Nomination of Andrew Oldham to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit
Questions for the Record
May 2, 2018

QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR FEINSTEIN

1. Please respond with your views on the proper application of precedent by judges.

a. When, if ever, is it appropriate for lower courts to depart from Supreme Court
precedent?

It is not appropriate for an inferior court to depart from Supreme Court precedent. The
Supreme Court has made clear “it is this Court’s prerogative alone to overrule one of its
precedents.” State Oil Co. v. Khan, 522 U.S. 3, 20 (1997); see also Rodriguez de Quijas v.
Shearson/American Exp., Inc., 490 U.S. 477, 484 (1989) (“[T]he Court of Appeals should
follow the [Supreme Court] case which directly controls, leaving to this Court the
prerogative of overruling its own decisions.”).

b. Do you believe it is proper for a circuit court judge to question Supreme Court
precedent in a concurring opinion? What about a dissent?

As noted above in the response to Question 1(a), it is not appropriate for a circuit judge to
depart from Supreme Court precedent. In certain circumstances, it might be appropriate for
a circuit judge to identify gaps in the law or splits between the circuits that the Supreme
Court might choose to address through its certiorari jurisdiction. See, e.g., United States v.
Serrano-Mercado, 828 F.3d 1, 1-5 (1st Cir. 2016) (Lipez, J., statement regarding denial of
en banc review). In all events, however, a circuit judge is bound by Supreme Court
precedent.

c. When, in your view, is it appropriate for the Supreme Court to overturn its own
precedent?

As noted above in the response to Question 1(a), it is the Supreme Court’s prerogative
alone to overturn its precedent. See State Oil, 522 U.S. at 20; Rodriguez de Quijas, 490
U.S. at 484. As a nominee to a lower federal court, I cannot properly comment on the
Supreme Court’s exercise of a prerogative that it alone holds.

d. When, in your view, is it appropriate for the Supreme Court to overturn its own
precedent?

Please see my response to Question 1(c).

2. When Chief Justice Roberts was before the Committee for his nomination, Senator Specter
referred to the history and precedent of Roe v. Wade as “super-stare decisis.” A text book on
the law of judicial precedent, co-authored by Justice Neil Gorsuch, refers to Roe v. Wade as a
“super-precedent” because it has survived more than three dozen attempts to overturn it.
(The Law of Judicial Precedent, Thomas West, p. 802 (2016).) The book explains that
“superprecedent” is “precedent that defines the law and its requirements so effectively that it
prevents divergent holdings in later legal decisions on similar facts or induces disputants to
settle their claims without litigation.” (The Law of Judicial Precedent, Thomas West, p. 802
(2016))



3.

a. Do you agree that Roe v. Wade is “super-stare decisis”? Do you agree it is
“superprecedent?

Yes, from the perspective of a lower court, all Supreme Court precedent is superprecedent
and is entitled to super-stare decisis. That includes Roe v. Wade and Planned Parenthood
v. Casey. If confirmed, I would apply them fully, faithfully, and fairly.

b. Isitsettled law?

Yes, please see my response to Question 2(a).

In Obergefell v. Hodges, the Supreme Court held that the Constitution guarantees same-sex
couples the right to marry. Is the holding in Obergefell settled law?

Yes, from the perspective of a lower court, all Supreme Court precedent is settled law. That
includes Obergefell v. Hodges. If confirmed, | would apply it fully, faithfully, and fairly.

In Justice Stevens’s dissent in District of Columbia v. Heller he wrote: “The Second
Amendment was adopted to protect the right of the people of each of the several States to
maintain a well-regulated militia. It was a response to concerns raised during the ratification
of the Constitution that the power of Congress to disarm the state militias and create a
national standing army posed an intolerable threat to the sovereignty of the several States.
Neither the text of the Amendment nor the arguments advanced by its proponents evidenced
the slightest interest in limiting any legislature’s authority to regulate private civilian uses of
firearms.”



a. Do you agree with Justice Stevens? Why or why not?

As a nominee to a lower federal court, | cannot properly provide my personal opinions
about particular Supreme Court decisions or dissents from those decisions. That is
particularly true for matters that are subject to pending or impending litigation. See Code
of Conduct for United States Judges, Canon 3(A)(6).

b. Did Heller leave room for common-sense gun regulation?

In Heller, the Supreme Court noted: “Like most rights, the right secured by the Second
Amendment is not unlimited. * * * Although we do not undertake an exhaustive historical
analysis today of the full scope of the Second Amendment, nothing in our opinion should
be taken to cast doubt on longstanding prohibitions on the possession of firearms by felons
and the mentally ill, or laws forbidding the carrying of firearms in sensitive places such as
schools and government buildings, or laws imposing conditions and qualifications on the
commercial sale of arms.” District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U.S. 570, 626-27 (2008).
The Court “also recognize[d] another important limitation on the right to keep and carry
arms”—namely, “that the sorts of weapons protected were those in common use at the
time.” 1d. at 627 (internal quotation marks omitted).

c. Did Heller, in finding an individual right to bear arms, depart from decades of
Supreme Court precedent?

The majority and dissenting opinions in Heller disagreed over the meaning of Supreme
Court precedent. Compare Heller, 554 U.S. at 619-26 (majority op.), with id. at 672-79
(Stevens, J., dissenting). As a nominee to a lower federal court, | cannot properly provide
my personal views about which opinion correctly interpreted Supreme Court precedent.

5. At your nominations hearing, Senator Cornyn asked you about your representation of the
State of Texas in several matters. Senator Cornyn asked you the following: “When you are
defending a law that the Texas Legislature has passed and that the Governor has signed, do
you necessarily have to agree as a policy matter with that law in order to defend it in court?”
You responded: “Not at all, Senator. . . . When statutes are duly enacted by the people’s
representatives in the Texas Legislature, it falls upon the Attorney General and his lawyers or
her lawyers to defend that law. And so | was frequently called upon to defend laws of all
different kinds and | did so to the best of my ability as an advocate.”

a. While serving in the Texas Solicitor General’s office and in the Office of the
Governor, did you ever conceive of, recommend, or advocate for a particular
litigation position or a specific legal argument that the state ultimately adopted?

