaint.

116.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 116 of the
Complaint.

NINTH CAUSE _OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
117.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-

116 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.
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118; Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost adrﬁit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 27 is the City of Cincinnati. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 118 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thﬁs, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Requndénts Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 118 as misleading.

119.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 119 of .
the Complaint. |

120. Reépoﬂdghts Kasich, Niéhaus and i’ost deny the allegations in paragraph 120 of
the Complaint. | |

121.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XTI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 121 of the
Complaint.

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article X1

122.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
121 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. |

123. ‘- Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that any govemmental units were
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 28. The governmental units
identified in paragraph 123 of the Complainf are all non-contiguous, and, thus, were not divided
by the Ohio Apportionment Board.

124.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 124 of

the Complaint.
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125.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 125 of
the Complaint. |

126.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reépportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny -the.rema.ining allegations in paragraph 126 .of the
Cémpla.int.

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

127. Responde'nts. Kasich, Nichaus and fost re—sta:te their reSponseS to paragraphé' 1-
126 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

128. Respondénts Kasich, Niehaus. and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 31 ié the City of Cincinnati. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraﬁh 128 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not dividéd by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 128 as misléadjng.

129.  Respondents Kasich, Niéhaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 129 of
the Complaint.

130.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 130 of
the Complaint.

131.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reappdztionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XTI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 131 of the

Complaint.
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TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

132.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
131 of the Complaint as if fully restéted herein. |

133. Respon.dents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 34 is the City of Akron, Ward 2.
The remaining governmental units identified in paiagraph 133 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, and, thus, were not djviéed by the Ohio Apportionment Board. Asr such,
Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost déhy the rémaining .ailegation in paragrap.h 133 as
misleading.

134.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 134 of
the Complaint.

135.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 135 of
the Complaint.

136.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 136 of the
Complaint.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

137. Respondents' Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
136 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

138.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 35 is the City of Akron, Ward__ 2.

The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 138 of the Complaint are non-
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contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Appoﬁionment ‘Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 138 as
misleading.. - |

139.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 139 of
the Complaint.

140. - Respondents Klasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 140 of
thé Complaint. |

141. .Responldents Kasich, Niehaus and | Yost dény that the reapportionnient plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XTI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 141 of the
Complaint.

FOURTEEN TH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

142.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
141 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

143.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 36 is the City of Cuyahoga Falls.
The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 143 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Ka.sich, Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 143 as
misleading.

144.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 144 of

the Complaint.
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145. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegaﬁons in paragraph 145 of
the Complaint.

146.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on Sei)témber 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the rém'aining allegations in paragraph 146. of the
Complaint.

FIFTEENTHV CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

147. Respohdeﬁts Késich, Nichaus and.Yost fe—étaté their responses to. paragraphs 1-
146 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

148.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 148 of
the Complaint. |

149.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 149 of
the Complaint. |

150.  Respondents -Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 38 is the City of Massillon. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragrglph 150 of the Complahﬁ are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 150 as misleading.

1K51. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 151 of
the Compiaint.

152. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 152 of

the Complaint.
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153.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment .plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny fhe remaining allegations in ﬁaragTaph 153 of thé
Complaint. _

SIXTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

154.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
153 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

155.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the onljf .govemmental unit
divided by fhe Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 40 is the City of Dayton, Ward 3.
The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 155 of the Complaint are non-
contiguous, and, tﬁué, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 135 aé
misleading.

156.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 156 of
the Complaint.

157.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 157 of
the Complaint.

158.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio‘Constitution, and, thefefore‘, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 158 of the

Complaint.
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SEVEN TEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

159.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
158 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

160.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 41 is thé City of Dayton. The
. remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 160 of the Comiplaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionrﬁent Board. As such, Respondents Kﬁsich,
Niehaus and Yost dehy the remaining ailegation in paragraph 160 as Im'éleading.

161.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 161 of
| the Complaint.

162.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegatiohs in paragraph 162 of
the Complaint. |

163.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board. on September 30, 2011 violates Article XTI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 163 of. the
Complaint. |

EIGHTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
164.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
163 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. |
165. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 43 is the City of Dayton, Ward 3.
The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 165 of the Complaint are non-

contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
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Respondehts Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the remaining éllegation in paragraph 165 as
misleading.

