
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COLE COUNTY, MISSOURI 

19
th

 JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

PAUL RITTER,    ) 

    ) Case No. _________________  

 Plaintiff,    )   

      )   

v.      )   

      ) 

MISSOURI SECRETARY OF STATE ) 

JOHN ASHCROFT,    ) 

Serve:      ) 

Capitol Building, Room 208   ) 

Jefferson City, MO 65101,   ) 

      ) 

Defendant.    )  

 

PETITION FOR RELIEF UNDER SECTION 116.200, RSMO,  

AND FOR OTHER DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

  

Preliminary Statement 

The case seeks to stop an unconstitutional abuse of the initiative. In 

November 2016, Democratic operative Sean Soendker Nicholson submitted sixteen 

initiative petitions to former Secretary of State Jason Kander. The sixteen petitions 

contained various provisions but a common thread appeared: Nicholson proposed to 

radically change how Missouri redraws state legislative districts during reapportionment.  

The petitions require an unelected state demographer to draw districts. Given 

Missouri’s political geography, the new state demographer would be forced to either 

draw noncontiguous districts (say, mixing a district of rural Missouri in with a slice of St. 

Louis or Kansas City) or conical districts that link slivers of traditional urban 

communities with swaths of rural Missouri.  
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Unwilling to present this  redistricting proposal to Missouri voters on its own 

merits, Nicholson surrounded it with numerous other proposed changes to Missouri’s 

Constitution, including but not limited to: (1) new campaign finance regulations; (2) a 

repeal and replacement of certain campaign contribution limits passed just days earlier; 

(3) limits on lobbyist gifts; (4) a so-called “revolving door” ban on legislators lobbying at 

the state or local level for two years after the expiration of any term of office for which 

such person was elected or appointed, and implementing a similar ban for all legislative 

staff; (5) prohibiting political fundraising on any state property by candidates for or 

members of the state legislature, including a member of the state legislature running for 

statewide, local, or judicial office; and (6) making legislative records subject to the 

Sunshine Law. Nicholson named this agglomeration “Clean Missouri.” 

Pursuant to Section 116.200, RSMo, Plaintiff seeks to stop this ultra vires exercise 

of the initiative power. “The people, from whom all constitutional authority is derived, 

have reserved the ‘power to propose and enact or reject laws and amendments to the 

Constitution.’ Mo. Const. art. III, [sec.] 49. . . . [However, t]he people, speaking with 

equal vigor through the same constitution, have placed limitations on the initiative power. 

That those limitations are mandatory is clear and explicit. This constitution may be 

revised and amended only as therein provided.” Missourians to Protect the Initiative 

Process v. Blunt, 799 S.W.2d 824, 827 (Mo. banc 1990). Missouri’s Constitution and 

statutes contain longstanding and commonsense mandates against an initiative petition 

that concerns multiple subjects, amends multiple articles, or fails to set forth the full and 

correct text of the amendment, including all provisions of existing law that would be 
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repealed by the petition. Nicholson’s quest to redraw Missouri’s legislative districts 

violates each of these mandates. The petition must be rejected as an unconstitutional 

abuse of the initiative. 

Plaintiff alleges for Plaintiff’s Petition for Relief under Section 116.200: 

Parties 

1. Plaintiff Paul Ritter is a citizen, taxpayer, and registered voter of the state 

of Missouri. 

2. Defendant John (Jay) Ashcroft is the duly elected and acting Secretary of 

State of the state of Missouri (the “Secretary”). 

3. The Secretary is named as a Defendant in his official capacity pursuant to 

section 116.200, RSMo, and pursuant to law. 

4. “The statute authorizing injunctive relief permits “any citizen” to bring the 

action. § 116.200.1. Plaintiff is not required to show any particular harm.” Missourians to 

Protect the Initiative Process, 799 S.W.2d at 829. 