Yes.

b. Did you ever recommend that the state should not take a particular litigation
position or should not make a specific legal argument that the state nevertheless
adopted?



Yes.

6. In 2015, while serving as Deputy General Counsel to Governor Abbott, you helped draft an
amicus brief in Peruta v. County of San Diego, asking the Court to take a challenge to
California’s “good cause” requirement for obtaining a concealed carry permit. The brief
argued that the “public safety concerns” the law addressed did not give California “a legal
basis to impose special and draconian burdens on Second Amendment rights.” (Amici
Curiae Br. for the Governors of Texas et al., Peruta v. County of San Diego, 824 F.3d 919
(9th Cir. 2016), 2015 WL 1956325.)

a. What limitations can a state require for those who wish to obtain a concealed
carry permit?

The brief cited above was filed in the Ninth Circuit on behalf of the governors of six states.
The brief did not purport to identify which limitations are proper. It argued only that some
of California’s requirements conflicted with Supreme Court precedent.

b. Did you advise the Governor or the Attorney General on whether Texas should
file a brief in this case?

The brief cited above was filed in the Ninth Circuit on April 30, 2015. At that time, 1 no
longer worked in the Office of the Attorney General, and | therefore did not advise the
Attorney General. At the time the brief was filed, | worked in the Office of the Governor.
The content of any advice | may have given and to whom it may have been given is
protected by the attorney-client privilege. Without violating that privilege, | was instructed
to file the above-cited brief on behalf of the governors of six states.

c. Did you advise the Governor or the Attorney General on the specific legal
arguments in the brief?

Please see my response to Question 6(b).

7. In 2014, you served as counsel of record on Texas’s motion for a preliminary injunction to
prevent the implementation of the Deferred Action for Parental Accountability (DAPA)
program and to prevent the expansion of the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
(DACA) program. You argued that a preliminary injunction was needed in part because the



8.

implementation of DAPA and expansion of DACA would both cause “irreparable injuries” to
Texas and other states, in part by “legaliz[ing] the presence of 4 million people.” (Plaintiffs’
Motion for Preliminary Injunction & Memorandum in Support, Texas v. United States, 86 F.
Supp. 3d 591 (S.D. Tex. 2015), 2014 WL 7497774.)

a. As counsel of record, did you choose which arguments would be included in this
preliminary injunction?

The motion for a preliminary injunction and the memorandum in support of that motion
were filed on behalf 17 states; after that motion and memorandum were filed, several other
states joined the litigation as plaintiffs. Numerous lawyers for the various states
contributed to the motion and the materials supporting it in various ways and at various
times over the course of the litigation. The specific ways those attorneys contributed to the
states’ shared litigation position are protected by several privileges, including the attorney-
client privilege.

b. Please identify the “irreparable injuries” to the State of Texas if parents of U.S.-
citizen children are legally present in this country.

In the passage of the motion quoted above, the plaintiff states raised several legal
arguments to support the second prong of the preliminary injunction standard and the
plaintiffs’ standing under Article 111 of the U.S. Constitution. Those arguments appear on
pages 25-28 of the memorandum in support of plaintiffs’ motion for a preliminary
injunction, and on pages 42-65 of the reply in support of that motion. Those page ranges
also include citations to the preliminary-injunction appendix, which includes additional
support for the plaintiff states’ legal arguments.

In 2013, as Deputy Solicitor General of Texas, you helped defend HB2, a Texas law that
severely restricted women’s access to reproductive healthcare. A Fifth Circuit brief with
which you assisted argued in part that the Texas law “ensures that all Texas women seeking
abortions will be treated by a physician who can ensure the highest standards of care in case
of a medical emergency.” (Appellants’ Brief, Planned Parenthood of Greater Texas
Surgical Health Services v. Abbott, 748 F.3d 583 (5th Cir. 2014), 2013 WL 6228857.)

This same law was struck down as unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. The Court’s
opinion notes:

We have found nothing in Texas’ record evidence that...the new law advanced
Texas’ legitimate interest in protecting women's health.

We add that, when directly asked at oral argument whether Texas knew of a
single instance in which the new requirement would have helped even one
woman obtain better treatment, Texas admitted that there was no evidence in the
record of such a case. (136 S. Ct. 2292, 2311-12 (2016).)

At the time you defended HB2, were you aware of any evidence indicating that the
requirement resulted in better outcomes for women’s health? If so, please provide the
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evidence?

This question implicates two different cases—Planned Parenthood of Greater Texas Surgical
Health Services v. Abbott, 748 F.3d 583 (5th Cir. 2014), and Whole Woman’s Health v.
Hellerstedt, 136 S. Ct. 2292 (2016).

As to the first case, the parties offered competing evidence from numerous sources, including
expert reports and publications. A summary of the state’s record evidence (including citations
to the record in the form, “USCAS.__ ) appears on pages 2-6 of the brief cited above and in
Appendix B to that brief, available at 2013 WL 6228857. Based on the state’s arguments and
evidence, the Fifth Circuit concluded the state was likely to prevail on the merits, and it
therefore stayed the district court’s preliminary injunction of the law. See 734 F.3d 406 (5th
Cir. 2013). The U.S. Supreme Court denied a motion to vacate that stay. See 134 S. Ct. 506
(2013). On the merits, the Fifth Circuit again sided with the state, see 748 F.3d 583 (5th Cir.
2014), and as far as | recall, the plaintiffs did not seek certiorari.

By the time the second case was argued at the U.S. Supreme Court (on March 2, 2016) and
decided by the U.S. Supreme Court (on June 27, 2016), | had left the Office of the Attorney
General and no longer represented the state. The Supreme Court held the statute was
unconstitutional, and that decision is final, settled, and authoritative. If confirmed, | would
apply the Supreme Court’s precedent fully, faithfully, and fairly, as | would all precedent.

In September 2016, you testified before the Texas House Select Committee on State and
Federal Power and Responsibility. In discussing Governor Abbott’s proposal for a
constitutional convention, you argued that “Washington, D.C. is broken . . . in a particular
way — the federal government has abandoned the Constitution . . . and, in doing so, has
jeopardized the rule of law.”

Please identify the ways in which “the federal government has abandoned the
Constitution” and “jeopardized the rule of law.”