166.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegationsl in paragraph 166 of
the Complaint.

167.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus an(i Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 167 of
the Complaint.

168. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus-and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adoptéd by the Ohio A?portiomhent Board dn.Septémb'ér 30, 2011 violates Articie X1 of the
Ohio. Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegatibns in paragraph 168 of the
Complaint.

NINETEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI-

169.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
168 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. |

170.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 45 is the City of Toledo. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 170 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 170 as misieading.

171.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 171 of
the Complaint.

172. Resﬁondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 172 of

the Complaint.
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173.  Respondents .Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Ar.ticle XTI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, .therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 173 of the
Complaint.

TWENTIETH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

174.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state thejr responses to paragraphs 1-
173 of the Complaint as if fuily restated herein.

175. Respondents .Kasic.h-, Niehaus and Yoét admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 48 is Plain Township. The
remaining governmental units identified in pﬁragraph 175 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As éuch, Respondents Kasigh,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 175 as misleading.

176.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 176 of
tﬁe Complaint. |

177.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 1&’7 of
the Complaint.

178.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment.Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article X1 of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 178 of the
Complaint.

TWENTY-FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
179.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-

178 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.
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180. Réspohdents Kasich, Niehaus .and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 49 is Massillon City..r The
remaining govemmental.units identified in paragraph 180 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
| and, thus, were not divided by Fhé Ohio Apportiolnment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 180 as misleading.

181. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 181 of
the Complaint.

1.82. 'Responden‘ts Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the .allegations in paragraph 182 6f
the Complaint.

183. Respondents- Kasich, Niechaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Aﬁicle XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining a.llegations_ in paragraph 183 of the
Complaint. |

TWENTY-SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

184.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their fe_sponses to paragraphs 1-
183 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

185.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 55 is the City North Ridgeville,
Ward 3. The remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 185 of the Complaint are
non-contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondénts Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 185 as

misleading.
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186. Réspondents Kasictl, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegatiohs in paragraph 186 of

the Complaint.
- 187.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 187 of

the Complaint. |

188.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article X1 of the -
Ohio Constitution, and, thetefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragTaph 188 of the
Complaint.

TWENTY-THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

189.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
188 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. |

190. . Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District- 57 is the City of North Ridgeville,
Ward 3. The retnaining governmental units identified in paragraph 190 of th¢ Complaint are
non-contiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such,
Respondents Kasich, Ntehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in petragraph 190 as
misleading.

191. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 191 of
the Complaint. |

192.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 192 of
the Complaint.

193.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan

adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
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Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 193 of the
Complaint.
TWENTY-FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
194. | Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
193 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. | |

195.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 195 of

the Complaint.

196. Respondents Kasich, Niehans and Yost deny that the reapportioninent plan
adopted by the Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the Ohio
Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 196 of the Complaint.

TWEN TY-FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

197.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
196 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

198.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 198 of
the Complaint.

199. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 199 of the
Complaint. | |

TWENTY-SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI
200. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-

199 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.
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201.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragrai)h 201 of

the Complaint.
| 202.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 202 of
the Complaint. | |

203.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 60 is the City of Mentor. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 203 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
é.nd, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Boérd. As such, Respondénts Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 203 as misleading.

204.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 204 of
the Complaint. |

205. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 205 of
the Complaint.

206. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 206 of the
Complaint.

TWENTY-SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

207.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-

206 of the Coxﬁplaint as if fully restated herein.

208. - Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 208 of

the Complaint.
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209.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 209 of
the Complaint. |

210..  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
dividedlby the Ohio Apportiomﬁent Board in House District 61 is the City of Mentor. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragfaph 210 of the Complaint are non—contiguous;
and, thus, were not diyided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respoﬁdents Kasich,
Niehaus an& Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 210 as misleading.

211. Reépohdents Kasich, Niehaus anc‘l'Yos-t deﬁy the-f;lllegationé in paragraph 211 of
the Complaint.

212.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 212 of
the Complaint.

213.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Articl¢ XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the femaining ”alllegat-ions in paragraph 213 of the
Complaint.