Jurisdiction and Venue 

5. Plaintiff brings this action pursuant to the Revised Statutes of Missouri 

Chapters 116, 527, and 536; and Missouri Rules of Civil Procedure nos. 87 and 92. 

6. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to section 116.200.1, RSMo. 

7. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to section 508.010, RSMo, because 

there is no count alleging a tort, and the office of the Missouri Secretary of State is a 
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resident of Cole County, Missouri, where the Secretary principally performs his official 

duties. 

8. On August 2, 2018, the Secretary certified Petition 2018-048 (the 

“Petition”) as sufficient. 

9. This action is timely pursuant to section 116.200.1, RSMo because it was 

brought within ten days after the Secretary made a certification for the Petition.  

10. “Any controversy as to whether the prerequisites of article III, § 50 have 

been met is ripe for judicial determination when the Secretary of State makes a decision 

to submit, or refuse to submit, an initiative issue to the voters. At that point, a judicial 

opinion as to whether the constitutional requirements have been met is no longer 

hypothetical or advisory.” Missourians to Protect the Initiative Process, 799 S.W.2d at 

828. 

Petition 2018-048 

11. On November 23, 2016, Sean Soendker Nicholson submitted to the 

Secretary an initiative petition sample sheet, denominated by the Secretary as 

IP 2018-048, proposing to revise Article III of the Missouri Constitution, “by amending 

Sections 2, 5, 7, 19, and adopting three new sections to be known as Article III 

Sections 3, 20(c), and 20(d) . . . .” Exhibit A. 

12. A true and correct file-stamped copy of the initiative petition sample sheet 

for IP 2018-048 is attached as Exhibit A. 

13. On January 5, 2017, former Missouri Secretary of State Jason Kander 

certified the Official Ballot Title for the Petition. 
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14. The summary statement portion of the Official Ballot Title reads: 

Shall the Missouri Constitution be amended to: 

 change process and criteria for redrawing state legislative districts 

during reapportionment; 

 change limits on campaign contributions that candidates for state 

legislature can accept from individuals or entities; 

 establish a limit on gifts that state legislators, and their employees, 

can accept from paid lobbyists; 

 prohibit state legislators, and their employees, from serving as paid 

lobbyists for a period of time; 

 prohibit political fundraising by candidates for or members of the 

state legislature on State property; and 

 require legislative records and proceedings to be open to the public? 

 

15. On May 3, 2018, Sean Soendker Nicholson, and/or an entity called “Clean 

Missouri,” submitted the Petition to the Secretary. 

16. On August 2, 2018, the Secretary determined that the Petition met all 

constitutional and statutory requirements, and that a sufficient number of valid signatures 

were submitted. 

17. On August 2, 2018, the Secretary issued a certificate of sufficiency of 

petition and certified the Petition to be placed on the ballot at the November 6, 2018 

general election. 

18. A true and correct copy of the Secretary’s Certificate of Sufficiency of 

Petition is attached as Exhibit B. 
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COUNT I – THE PETITION CONTAINS MORE THAN ONE SUBJECT  

(ARTICLE III, SECTION 50; ARTICLE XII, SECTION 2(b))  

19. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this Petition as if fully set 

forth herein. 

20. Article III, section 50 of the Missouri Constitution states, in part: 

Petitions for constitutional amendments shall not contain more than one 

amended and revised article of this constitution, or one new article which 

shall not contain more than one subject and matters properly connected 

therewith, and the enacting clause thereof shall be “Be it resolved by the 

people of the state of Missouri that the Constitution be amended:” 

 

21. Article XII, section 2(b) of the Missouri Constitution states, in part: 

All amendments proposed by the general assembly or by the initiative shall 

be submitted to the electors for their approval or rejection by official ballot 

title as may be provided by law, on a separate ballot without party 

designation, at the next general election, or at a special election called by 

the governor prior thereto, at which he may submit any of the amendments. 

No such proposed amendment shall contain more than one amended and 

revised article of this constitution, or one new article which shall not 

contain more than one subject and matters properly connected therewith. 