The testimony referenced above is a summary of a 92-page white paper that the Governor
authored and published. The Governor’s white paper is entitled “Restoring the Rule of Law
with States Leading the Way,” and it is available here: https://gov.texas.gov/uploads/files/
press/Restoring_The_Rule_Of Law_01082016.pdf (hereinafter “Restoring the Rule of Law”).
That white paper—and the testimony the Governor asked me to provide in support of it—
articulates the Governor’s views about the horizontal separation of powers (between branches
of the federal government) and the vertical separation of powers (between the federal
government and the states). An executive summary of the Governor’s views regarding the
rule of law appears on pages 2-4 of the white paper.

In a January 2016 radio interview, you commented that the U.S. Supreme Court is, “[i]n
many ways . . . the most dangerous branch” of government. You argued that the Court
“often [fails] to enforce our sacred rights that are in the Constitution while creating ones that
are not.”



a. Please provide specific examples of and cases when the Supreme Court has failed
“to enforce our sacred rights that are in the Constitution.”

The quotation above refers to part I11.B. of the Governor’s white paper, which is referenced
and hyperlinked in my response to Question 9. In the Governor’s view, one right that has
been under-enforced in the Fifth Amendment right against uncompensated takings. See
Restoring the Rule of Law at 45-46 & n.238 (citing and discussing Kelo v. City of New
London, 545 U.S. 469 (2005)). | advocated the Governor’s views as his counsel. Of
course, if confirmed, 1 would fully, faithfully, and fairly apply Kelo, as I would all Supreme
Court precedent.

b. Please provide specific examples of and cases when the Supreme Court has
created rights that are not in the Constitution.

The quotation above refers to part I11.B. of the Governor’s white paper, which is referenced
and hyperlinked in my response to Question 9. In the Governor’s view, one right that has
been over-enforced in the First Amendment right to lie about winning the Congressional
Medal of Honor. See Restoring the Rule of Law at 46 & n.242 (citing and discussing
United States v. Alvarez, 132 S. Ct. 2537 (2012)). | advocated the Governor’s views as his
counsel. Of course, if confirmed, | would fully, faithfully, and fairly apply Alvarez, as |
would all Supreme Court precedent.

11. In 2013, as Deputy Solicitor General of Texas, you assisted on an amicus brief submitted by
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Texas in Shelby County v. Holder. The brief urged the Supreme Court to strike down section
5 of the Voting Rights Act, recounting Texas’ efforts to gain preclearance for a state voter
identification law. (Brief of the State of Texas as Amicus Curiae in Support of Petitioner,
Shelby County v. Holder, 570 U.S. 529 (2013), 2013 WL 355763.)

Can voter-identification laws impose a significant burden on voting? Can they
suppress voter turnout?

Any law that regulates how voters vote can impose burdens. The question in each case is
whether those regulations are lawful. On April 27, 2018, the Fifth Circuit upheld Texas’s
voter-identification requirements. See Veasey v. Abbott, No. 17-40884 (5th Cir. Apr. 27,
2018). And the court noted that “Plaintiffs neither allude to nor adduce any proof that SB 5
has a discriminatory effect on indigent minority voters.” Slip op. at 16. That litigation is
nevertheless ongoing, and | therefore cannot properly comment further on the evidence
presented in it. See Code of Conduct for United States Judges, Canon 3(A)(6).

On February 22, 2018, when speaking to the Conservative Political Action Conference
(CPAC), White House Counsel Don McGahn told the audience about the Administration’s
interview process for judicial nominees. He said: “On the judicial piece ... one of the things
we interview on is their views on administrative law. And what you’re seeing is the
President nominating a number of people who have some experience, if not expertise, in
dealing with the government, particularly the regulatory apparatus. This is different than
judicial selection in past years...”



a. Did anyone in this Administration, including at the White House or the
Department of Justice, ever ask you about your views on any issue related to
administrative law, including your “views on administrative law”? If so, by
whom, what was asked, and what was your response?

As noted in Item 26(a) of my Senate Judiciary Questionnaire, | interviewed with officials
from the White House and the Department of Justice more than a year ago, on March 17,
2017. 1do not recall everything discussed in that interview. | do recall, however,
discussing the nondelegation doctrine, which could be considered an issue related to
administrative law. | noted that under the Supreme Court’s nondelegation doctrine,
Congress must provide agencies an “intelligible principle” to guide administrative
discretion. I noted that since 1935, the Supreme Court has rejected every nondelegation or
intelligible principle challenge it has faced—most recently in Whitman v. American
Trucking, 531 U.S. 457 (2001). As I testified in my hearing, Whitman is binding Supreme
Court precedent. And if confirmed, | would apply it fully, faithfully, and fairly.

b. Since 2016, has anyone with or affiliated with the Federalist Society, the
Heritage Foundation, or any other group, asked you about your views on any
issue related to administrative law, including your “views on administrative
law”? If so, by whom, what was asked, and what was your response?

As noted in Item 12(d) of my Senate Judiciary Questionnaire, | have spoken to audiences
affiliated with the Federalist Society. Some of those speeches touched on administrative-
law issues, but as | testified before the Committee, each of those speeches was given on
behalf of the Governor and advocated the Governor’s views, not my own. As far as | can
recall, no one affiliated with the Federalist Society has asked me about my personal views
on administrative law. | have not spoken to the Heritage Foundation, nor has anyone from
that organization asked me about my views on administrative law (or any other topic, as far
as | can recall).

13. In 2017, at an event hosted by the Texas Public Policy Foundation, you argued that “[t]he
entire existence of this edifice of administrative law is constitutionally suspect,” because “it
is not based in the way the Constitution says that law should be made.”

Why is it “constitutionally suspect” for Congress to pass legislation directing federal
agencies to use expertise, data, and/or science in implementation and enforcement of the
law?

The quotation above refers to part I1.B. of the Governor’s white paper, which is referenced and
hyperlinked in my response to Question 9. In the Governor’s view, some federal regulations
violate Article I, Section 1 of the Constitution, which vests “[a]ll legislative powers * * * in a
Congress of the United States * * * *” As | testified before the Committee, however, if | were
confirmed, | would leave behind my role as an advocate, and | would scrupulously apply the
terms of the oath set forth in 28 U.S.C. § 453. And | would fully, faithfully, and fairly apply
all Supreme Court precedent—including Whitman v. American Trucking, which rejected a
nondelegation-doctrine challenge.



