IN THE {CASEDESIGNATION} COURT OF {CASECOUNTY} COUNTY, {CASESTATE}{CASEDIVISIONLOCATION}
{CASEDIVISIONDESIGNATION}


	{CASEPLAINTIFF},							
		Plaintiff,			
vs.						
						
{CASEDEFENDANT},		
						
		Defendant.

	
Case No. {caseNumber}

Division {caseDivisionNumber}



Certificate of Service
	Defendant, {caseDefendant}, by and through counsel of record, certifies that  on {today} they served electronic copies of:
1. Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff’s First Set of Requests for admission to Defendant {caseDefendant},
2. Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories Directed to Defendant {caseDefendant}, and
3. Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff’s First Set of Requests for Production of Documents to Defendant {caseDefendant}
to Plaintiff, {casePlaintiff}, in compliance with service under Mo. R. Civ. P. 43.01(c)(1) via an email to the last known e-mail addresses of Abbott Osborn Jacobs PLC, Attorneys For Plaintiff, at NSwoyer@midwestlawgroup.com and missouri@midwestlawgroup.com. The undersigned further certifies that no portion of this Certificate of Service was prepared using Generative A.I.
	
	Respectfully submitted,

CALLAHAN LAW FIRM L.L.C.

 /s/ James R. Crump                                  .                    
JAMES R. CRUMP, MBE # 65514
222 W. Gregory Blvd. Suite 210
Kansas City, MO 64114
Ph: 816-822-4041; Fax: 913-273-1799
E-mail: james@callahanlawkc.com
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
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[bookmark: _Ref141803050][bookmark: _Ref147489174]IN THE {CASEDESIGNATION} COURT OF {CASECOUNTY} COUNTY, {CASESTATE}{CASEDIVISIONLOCATION}
{CASEDIVISIONDESIGNATION}


	{CASEPLAINTIFF},							
		Plaintiff,			
vs.						
						
{CASEDEFENDANT},		
						
		Defendant.

	
Case No. {caseNumber}

Division {caseDivisionNumber}



Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff’s First Set of Requests for admission to Defendant {caseDefendant}
[bookmark: _Hlk131080873][bookmark: _Hlk137398378]COMES NOW, Defendant, {caseDefendant}, by and through their attorney of record, Callahan Law Firm L.L.C., responds to Plaintiff’s Request for Admissions to Defendant.  

1. Plaintiff is a corporation duly organized under the law.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

2. The Defendant is a resident of the County of {caseCounty}, State of {caseState}.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

3. That Defendant was extended credit from {caseOriginalCreditor} for which Defendant agreed to pay.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

4. Defendant was issued and received a credit card under an Account No. ending in ************{caseAccountNumber} from {caseOriginalCreditor}.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

5. Defendant incurred charges on the account at issue under the foregoing account number.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

6. Defendant breached said Agreement by failing to make payments to {caseOriginalCreditor} as required an Agreement.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

7. You received monthly statements from {caseOriginalCreditor}.
RESPONSE:  Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

8. You did not object to the debits and credits indicated in the monthly statements sent by {caseOriginalCreditor}.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

9. That Plaintiff is the real party of interest and is authorized to bring this action.
RESPONSE: Defendant has insufficient information to admit or deny and consequentially denies.

10. Plaintiff has been damaged in the amount of {caseSuitAmount} together with interest as identified in the petition if any, pursuant to the breach by Defendant.
RESPONSE: Deny.

	
	Respectfully submitted,

CALLAHAN LAW FIRM L.L.C.

 /s/ James R. Crump                                  .                    
JAMES R. CRUMP, MBE # 65514
222 W. Gregory Blvd. Suite 210
Kansas City, MO 64114
Ph: 816-822-4041; Fax: 913-273-1799
E-mail: james@callahanlawkc.com
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT



[bookmark: _Ref147489191]IN THE {CASEDESIGNATION} COURT OF {CASECOUNTY} COUNTY, {CASESTATE}{CASEDIVISIONLOCATION}
{CASEDIVISIONDESIGNATION}


	{CASEPLAINTIFF},							
		Plaintiff,			
vs.						
						
{CASEDEFENDANT},		
						
		Defendant.

	
Case No. {caseNumber}

Division {caseDivisionNumber}



Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories Directed to Defendant {caseDefendant}

COMES NOW, Defendant, {caseDefendant}, by and through their attorney of record, Callahan Law Firm L.L.C., responds to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories Directed to Defendant. 

1. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number One is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number One is based.
ANSWER: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

2. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Two is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Two is based.
RESPONSE:  Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

3. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Three is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Three is based.
RESPONSE:  Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

4. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Four is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Four is based.
RESPONSE:  Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  
 
5. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Five is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Five is based, including identification of disputed charges by the account number, transaction description, reference number, amount, date, and reason for dispute. Attach sheet if additional space if needed.
RESPONSE: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

6. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Six is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Six is based.
RESPONSE: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

7. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Seven is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Six is based.
RESPONSE: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

8. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Eight is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Eight is based.
RESPONSE: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

9. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Nine is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Nine is based.
RESPONSE: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

10. If Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Ten is not admitted, state fully and completely the facts upon which Defendant’s denial of Plaintiff’s Request for Admission Number Ten is based.
RESPONSE: Objection.  The interrogatory is unduly burdensome overly broad and is propounded is an improper contention interrogatory.  Defendant’s denials to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission are evident from the denials, and objections, themselves and are primarily due to insufficient information to admit or deny the request, and any admission would be merely speculative and prejudicial to Defendant.  

		
	Respectfully submitted,

CALLAHAN LAW FIRM L.L.C.

 /s/ James R. Crump                                  .                    
JAMES R. CRUMP, MBE # 65514
222 W. Gregory Blvd. Suite 210
Kansas City, MO 64114
Ph: 816-822-4041; Fax: 913-273-1799
E-mail: james@callahanlawkc.com
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
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[bookmark: _Ref147489226]IN THE {CASEDESIGNATION} COURT OF {CASECOUNTY} COUNTY, {CASESTATE}{CASEDIVISIONLOCATION}
{CASEDIVISIONDESIGNATION}


	{CASEPLAINTIFF},							
		Plaintiff,			
vs.						
						
{CASEDEFENDANT},		
						
		Defendant.

	
Case No. {caseNumber}

Division {caseDivisionNumber}



Defendant’s Response to Plaintiff’s First Set of Requests for Production of Documents to Defendant {caseDefendant}
[bookmark: _Hlk136435778]COMES NOW, Defendant, {caseDefendant}, by and through their attorneys of record, Callahan Law Firm L.L.C., responds to Plaintiff’s First set of Request for Production of Documents Directed to Defendant. 

1. Copies of all sides of all checks that you contend constitute payment of any part of Plaintiff’s claim and for which no credit has been given.
RESPONSE: Objection.  This request assumes facts not in evidence as it alleges that a payment was made to Plaintiff by Defendant and such allegation made by Plaintiff is not established through evidence.  Plaintiff additionally objects as the information sought in this request is equally available to the propounding party.  Without waiving the objection, after a diligent search and reasonable inquiry, there are no such documents within the custody or control of Defendant.

2. All documents claimed to support any defense or affirmative defense including but not limited to, bank statements, credit card statements, and written correspondence exchanged between Plaintiff and Defendant concerning the credit card account which is the subject of this litigation.
RESPONSE: Objection. This request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and lacks specificity. It seeks all documents related to any affirmative defenses without providing a reference to the affirmative defense, or a clear definition or description of the documents sought. This demand could necessitate an extensive, potentially irrelevant search through all of Defendant’s records. The request also potentially seeks information protected by attorney-client privilege or the work product doctrine. To the extent that any non-privileged, relevant documents pertaining to the defenses raised can be identified, we will provide them at an appropriate time.

3. Copies of all Exhibits you intend to introduce at trial.
RESPONSE: Objection. This request is premature and overly broad as it presupposes that all potential exhibits have been identified at this stage of the proceedings. The process of identifying the documents to be introduced as exhibits at trial is ongoing and subject to change. Furthermore, this request is objected to on the basis that it seeks disclosure of trial strategy, which is protected by the attorney work product doctrine. Without Waiving this objection, Defendant states that any such trial exhibits will be exchanged at an appropriate time, when and if, this case is set for trial.
	
	
Respectfully submitted,

CALLAHAN LAW FIRM L.L.C.

 /s/ James R. Crump                                  .                    
JAMES R. CRUMP, MBE # 65514
222 W. Gregory Blvd. Suite 210
Kansas City, MO 64114
Ph: 816-822-4041; Fax: 913-273-1799
E-mail: james@callahanlawkc.com
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
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