 

22. One “purpose of the prohibition on multiple subjects in a single ballot 

proposal is to prevent “logrolling,” a practice familiar to legislative bodies whereby 

unrelated subjects that individually might not muster enough support to pass are 

combined to generate the necessary support. Moore v. Brown, 165 S.W.2d at 662. The 

prohibition is intended to discourage placing voters in the position of having to vote for 

some matter which they do not support in order to enact that which they earnestly 

support. The single subject matter rule is the constitutional assurance that within the 

range of a subject and related matters a measure must pass or fail on its own merits. State 
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ex rel. Callaghan v. Maitland, 296 Mo. 338, 246 S.W. 267, 272 (banc 1922). That 

purpose is restated in article XII, § 2(b), the relevant portion of which reads: 

More than one amendment at the same election shall be so submitted as to 

enable the electors to vote on each amendment separately. 

Missourians to Protect the Initiative Process, 799 S.W.2d at 830. 

23. All matters included in the Petition do not relate to any readily identifiable 

and reasonably narrow central purpose. 

24. All matters included in the Petition are not properly connected to any 

readily identifiable and reasonably narrow central purpose. 

25. The Petition concerns disparate topics that have broad application for all 

levels of government. 

26. The Petition makes at least 21 different amendments to the constitution: 

a) Adding a so-called “revolving-door prohibition” that prevents legislators 

and legislative staff from becoming a paid lobbyist or soliciting lobbying 

clients during their time of service until the expiration of two calendar years 

after the conclusion of the last session where the legislator or employee 

served (Proposed Article III Section 2 (hereinafter, “Proposed Section #)); 

b) Imposing limits on lobbyist gifts that may be accepted by legislators or 

legislative staff, with an inflation adjustment to increase the amount of gifts 

over time (Proposed Section 2(a)); 
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c) Prohibiting the General Assembly from making any law authorizing 

unlimited campaign contributions to candidates for the General Assembly 

(Proposed Section 2(c) (the Petition contains no “Proposed Section 2(b)”)); 

d) Prohibiting the General Assembly from making any law circumventing the 

contribution limits in Article VIII, section 23 that apply to candidates for 

executive branch offices, candidates for judicial offices, political parties, 

and political party committees (Proposed Section 2(c)); 

e) Stating that “[i]n addition to other campaign contribution limitations or 

restrictions provided for by law,” candidates for legislative office may not 

accept contributions exceeding $2,500 “in any one election for the General 

Assembly” and making such “contribution limits and other restrictions of 

[Section 2] . . . apply to any person exploring a candidacy for [legislative 

office]” (Proposed Section 2(c)); 

f) Prohibiting contributions to candidates for legislative office from being 

“made or accepted, directly or indirectly, in a fictitious name, in the name 

of another person, or by or through another person in such a manner as to, 

or with the intent to, conceal the identity of the actual source of the 

contribution” (Proposed Section 2(d)); 

g) Creating a “rebuttable presumption that a contribution to a candidate for 

public office is made or accepted with the intent to circumvent the 

limitations on contributions imposed in this section when a contribution is 

received from a committee or organization that is primarily funded by a 
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single person, individual, or other committee that has already reached its 

contribution limit under any law relating to contribution limitations.” 

(Proposed Section 2(d)); 

h) Creating a safe harbor providing that “[i]n no circumstance shall a 

candidate be found to have violated limits on acceptance of contributions if 

the Missouri Ethics Commission, its successor agency, or a court 

determines that a candidate has taken no action to indicate acceptance of or 

acquiescence to the making of an expenditure that is deemed a contribution 

pursuant to this section.” (Proposed Section 2(e)); 

i) Prohibiting any candidate for state or local office from “accept[ing] 

contributions from any federal political action committee unless the 

committee has filed the same financial disclosure reports that would be 

required of a Missouri political action committee (Proposed Section 2(f));  