14.

15.

When is it appropriate for judges to consider legislative history in construing a statute?

The Supreme Court has stated that “[t]he starting point in discerning congressional intent is
the existing statutory text.” Lamie v. U.S. Trustee, 540 U.S. 526, 534 (2004). “It is well
established that when the statute’s language is plain, the sole function of the courts—at least
where the disposition required by the text is not absurd—is to enforce it according to its
terms.” Id. (internal quotation marks omitted). Where the text is not plain, however, the
Supreme Court has held that extrinsic materials are relevant “to the extent they shed a reliable
light on the enacting Legislature’s understanding of otherwise ambiguous terms.” Exxon
Mobil Corp. v. Allapattah Servs., Inc., 545 U.S. 546, 568 (2005).

At any point during the process that led to your nomination, did you have any discussions
with anyone — including but not limited to individuals at the White House, at the Justice
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Department, or at outside groups — about loyalty to President Trump? If so, please
elaborate.

No.

Please describe with particularity the process by which you answered these questions.

| drafted answers to each of these questions. Then | solicited feedback on my answers
from members of the Office of Legal Policy at the United States Department of Justice.

Then I revised my answers in light of that feedback. My answers to each question are my
own.



Senator Dick Durbin
Written Questions for Andrew Oldham and Michael Truncale
May 2, 2018

For questions with subparts, please answer each subpart separately.

Questions for Andrew Oldham

1. Atyour hearing, | asked if you communicated or coordinated with anyone at the Department
of Justice or Department of Homeland Security regarding DACA before Texas Attorney
General Paxton wrote Attorney General Sessions on June 29, 2017 threatening to challenge
the Administration in court unless the Administration rescinded DACA, or before Sessions
announced on September 5, 2017 that the Administration was going to shut down DACA.
You said “Senator, | did not have anything to do with the letter that you’re referencing or
with DACA.” You further said “I mean, | have communicated with members of the Justice
Department about other matters. | am not sure I have any recollection of talking about
DACA and | was not involved in the matter that you’re referencing.”

Now that you have had the chance to refresh your recollection, please answer the following
questions:

a.

b.

C.

Did you communicate or coordinate with the Department of Justice or Department
of Homeland Security regarding DACA prior to the June 29, 2017 Paxton letter? If
S0, please describe those communications, including who in the Administration you
communicated with, when you communicated, and what was said.

No. | served as the plaintiffs’ attorney-in-charge in Texas v. United States, No. 14-cv-
254 (S.D. Tex.), for approximately two-and-a-half months. That lawsuit did not
challenge DACA—it challenged only DAPA. Nonetheless, some of the pleadings in that
case mentioned DACA. The pleadings of which | am aware were served on and hence
communicated to the Department of Justice between December 3, 2014, when the
complaint was filed, and February 20, 2015, when | left the Attorney General’s Office. |
do not recall discussing DACA with anyone at the Department of Justice or the
Department of Homeland Security since that time.

Are you aware of any communications between anyone in the Office of the Texas
Governor and the Department of Justice or Department of Homeland Security
regarding DACA in advance of the June 29, 2017 Paxton letter? If so, please
describe those communications, including who was involved, when the
communications occurred, and what was said.

No.

Are you aware of any communications anyone in the Office of the Texas Attorney
General and the Department of Justice or Department of Homeland Security
regarding DACA in advance of the June 29, 2017 Paxton letter? If so, please



describe those communications, including who was involved, when the
communications occurred, and what was said.

No. As discussed in response to Question 1(a), | am aware that DACA is mentioned in
some of the pleadings filed in Texas v. United States, No. 14-cv-254 (S.D. Tex.). But
those publicly filed pleadings are the only such communications of which | am aware.

Did you communicate or coordinate with the Department of Justice or Department
of Homeland Security regarding DACA in advance of the Justice Department’s
September 5, 2017 announcement that the Administration was rescinding DACA?
If so, please describe those communications, including who in the Administration
you communicated with, when you communicated, and what was said.

No.

Are you aware of any communications between anyone in the Office of the Texas
Governor and the Department of Justice or Department of Homeland Security
regarding DACA in advance of the Justice Department’s September 5, 2017
announcement that the Administration was rescinding DACA? If so, please
describe those communications, including who was involved, when the
communications occurred, and what was said.

No.

Are you aware of any communications between anyone in the Office of the Texas
Attorney General and the Department of Justice or Department of Homeland
Security regarding DACA in advance of the Justice Department’s September 5,
2017 announcement that the Administration was rescinding DACA? If so, please
describe those communications, including who was involved, when the
communications occurred, and what was said.

No. Please also see my responses to Question 1(a) and Question 1(c).

Did you communicate or coordinate with the Department of Justice or Department
of Homeland Security regarding DACA in advance of the April 30, 2018 lawsuit
filed by Attorney General Paxton challenging DACA? If so, please describe those
communications, including who in the Administration you communicated with,
when you communicated, and what was said.

No.

. Are you aware of any communications between anyone in the Office of the Texas
Governor and the Department of Justice or Department of Homeland Security
regarding DACA in advance of the April 30, 2018 lawsuit filed by Attorney General
Paxton challenging DACA? If so, please describe those communications, including
who was involved, when the communications occurred, and what was said.



No.

I. Are you aware of any communications between anyone in the Office of the Texas
Attorney General and the Department of Justice or Department of Homeland
Security regarding DACA in advance of the April 30, 2018 lawsuit filed by Attorney
General Paxton challenging DACA? If so, please describe those communications,
including who was involved, when the communications occurred, and what was
said.

No. Please also see my responses to Question 1(a) and Question 1(c).
2. At your hearing, you said:

When | was in the Attorney General’s Office, | was asked by the Attorney
General on behalf of a multistate coalition, 26 states, to litigate a lawsuit
over certain executive actions taken on immigration that are commonly
referred to as the DAPA program. | did that as an advocate when | was in
the Attorney General’s Office. When 1 left the Attorney General’s Office, |
no longer worked on that matter and I turned to different duties.

a. When you testified that “when I left the Attorney General’s Office, I no longer
worked on that matter,” why did you not mention that in your Committee
guestionnaire you had discussed the Texas v. United States litigation and said “I left
the Attorney General’s Office to join the Governor’s Office. But | continued to help
the appellate process and authored an amicus brief to support the injunction”?