TWENTY-EIGHTH CAUSE.OF ACTION - Violation .of Article X1

214. Respondeﬁts Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
213 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

215.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 69 is the City of Brunswick. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 215 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,

Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 215 as misleading.
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216 | Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 21.6 of
the Coniplaint.

217.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 217 of -
the Complaint.

218.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XTI of the
Ohio Constitution, and; therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 218 of the
Cemplaiﬁt.

TWENTY-NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Arﬁcle XI

219.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
218 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

220. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 220 of
the Complaint.

221. ° Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 70 is the City of Brunswick. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 221 of the Complaint are non-contiguous,
" and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondente Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 221 as misleading.

222,  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in Paragraph 222 of
the Complaint.

223.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 223 of

the Complaint.
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224.  Respondents Kasiéh, Niehaus and Yost deﬁy fhat the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio .Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 224 of the
Complaint.

THIRTIETH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

225.  Respondents Kasich; Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
224 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

226. .Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the Ohjlo Apportionment Board
divided any governmental units in House District 71. The governmental units identified in
paragraph 226 of the Complaint are non-contiguous, and, thﬁs, were not divided by the Ohio
Apportionment Board.

| 227.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 227 of
the Complaint. | |

228.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 228 of
the Complaint.

229.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the refnaining allegations in paragraph 229 of the
Complaint.

THIRTY-FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article' X1
230. Respondeﬁts Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragréphs 1-

229 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.
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231. Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 231 of
the Complaint. |

232.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the Ohio Apportionment Board
divided any governmental units in House District 78. The governmental unit identified in
paragraph 232 of the Complaint is non-contiguous, and, thus, was not divided by the Ohio
Apportionment Board.

233. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment pian
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 233 of the
Complaint;

- THIRTY-SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Articie XI

234.  Respondents Kasich, Niehans and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
- 233 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

235.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 235 of
the Complaint.

236.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the Ohio Apportionment Board
divided any governmental units in House District 84. The governmental units identified in
paragraph 236 of the Complaint are non-coatiguous, and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio
Apportionment Board.

237.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 237 of
the Complaint.

238.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus .and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 238 of

the Complaint.
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239.  Respondents Kasich,_ Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations: in paragraph 23% of
the Coniplaint. |

240.  Respondents Kasich, .Ni'ehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 240 of
the Complaint.

_ 241. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the refnaining allegations in paragraph 241 of the
Cémpla.int. |

| THIRTY-THIRD CAUSE OF ACT.ION — Violation of Article XI

242. Réspondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
241 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

243.  Respondents Kasich, Niehans and Yost deny the allegatiéns in paragraph 243 of
the Complaint.

244,  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 244 of
the Complaint. ' |

245.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 245 of

the Complaint.

246.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article X1 of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 246 of the

Complaint.
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THIRTY-FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article X

247.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their respohses to paragraphs 1-
246 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

248.  Respondents Kasich, N_iehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 248 of
the Complaint. |

249.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the.only governmental unit
. divided by.the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 94 is the City of Marietta. The
rémaining governmental units identified in paragfaph .'249 of the Corﬁplaint are non—co.ntiguous,
and, thus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the rema'i'ning allegation in paragraph 249 as misleading.

250.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 250 of
the Complaint.

251.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus anci Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 251 of
the Complaint. |

252.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegétions in paragraph 252 of the
Compia;lnt.

THIRTY-FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

253.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
252 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein. |

254.  Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 254 of

the Complaint.
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255.  Respondents Knsich, Nichaus and Yost admit that the only governmental unit
divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board in House District 95 is the City of Marietta. The
remaining governmental units identified in paragraph 255 of the Complaint are non-_contigunus,
and, fhus, were not divided by the Ohio Apportionment Board. As such, Respondents Kasich,
Niehaus and Yost deny the remaining allegation in paragraph 255 as misleading.

256.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 256 of
the Complaint. | .. |

257. | Respondents Kasich, Niehans and Yost deny the allegatidns in paragraph 257 of
the Complaint.

258. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny that the reapportionment plan
adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September 30, 2011 violates Article XI of the
Ohio Constitution, and, therefore, deny the remaining allegations in paragraph 238 of the
Compiaint.

THIRTY-SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of Article XI

259. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-
258 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.