j) Creating a new bureaucracy called the state demographer, and giving the 

State Auditor the power to select all the candidates for  the state 

demographer (Proposed Section 3(a)–(c)); 

k) Mandating that state legislative districts be drawn based on total 

population, including illegal immigrants and felons (Proposed 

Sections 3(c)(1)(a) (house districts); 5 & 7 (senatorial districts); 

l) Mandating that state legislative districts be designed to achieve “partisan 

fairness” and “competitiveness” as defined by the Petition (Proposed 

Section 3(c)(1)(b)); 
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m) Eliminating Missouri’s requirement that state legislative districts be 

contiguous, and making this former requirement expressly conditional on 

other factors (Proposed Section 3(c)(1)(c)); 

n) Making Missouri’s preference for legislative districts that coincide with the 

boundaries of political subdivisions expressly conditional on other factors 

(Proposed Section 3(c)(1)(d)); 

o) Making Missouri’s preference for compact legislative districts expressly 

conditional on other factors (Proposed Section 3(c)(1)(e)); 

p) Changing procedures and timelines during reapportionment of legislative 

districts (Proposed Sections 3(c)(2)–(3) (state house districts), 7 (senatorial 

districts)); 

q) Changing Missouri’s Speech and Debate Clause (Article III, section 19) to 

make state senators and representatives subject to arrest during legislative 

session for violations of any alleged offense under Article III (Proposed 

Section 19(a)), including: 

 newly added campaign finance requirements, including contribution 

limits, prohibitions on certain federal political action committee 

contributions, and bans of soliciting contributions;  

 the newly added so-called “revolving-door” ban on becoming a 

lobbyist; 

  newly added requirements regarding the retention and provision of 

access to legislative records; 
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 violations of the legislator oath or affirmation under Article III, 

Section 15; 

 offenses concerning stem cell research, including cloning or 

attempting to clone a human being, producing a human blastocyst 

by fertilization solely for the purpose of stem cell research, or taking 

stem cells from a human blastocyst more than fourteen days after 

cell division begins (Article III, section 38(d)(2)–(3)); 

r) Making “[l]egislative records . . . public records and subject to generally 

applicable state laws governing access to public records, including the 

‘Sunshine Law[;]’ ”  defining the term legislative record expansively to 

include any and all electronic records “created, stored, or distributed  

through legislative branch facilities, equipment or mechanisms, including 

electronic[;]” and defining who is the custodian of records for different 

types of legislative records (Proposed Section 19(b)); 

s) Making “[l]egislative proceedings, including committee proceedings, . . . 

public meetings subject to generally applicable law governing public access 

to public meetings, including the ‘Sunshine Law’ ” (Proposed 

Section 19(c)); 

t) Making “[o]pen public meetings of legislative proceedings . . . subject to 

recording by citizens” (Proposed Section 19(c)); and 

u) Banning political fundraising by members of or candidates for legislative 

office “on any premises, property or building owned, leased or controlled 



12 
 

by the State of Missouri or any agency or division thereof,” making any 

purposeful violation of such ban a crime subject to imprisonment and a 

fine, and authorizing the Missouri Ethics Commission to enforce the ban 

(Proposed Section 20(c)). This change will create an unequal playing field 

any time that a candidate for or member of the general assembly seeks to 

run for statewide, judicial, local office against an individual who is neither 

a candidate for or member of the general assembly. 

27. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm through the loss of Plaintiff’s tax dollars used to publish and print ballots containing 

the Official Ballot Title and for publication costs associated with the Petition. 

28. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm pursuant to § 116.200, RSMo, and Plaintiff’s constitutional rights under Article III 

and Article XII. 

29. Plaintiff lacks an adequate remedy at law to protect Plaintiff’s interests. 

30. Plaintiff is entitled to declaratory relief that the Petition contains more than 

one subject in violation of § 116.050, RSMo; Article III, § 50; and Article XII, § 2(b). 