In Texas, the Governor and the Attorney General are independently elected on a
statewide basis. One does not appoint the other, nor does one answer to the other. Each
answers separately to the voters of the state. The Governor is the state’s chief executive
officer. He has numerous responsibilities under the Texas Constitution—including, for
example, faithfully executing the laws, see Tex. Const. art. 4, § 10, conducting business
with other states and the United States, see id., signing and vetoing legislation, see id.

8§ 14, making appointments, see id. § 12, and serving as the commander-in-chief of the
state’s military forces, see id. § 7. But the Governor is not responsible for representing
the state in litigation. That responsibility falls to the Attorney General. See id. § 22. The
Governor and the Attorney General have separate offices, and they have separate
lawyers. As explained above, those lawyers serve separate clients.

In January 2015, Greg Abbott was inaugurated as Governor of Texas. That same month,
Ken Paxton was inaugurated as the Attorney General of Texas.

| left the Attorney General’s Office in late February 2015. On February 20, 2015, | filed
a motion to withdraw from the DAPA litigation. See Texas v. United States, No. 14-cv-
254, Doc. 148 (attached as Exhibit A). It advised the district court that | would “be
leaving the Office of the Attorney General on February 20, 2015,” and as a consequence,



I would no longer represent the State of Texas. Id. at 1. | started working in the
Governor’s Office on or about March 1, 2015. The next day, on March 2, 2015, the
district court granted my motion. See Texas v. United States, No. 14-cv-254, Doc. 171
(attached as Exhibit B). From that point on, I no longer represented the State of Texas or
any of the other plaintiff states in that lawsuit or any other lawsuit.

Over a year later, on April 1, 2016, | filed an amicus curiae brief on behalf of Governor
Abbott and several other governors—not the State of Texas—in the U.S. Supreme Court.
As required by the Supreme Court’s Rule 37.6, the first footnote on the first page of that
amicus curiae brief affirmed that no party—including the State of Texas—and no counsel
for a party—including the Attorney General’s Office—authored or paid for the
Governor’s amicus brief in whole or in part. It was filed to support the judgment in
United States v. Texas, but it was drafted independently of that lawsuit and the parties to
that lawsuit. As noted in the question, | disclosed the Governor’s amicus curiae brief in
both Item 16(e) and Item 17 of my Senate Judiciary Questionnaire.

b. When you testified that “when | left the Attorney General’s Office, I no longer
worked on that matter,” why did you not mention that you actually served as
counsel of record on a Supreme Court amicus brief filed on April 1, 2016 in U.S. v.
Texas on behalf of Governor Abbott and five other governors urging that the
judgement of the court of appeals should be affirmed?

Please see my response to Question 2(a).

c. lIsitpossible that during your testimony you did not recall other work you
performed on this litigation matter after you left the Attorney General’s Office?

Please see my response to Question 2(a).

3. You say in your questionnaire that since you began serving in the Texas Governor’s Office
of General Counsel in 2015 you “advised and continue to advise the Governor on a wide
range of statutory and constitutional issues under both state and federal law” and you “also
oversaw and continue to oversee numerous litigation projects in which the Governor is an
interested party.”

a. Did you advise the Governor about the June 29, 2017 Paxton letter or otherwise
work on this letter?

The contents of my legal conversations with the Governor are protected by the attorney-
client privilege. But the letter referenced in this question was drafted and sent by the
Office of the Attorney General, and I did not work on it.

b. Did you communicate with anyone in Attorney General Paxton’s office about the
Paxton letter?



As the Governor’s General Counsel and previously as his Deputy General Counsel, |
regularly communicate with lawyers in the Attorney General’s Office. It is possible that
someone mentioned the above-referenced letter to me, but I do not recall specifically
communicating with anyone in that office about it. Nor do I recall communicating with
anyone in the Attorney General’s Office about that letter before it was sent. The
Attorney General is an independently elected officeholder under the Texas Constitution,
and he is constitutionally charged with representing the State in litigation. See Tex.
Const. art. 4, 8 22. The Attorney General need not consult with, or seek permission from,
the Governor before sending a letter like the one dated June 29, 2017.

c. Did you advise the Governor about Attorney General Paxton’s April 30, 2018
lawsuit challenging DACA or otherwise work on this lawsuit?

The contents of my legal conversations with the Governor are protected by the attorney-
client privilege. But the lawsuit referenced above was prepared and filed by the Office of
the Attorney General, and | did not work on it.

d. Did you communicate with anyone in Attorney General Paxton’s office about the
April 30, 2018 lawsuit?

As the Governor’s General Counsel and previously as his Deputy General Counsel, |
regularly communicate with lawyers in the Attorney General’s Office. It is possible that
someone mentioned the above-referenced lawsuit to me, but | do not recall specifically
communicating with anyone in that office about it. The Attorney General is an
independently elected officeholder under the Texas Constitution, and he is
constitutionally charged with representing the state in litigation. See Tex. Const. art. 4,
§ 22. The Attorney General need not consult with, or seek permission from, the
Governor before initiating a lawsuit like the one filed on April 30, 2018.

4. OnJanuary 12, 2017, you gave a speech before the Texas Public Policy Foundation in which
you advocated for Governor Abbott’s proposal to amend the Constitution to allow individual
states to have the power to disagree with Supreme Court decisions. You said:

When the Supreme Court of the United States issues constitutional rulings
that have the effect of effectively re-construing the document that was
ratified by the Founders, that decision is itself accountable to the states, so
that the states can gather and say, “no, actually we don’t think that’s what
the First Amendment means, or the Fifth Amendment means, or the
Fourteenth Amendment means.” And that too would restore the document
that we hold so sacred and dear to We the People.

a. Thisis an extreme proposal that is inconsistent with the Constitutional order
established by the Founders. Please explain how this proposal would work, how you
square it with the Supremacy Clause, and why you think it is a good idea.