260.  Respondents Kasich, Niechaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 260 of
the Complajnt.

THIRTY.-SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION - Violation of O.R.C. § 121.22
261.  Respoudents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost re-state their responses to paragraphs 1-

260 of the Complaint as if fully restated herein.
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262. Paragraph 262 of the Complaint contains only legal conclusions to which no
response is required. Further answering, Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost state that Ohio
Admin.Code § 011-1-03 speaks for itself.

263. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 263 of

the Complaint.

'264.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paragraph 264 of

the Complaint.

265. Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny the allegations in paiagraph 265 of

the Complaint.

266.  Respondents Kasich, Niehaus and Yost deny each and every allegation in the

Complaint not expressly admitted herein as true.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
I. This Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction for one or more of Relators’ clairs.
2. Relators fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.
3. Relators fail to ﬁame a necessary and indispensable party.
4. One or more of Relators’ claims are barred by the doctrine of laches, waiver, and
estoppel.
5. The apportionment plan adopted by the Ohio Apportionment Board on September

30, 2011 complies with Article XI of the Ohio Constitution.
6. Article XI of the Ohio Constitution does not require the Ohio Appoﬁionment
Board fo connect non-contiguous governmental units for purposes of reapportionment.
WHEREFORE, Respondents Kasich, Nichaus and Yost respectfully request that

Relators’ Complaint be dismissed with prej udice at Relators’ cost.
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Respectfully Submitted,

MICHAEL DeWINE
QOhio Attorney General

JOHN H. BERTCH (0025815)
*Counsel of Record

E. MARK BRADEN (0024987)

- ROBERT J. TUCKER (0082205)

Baker & Hostetler, LLP

65 East State Street, Suite 2100

Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 228-1541

(614) 462-2616 fax

jburtch@bakerlaw.com

mbraden @bakerlaw.com

rtucker@bakerlaw.com

Outside Counsel for Respondents Governor John
Kasich, Senate President Thomas E. Niehaus, and
Auditor David Yost

AARON-D. EPSTEIN (0063286)
PEARL M. CHIN (0078810).

Assistant Attorneys General
Constitutional Offices Section

30 E. Broad Street, 16th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Aaron.epstein @ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Pearl.chin @ohiocattorneygeneral.gov
(614) 466-2872

(614) 728-7592 fax

Counsel for Respondent
Ohio Governor John Kasich
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JEANNINE R. LESPERANCE (0085765)
RENATA STAFF (0086922)

Assistant Attorneys General

Constitutional Offices Section

30 E. Broad Street, 16th Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Jeannine.lesperance @ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Renata.staff @ohioattorneygeneral.gov

(614) 466-2872

{(614) 728-7592 fax

Counsel for Respondent
Ohio Auditor of State Dave Yost

JEANNINE R. LESPERANCE (0085765)
SARAH PIERCE (0087799)

Assistant Attorneys General

Constitutional Offices Section

30 E. Broad Street, 16th Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Jeannine.lesperance @ohioattorneygeneral.gov
sarah.pierce @ohioattorneygeneral.gov

(614) 466-2872

(614) 728-7592 fax

Counsel for Respondent President of the Ohio
Senate Thomas E. Niehaus
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
T hereby certify that a copy of the fdregoing was served upon the following this 17th day

of January, 2012 by United States mail,.postage prepaid, and electronic mail:

Lloyd Pierre-Louis Michael DeWine
*Counsel of Record Ohio Attorney General
Wesp/Barwell/Pierre-Louis Co., LLC Richard N. Coglianese
| 6400 Riverside Drive, Suite D  *Counsel of Record
Dublin, OH 43017 Michael Schuler
Ipl@wesplaw.com : .Erin Butcher-Lyden
o | Assistant Attorneys General
Deniiis Murray : Constitutional Offices Section
Murray & Murray Co., L.P.A. 30 East Broad Street, 17th Floor
111 East Shoreline Drive Columbus, Ohio 43215
Sandusky Ohio 44870-2517 richard.coglianese @ohioattorneygeneral. gov
dms @murrayandmurray.com michael.schuler @ohioattorneygeneral. gov
| erin.butcher-lyden @ohioattorneygeneral. gov
Counsel for Relators Counsel for Respondent Ohio Secretary of State
Jon Husted

Robert J. Tckee£0082205)
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