31. Plaintiff is entitled to injunctive relief commanding the secretary of state to 

rescind his certification the measure and enjoining all other officers from printing the 

measure on the ballot. 
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COUNT II – THE PETITION AMENDS, REVISES, AND REPEALS 

PROVISIONS IN MORE THAN ONE ARTICLE OF THE CONSTITUTION  

(ARTICLE III, SECTION 50; ARTICLE XII, SECTION 2(b)) 

 

32. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this Petition as if fully set 

forth herein. 

33. The Petition repeals the campaign contribution limits for the office of state 

senator and the office of state representative, currently set forth in Article VIII, 

§ 23.3(1)(a). 

34. The Petition amends the campaign contribution limits for all state offices 

and political parties, currently set forth in Article VIII, § 23.3, by creating a new method 

for aggregating contributions of different groups. 

35. The Petition fails to indicate that it repeals and amends campaign 

contribution limits currently set forth in Article VIII, § 23.3. 

36. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm through the loss of Plaintiff’s tax dollars used to publish and print ballots containing 

the Official Ballot Title and for publication costs associated with the Petition. 

37. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm pursuant to § 116.200, RSMo, and Plaintiff’s constitutional rights under Article III 

and Article XII. 

38. Plaintiff lacks an adequate remedy at law to protect Plaintiff’s interests. 

39. Plaintiff is entitled to declaratory relief that the Petition amends, revises, or 

repeals more than one article in violation of § 116.050, RSMo; Article III, § 50; and 

Article XII, § 2(b). 
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40. Plaintiff is entitled to injunctive relief commanding the secretary of state to 

rescind his certification the measure and enjoining all other officers from printing the 

measure on the ballot. 

 

COUNT III – THE PETITION FAILS TO SET FORTH THE FULL AND 

CORRECT TEXT OF THE MEASURE 

(SECTION 116.050, RSMO; ARTICLE III, SECTION 50 & ARTICLE III, 

SECTION 28) 

 

41. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this Petition as if fully set 

forth herein. 

42. Section 116.050, RSMo, provides: 

1.  Initiative and referendum petitions filed under the provisions of this 

chapter shall consist of pages of a uniform size.  Each page, excluding the 

text of the measure, shall be no larger than eight and one-half by fourteen 

inches.  Each page of an initiative petition shall be attached to or shall 

contain a full and correct text of the proposed measure.  Each page of a 

referendum petition shall be attached to or shall contain a full and correct 

text of the measure on which the referendum is sought. 

 

   2.  The full and correct text of all initiative and referendum petition 

measures shall: 

 

(1)  Contain all matter which is to be deleted included in its proper 

place enclosed in brackets and all new matter shown underlined; 

 

(2)  Include all sections of existing law or of the constitution which 

would be repealed by the measure; and 

 

(3)  Otherwise conform to the provisions of Article III, Section 28 

and Article III, Section 50 of the Constitution and those of this 

chapter. 
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43. Article III, section 28 of the Missouri Constitution provides: 

 

No act shall be revived or reenacted unless it shall be set forth at length as 

if it were an original act. No act shall be amended by providing that words 

be stricken out or inserted, but the words to be stricken out, or the words to 

be inserted, or the words to be stricken out and those inserted in lieu 

thereof, together with the act or section amended, shall be set forth in full as 

amended. 

 

44. Article III, section 50 of the Missouri Constitution provides, in part:  

 

Article III, section 50 provides that “[i]nitiative petitions proposing 

amendments to the constitution . . . shall contain an enacting clause and the 

full text of the measure.” 

 

45. The Petition does not “[c]ontain all matter which is to be deleted included 

in its proper place enclosed in brackets and all new matter shown underlined.” 

Section 116.050, RSMo. 

46. The Petition does not contain the full text of the measure, as required by 

Article III, sections 28 and 50. 