The quotation above refers to part I11 of the Governor’s white paper, which is referenced
and hyperlinked in my response to Question 9 from Senator Feinstein. In that white
paper, the Governor explained that Article V of the Constitution allows a super-majority
of states to amend the Constitution. The Governor argued that a super-majority of states
likewise should be able to amend or overturn Supreme Court decisions. That white
paper—and the speeches the Governor asked me to give in support of it—articulate the
Governor’s view, not my own.

b. Should states be given the constitutional power to re-construe the Constitution as a
state sees fit? How would that work?

I do not understand the Governor’s white paper to support amendments to the
Constitution as a state sees fit. The procedures proposed by the Governor are explained
on page 47 of his white paper. As noted above, that white paper—and the speeches the
Governor asked me to give in support of it—articulate the Governor’s view, not my own.

5. On May 9, 2016 you gave a speech before the Federalist Society’s chapter at the University
of Chicago and you said:

One of the reasons why the administrative state is enraging is not that you
disagree with what the EPA does, although | do disagree with a lot of what
it does. That’s not the thing that makes it enraging. It’s the illegitimacy of
it.

a. Why do you think the EPA’s actions are illegitimate?

In the portion of the speech quoted above, | was discussing the procedures used by the
EPA to promulgate particular administrative regulations. The views | expressed were
consistent with the state’s longstanding litigation positions against those regulations. The
position | articulated on behalf of the Governor is that all rules—no matter their merits or
demerits—must be promulgated in a procedurally proper way. Of course, as | testified at
the hearing, | would leave behind those litigating positions if confirmed; they would have
no bearing on my role as a judge; and | would work every day to apply the law fairly,
faithfully, and in accordance with Supreme Court precedent.

b. Do you find it “enraging” when the heads of agencies like EPA commit waste, abuse
and misconduct, like the misconduct that has reportedly been committed by EPA’s
current administrator, Scott Pruitt?

Canon 5 in the Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from commenting
on political matters.

c. You said you disagree with a lot of what the EPA does and you have called the
agency illegitimate. Given this statement of your views, would you commit to recuse
yourself, if confirmed, from matters involving EPA actions?
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As | testified at the hearing, | have litigated numerous issues in courts of law and in the
court of public opinion. But if confirmed, | would leave behind those litigation positions
and swear an oath to uphold the law faithfully, fairly, and without regard to persons. If
confirmed, | would unflaggingly discharge that obligation every day and in every case.
And as part of doing so, | would scrupulously apply the recusal requirements specified in
28 U.S.C. § 455, Canon 3 of the Code of Conduct for United States Judges, and all
pertinent advisory opinions.

In your May 9, 2016 Federalist Society speech, you said “I have particular things that I think
are illegitimate in the way that we conduct modern American law.” You went on to say “It’s
not that | disagree with a particular Department of Labor regulation or a particular IRS
regulation; it is the entire existence of this edifice of administrative law that is
constitutionally suspect.”

Given that you see the current system of American administrative law as “illegitimate”
and “constitutionally suspect,” would you commit to recuse yourself from
administrative law cases if you are confirmed?

Please see my answer to Question 5(c).
In September 13, 2016 testimony you gave before a Texas legislative committee, you said
“Our Supreme Court is just as comfortable making up rights that have no connection to the

Constitution as it is ignoring rights that are expressly guaranteed by the document.”

a. Why did you say that the Supreme Court is comfortable making up rights that have
no connection to the Constitution?

Please see my response to Question 10(a) and Question 10(b) from Senator Feinstein.

b. When you made this statement, did you have any examples of Supreme Court
decisions in mind? Or were you making an unsupported claim during your
testimony?

Please see my response to Question 10(a) and Question 10(b) from Senator Feinstein.

In a 2007 article in the Tennessee Law Review you wrote “the Sherman Act, as it is currently

understood, is unconstitutional” and “the modern day scope of the Sherman Act is

illegitimate.”

The Sherman Act, passed in 1890, is one of our nation’s foundational antitrust laws; it
prohibits monopolies and contracts, combinations, and conspiracies in restraint of trade.

a. Do you still believe that the Sherman Act is unconstitutional and that its current
scope is illegitimate?
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| started writing the article referenced above while I was still in law school. It argues that
the Supreme Court’s treatment of the Sherman Act differs from its treatment of other
statutes, and those differences raise constitutional questions. Because | was a law student
and a private citizen, | was free to ask those questions. If confirmed, however, | would
be bound to apply all of the Supreme Court’s precedents—including, in particular,
Addyston Pipe & Steel v. United States, 175 U.S. 211 (1899), which upheld the Sherman
Act against constitutional challenge. | would apply those precedents fully, faithfully, and
fairly.

b. How would you fix Sherman Act jurisprudence to correct what you see as
constitutional defects with it?

As | explained in my response to Question 1 and Question 4 from Senator Feinstein, it
would be inappropriate for me to criticize the Supreme Court’s jurisprudence in this area
or any other area.

In 2015 you worked on an amicus brief on behalf of Texas and several other states in
opposition to a California state law that required a person to demonstrate good cause in order
to obtain a concealed carry permit. The brief said “California bases its incapacious [sic] view
of the right to bear arms on purported public safety concerns.” You went on to say that
“California is wrong to suggest that its public safety concerns give the state a legal basis to
impose special and draconian burdens on Second Amendment rights.”

a. Please explain what constitutes a “draconian burden” on Second Amendment
rights.

The brief cited above was filed in the Ninth Circuit on behalf of the governors of six
states. It pointed out that the Supreme Court rejected the argument “that the Second
Amendment differs from all of the other provisions of the Bill of Rights because it
concerns the right to possess a deadly implement and thus has implications for public
safety.” McDonald v. City of Chicago, 561 U.S. 742, 782 (2010); see also id. at 783
(noting the city could find “no case in which we have refrained from holding that a
provision of the Bill of Rights is binding on the States on the ground that the right at issue
has disputed public safety implications™). And it further pointed that public safety data
from the State of Texas suggested that individuals licensed to carry firearms are less
likely to commit crimes than individuals who are not licensed. In the amici Governors’
view, the burdens associated California’s particular licensing scheme were not justified
by its benefits.

b. Do public safety concerns ever justify placing any limits on Second Amendment
rights?