47. The Petition amends Article III, section 2 of the Missouri Constitution. 

48. Article III, section 2 of the Missouri Constitution provides, in part: 

Not later than five months after the appointment of the commission, the 

commission shall file with the secretary of state a tentative plan of 

apportionment and map of the proposed districts and during the ensuing 

fifteen days shall hold such public hearings as may be necessary to hear 

objections or testimony of interested persons. 

 

49. The Petition contains language within Proposed Section 3(c)(3) stating, in 

part: 

Not later than five months after the appointment of the commission the 

commission shall receive the tentative plan of apportionment and map of 

the proposed districts ordered in subsection 4 of this section and during the 
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ensuing fifteen days shall hold such public hearings as may be necessary to 

hear objections or testimony of interested persons. 

 

50. The Petition fails to underline any part of the above-quoted language in 

Proposed Section 3(c)(3). 

51. The Petition fails to bracket language included in current Article III, 

section 2, but not appearing in the above-quoted language in Proposed Section 3(c)(3). 

52. The Petition fails to contain the full and correct text of the proposed 

amendment because the Petition makes an undisclosed change to existing law by 

capitalizing the word “Article” in Proposed Section 3(c)(2) where the term is not 

capitalized in existing law. 

53.  The Petition fails to contain the full and correct text of the proposed 

amendment because the Petition makes an undisclosed change to existing law by 

capitalizing the word “Senate” in Proposed Section 5 where the term is not capitalized in 

existing law. 

54. The Petition fails to contain the full and correct text of the proposed 

amendment because the Petition makes an undisclosed change to existing law by adding 

a comma in Proposed Section 19, but failing to disclose the change by underlining the 

comma. 

55. The Petition fails to contain the full and correct text of the proposed 

amendment because the Petition repeals the limits in Article VIII, § 23.3(1)(a) for the 

“office of state senator” and the “office of state representative.” 
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56. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm through the loss of Plaintiff’s tax dollars used to publish and print ballots containing 

the Official Ballot Title and for publication costs associated with the Petition. 

57. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm pursuant to § 116.200, RSMo, and Plaintiff’s constitutional rights under Article III 

and Article XII. 

58. Plaintiff lacks an adequate remedy at law to protect Plaintiff’s interests. 

59. Plaintiff is entitled to declaratory relief that the Petition fails to set forth the 

full and correct text of the measure in violation of § 116.050, RSMo; Article III, § 50; 

and Article XII, § 2(b). 

60. Plaintiff is entitled to injunctive relief commanding the secretary of state to 

rescind his certification the measure and enjoining all other officers from printing the 

measure on the ballot. 

 

COUNT IV – THE PETITION FAILS TO INCLUDE ALL SECTIONS OF THE 

CONSTITUTION WHICH WOULD BE REPEALED BY THE MEASURE 

(SECTION 116.050, RSMO; ARTICLE III, SECTION 50 & ARTICLE III, 

SECTION 28) 

 

61. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs of this Petition as if fully set 

forth herein. 

62. The Petition fails to list those sections of existing law and the Constitution 

that would be directly modified or repealed by its enactment. 

63. The Petition fails to set forth in full those sections that would be directly 

modified or repealed by its enactment. 
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64. The Petition fails to contain all matter which is to be deleted included in its 

proper place enclosed in brackets and all new matter shown underlined. 

65. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm through the loss of Plaintiff’s tax dollars used to publish and print ballots containing 

the Official Ballot Title and for publication costs associated with the Petition. 

66. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm pursuant to § 116.200, RSMo, and Plaintiff’s constitutional rights under Article III 

and Article XII. 

67. Plaintiff lacks an adequate remedy at law to protect Plaintiff’s interests. 

68. Plaintiff is entitled to declaratory relief that the Petition fails to set forth the 

full and correct text of the measure in violation of § 116.050, RSMo; Article III, § 50; 

and Article XII, § 2(b). 

69. Plaintiff is entitled to injunctive relief commanding the secretary of state to 

rescind his certification the measure and enjoining all other officers from printing the 

measure on the ballot. 

 

COUNT V – THE PETITION IS FOR A PURPOSE PROHIBITED BY THE 

MISSOURI CONSTITUTION 

(U.S. CONST. AMEND I; ARTICLE I, SECTIONS 3 & 8; ARTICLE III, 

SECTION 51) 

 

70. Article III, section 51 of the Missouri Constitution states that “[t]he 

initiative shall not be used for the appropriation of money other than of new revenues 

created and provided for thereby, or for any other purpose prohibited by this 

constitution.”  
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71. Article I, section 3 of the Missouri Constitution prohibits changes to the 

Missouri Constitution that are repugnant to the Constitution of the United States. 

72. The Petition violates the First Amendment, and similarly repeals Missouri’s 

Freedom of Speech, by banning political fundraising by members of or candidates for 

legislative office “on any premises, property or building owned, leased or controlled by 

the State of Missouri or any agency or division thereof,” making any purposeful violation 

of such ban a crime subject to imprisonment and a fine, and authorizing the Missouri 

Ethics Commission to enforce the ban (Proposed Section 20(c)). 

73. The political fundraising ban is significantly overbroad and plainly violates 

the First Amendment: 

a. It imposes a criminal ban on a member of or candidate for the state 

legislature engaging in political fundraising throughout a significant portion 

of the State. Vast reaches of Missouri constitute “premises, property or 

“building[s] owned, leased or controlled by the State of Missouri or any 

agency or division thereof. Such areas include, at a minimum every 

conservation area, state park, state building, state monument, piece of state 

university property, state owned or controlled road, state parking lots, and 

countless other areas that have nothing to do with the legislature; 

b. It imposes a criminal ban on a member of or candidate for the state 

legislature taking part in “solicitation or delivery of contributions, 

supporting or opposing any candidate, initiative petition, referendum 

petition, ballot measure, political party, or political committee[.]” The ban 
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expressly applies to independent expenditure groups despite that, as a 

matter of law, the state’s interest in preventing quid pro quo corruption and 

its appearance does not apply to fundraising for such groups; and 

c. The ban applies to state property leased by political groups. 

74. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm through the loss of Plaintiff’s tax dollars used to publish and print ballots containing 

the Official Ballot Title and for publication costs associated with the Petition. 

75. If the Secretary of State is not enjoined, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable 

harm pursuant to § 116.200, RSMo, and Plaintiff’s constitutional rights under Article I, 

Article III, and Article XII. 

76. The Petition’s violations of the First Amendment are so obvious as to 

constitute a matter of form. 

77. The Petition’s violations of Article I, section 3 and Article III, section 51 

are so obvious as to constitute a matter of form. 

78. Plaintiff lacks an adequate remedy at law to protect Plaintiff’s interests. 

79. Plaintiff is entitled to declaratory relief that the Petition is facially 

unconstitutional under the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 

80. Plaintiff is entitled to declaratory relief that the Petition is for a purpose 

prohibited by Missouri Constitution. 

81. Plaintiff is entitled to injunctive relief commanding the secretary of state to 

rescind his certification the measure and enjoining all other officers from printing the 

measure on the ballot. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this Court: 

(I) find that the Petition is insufficient,  

(II) pursuant to section 116.200, RSMo, and Missouri law, “enjoin the secretary 

of state from certifying the measure and all other officers from printing the 

measure on the ballot”; 

(III) grant declaratory relief consistent with this Petition; and 

(IV) grant such further relief as is just and proper. 

 

Dated: Thursday, August 2, 2018. 

Respectfully submitted  

       GRAVES GARRETT, LLC 

        

        

       Edward D. Greim (Mo. Bar #54034) 

       Alan T. Simpson (Mo. Bar #65183) 

       1100 Main Street, Suite 2700 

       Kansas City, Missouri 64105 

       Tel.: (816) 256-3181 

       Fax: (816) 222-0534    

       edgreim@gravesgarrett.com 

       asimpson@gravesgarrett.com 

  

       Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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