As noted above, the Supreme Court in McDonald rejected the argument “that the Second
Amendment differs from all of the other provisions of the Bill of Rights because it
concerns the right to possess a deadly implement and thus has implications for public
safety.” 561 U.S. at 782. At the same time, however, the Supreme Court in Heller noted
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that its opinion did not vitiate well-established laws premised on public safety—such as
“longstanding prohibitions on the possession of firearms by felons and the mentally ill, or
laws forbidding the carrying of firearms in sensitive places such as schools and
government buildings, or laws imposing conditions and qualifications on the commercial
sale of arms.” District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U.S. 570, 626-27 (2008).

Who should decide whether a particular burden to be imposed by a state law is
justified by public safety concerns- the state legislature that is the elected
representative of the people or judges?

Within the limits established by the Constitution, the people and their elected
representatives have discretion to set whatever limits they prefer.

Do you believe that judges should be “originalist” and should adhere to the original
public meaning of constitutional provisions when applying those provisions today?

As Justice Kagan testified before this Committee, “[sJometimes [the Framers] laid down
very specific rules. Sometimes they laid down broad principles. Either way, we apply
what they say, what they meant to do. So in that sense, we are all originalists.” The
Nomination of Elena Kagan to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States: Hearing Before the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, S. Hrg. 111-1044,
at 62 (2010). But for a lower court judge, the first and often final stop for constitutional
interpretation is U.S. Supreme Court precedent. If confirmed, | would look first to
precedent in all cases involving constitutional interpretation.

If so, do you believe that courts should adhere to the original public meaning of the
Foreign Emoluments Clause when interpreting and applying the Clause today? The
Foreign Emoluments Clause in Article I, Section 9, Clause 8, of the Constitution provides
that:

...no Person holding any Office of Profit or Trust under [the United
States], shall, without the Consent of the Congress, accept of any
present, Emolument, Office, or title, of any kind whatever, from any
King, Prince, or foreign State.

I have not had occasion to study the Foreign Emoluments Clause or any Supreme Court
precedent interpreting it. 1 am aware, however, of pending litigation regarding this
Clause. See District of Columbia v. Trump, --- F. Supp. 3d ---, 2018 WL 1516306 (D.
Md. Mar. 28, 2018). Accordingly, under Canon 3(A)(6) of the Code of Conduct for
United States Judges, | cannot comment further.

11. You say in your questionnaire that you have been a member of the Federalist Society since

2002.

a. Why did you join the Federalist Society?
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I joined the Federalist Society because | enjoyed the speakers and debates they hosted at
my law school.

. Was it appropriate for President Trump to publicly thank the Federalist Society for

helping compile his Supreme Court shortlist? For example, in an interview with
Breitbart News’ Steve Bannon on June 13, 2016, Trump said “[w]e’re going to have great
judges, conservative, all picked by the Federalist Society.” In a press conference on
January 11, 2017, he said his list of Supreme Court candidates came “highly
recommended by the Federalist Society.”

As a judicial nominee, | am barred by Canon 5 in the Code of Conduct for United States
Judges from commenting on political matters.

Please list each year that you have attended the Federalist Society’s annual
convention.

I have attended the Federalist Society’s annual convention, but | do not have records or
memories of each time | attended that event. As far as | can recall, | have attended it only
once since | moved to Texas in 2012. | have attended various other Federalist Society
meetings and events; where | spoke at a meeting or an event, | included it in Item 12(d)
of my Senate Judiciary Questionnaire.

On November 17, 2017, Attorney General Sessions spoke before the Federalist Society’s
convention. At the beginning of his speech, Attorney General Sessions attempted to joke
with the crowd about his meetings with Russians. Video of the speech shows that the
crowd laughed and applauded at these comments. (See
https://www.reuters.com/video/2017/11/17/sessions-makes-russia-joke-at-
speech?videold=373001899) Did you attend this speech, and if so, did you laugh or
applaud when Attorney General Sessions attempted to joke about meeting with
Russians?

I did not attend this speech.

Is waterboarding torture?

It is my understanding that waterboarding constitutes torture where it is intentionally used
“to inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering” upon a detainee. 18 U.S.C.
8§ 2340(1).

Is waterboarding cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment?
It is my understanding that Congress amended the Detainee Treatment Act through

Section 1045 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2016. The law
provides that no person in the custody or under the control of the United States
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Government may be subjected to any interrogation technique not authorized in the Army
Field Manual. 42 U.S.C. 8 2000dd-2(a)(2). It is my understanding that waterboarding is
not authorized in the Army Field Manual.

c. Iswaterboarding illegal under U.S. law?
Please see my responses to Question 12(a) and Question 12(b).

Was President Trump factually accurate in his claim that 3 to 5 million people voted
illegally in the 2016 election?

I have no basis for evaluating the accuracy or inaccuracy of this statement. Moreover, Canon
5 in the Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from commenting on
political matters.

Do you think the American people are well served when judicial nominees decline to
answer simple factual questions?

I believe all judicial nominees should answer questions truthfully and to the maximum extent
permitted by the Code of Conduct for United States Judges and the rules of privilege.

During the confirmation process of Justice Gorsuch, special interests contributed millions of
dollars in undisclosed dark money to a front organization called the Judicial Crisis Network
that ran a comprehensive campaign in support of the nomination. It is likely that many of
these secret contributors have an interest in cases before the Supreme Court. | fear this flood
of dark money undermines faith in the impartiality of our judiciary.

The Judicial Crisis Network has also spent money on advertisements supporting a number
President Trump’s nominees.

a. Do you have any concerns about outside groups or special interests making
undisclosed donations to front organizations like the Judicial Crisis Network in
support of your nomination? Note that I am not asking whether you have solicited
any such donations, I am asking whether you would find such donations to be
problematic.

I have no knowledge of any such donations. Nor am | aware of the Judicial Crisis
Network supporting my nomination. As to whether any such donations are problematic,
that is a question of ongoing public debate. And Canon 5 in the Code of Conduct for
United States Judges prohibits me from opining on political matters.

b. If you learn of any such donations, will you commit to call for the undisclosed
donors to make their donations public so that if you are confirmed you can have full
information when you make decisions about recusal in cases that these donors may
have an interest in?
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b.

If confirmed, 1 would scrupulously apply the recusal requirements specified in 28 U.S.C.
8 455, Canon 3 of the Code of Conduct for United States Judges, and all pertinent
advisory opinions. Beyond that, the disclosure or nondisclosure of any such donations
constitutes a matter of ongoing public debate. And Canon 5 in the Code of Conduct for
United States Judges prohibits me from opining on political matters.

Will you condemn any attempt to make undisclosed donations to the Judicial Crisis
Network on behalf of your nomination?

Please see my responses to Question 15(a) and Question 15(b).

Can a president pardon himself?
I have not studied this question.
What answer does an originalist view of the Constitution provide to this question?

I have not studied this question.

17. In your view, is there any role for empathy when a judge is considering a case?

Empathy is an essential human virtue. And there are places where empathy can
appropriately affect the judicial function. Criminal sentencing is one example.

For appellate judges, it is less clear how empathy can appropriately affect a case. Justice
Kagan put it well when she testified before this Committee: “I think it’s law all the way
down. When a case comes before the court, parties come before the court, the question is
not do you like this party or do you like that party, do you favor this cause or do you
favor that cause. The question is—and this is true of constitutional law and it’s true of
statutory law—the question is what the law requires.” The Nomination of Elena Kagan
to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States: Hearing Before the
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 111th Cong., S. Hrg. 111-1044, at 103 (2010).
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Respectfully submitted.



Case 1:14-cv-00254 Document 148 Filed in TXSD on 02/20/15 Page 2 of 4

LUTHER STRANGE
Attorney General of Alabama

MARK BRNOVICH
Attorney General of Arizona

DUSTIN MCDANIEL
Attorney General of Arkansas

PAMELA JO BONDI
Attorney General of Florida

SAMUEL S. OLENS
Attorney General of Georgia

LAWRENCE G. WASDEN
Attorney General of Idaho

JOSEPH C. CHAPELLE
PETER J. RUSTHOVEN
Counsel for the State of Indiana

DEREK SCHMIDT
Attorney General of Kansas

JAMES D. “BUupDY” CALDWELL
Attorney General of Louisiana

TiMOoTHY C. FOX
Attorney General of Montana

JON C. BRUNING
Attorney General of Nebraska

ADAM PAUL LAXALT
Attorney General of Nevada

WAYNE STENEHJEM
Attorney General of North Dakota

KEN PAXTON
Attorney General of Texas

CHARLES E. Roy
First Assistant Attorney General

ScoTT A. KELLER
Solicitor General

/s/ Andrew S. Oldham

ANDREW S. OLDHAM

Deputy Solicitor General
Attorney-in-Charge
State Bar No. 24081616

J. CAMPBELL BARKER
Deputy Solicitor General

ANGELA V. COLMENERO
ADAM N. BITTER
Assistant Attorneys General

Office of the Attorney General of Texas

P.O. Box 78711
Austin, Texas 78711-2548
512-936-1700



Case 1:14-cv-00254 Document 148 Filed in TXSD on 02/20/15 Page 3 of 4

MICHAEL DEWINE

Attorney General of Ohio

ERIC E. MURPHY

Co-counsel for the State of Ohio

E. ScoTT PRUITT
Attorney General of Oklahoma

ALAN WILSON
Attorney General of South Carolina

MARTY J. JACKLEY
Attorney General of South Dakota

HERBERT SLATERY I1I
Attorney General and Reporter of
Tennessee

SEAN D. REYES
Attorney General of Utah

PATRICK MORRISEY
Attorney General of West Virginia

BRAD D. SCHIMEL
Attorney General of Wisconsin

BILL SCHUETTE
Attorney General for the People of
Michigan

DREW SNYDER
Counsel for the Governor of Mississippi

PAUL R. LEPAGE
Governor of Maine

ROBERT C. STEPHENS
Counsel for the Governor of North
Carolina

ToMm C. PERRY
CALLY YOUNGER
Counsel for the Governor of Idaho



Case 1:14-cv-00254 Document 148 Filed in TXSD on 02/20/15 Page 4 of 4

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I served a copy of this pleading on all counsel of record via this
Court’s CM/ECF system.

/s/ Andrew S. Oldham
ANDREW S. OLDHAM

CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE

I certify that I emailed counsel for the Defendants on February 20, 2015 to
conference this motion. Defendants are unopposed.

/s/ Andrew S. Oldham
ANDREW S. OLDHAM




Case 1:14-cv-00254 Document 171 Filed in TXSD on 03/02/15 Page 1 of 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
BROWNSVILLE DIVISION

STATE OF TEXAS, et al., 8
Plaintiffs, )
8

V. ) CIVIL ACTION NO. 1:14-CV-254
8
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et al., )
Defendants. 8
8
ORDER

Before the Court is the State of Texas’ Unopposed Motion to Withdraw Andrew S.
Oldham as Attorney-in-Charge. [Doc. No. 148]. The Court hereby grants the Motion. Angela

V. Colmenero shall be the attorney-in-charge for any future proceedings in this Court.

Signed this 2nd day of March, 2015.

/li\wgqa L&M

Andrew S. Hanen
United States District Judge




Nomination of Andrew Oldham to the
United States Court of Appeals
For the Fifth Circuit
Questions for the Record
Submitted May 2, 2018

OQUESTIONS FROM SENATOR WHITEHOUSE

1. During his confirmation hearing, Chief Justice Roberts likened the judicial role to that of
a baseball umpire, saying “‘[m]y job is to call balls and strikes and not to pitch or bat.”
a. Do you agree with Justice Roberts” metaphor? Why or why not?

Yes. A judge’s role is to interpret the law, not make it.

b. What role, if any, should the practical consequences of a particular ruling play in
a judge’s rendering of a decision?

The Supreme Court directs the judicial branch to consider whether an
interpretation of a statute generates absurd results. See, e.g., Arlington Cent. Sch.
Dist. Bd. of Educ. v. Murphy, 548 U.S. 291, 296 (2006). I am also aware that, at
least in the D.C. Circuit and U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, the
practice of remand-without-vacatur is premised on an awareness of practical
consequences. See, e.g., Standing Rock Sioux Tribe v. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, 282 F. Supp. 3d 91, 97 (D.D.C. 2017) (“This Court must determine
whether there is at least a serious possibility that the agency will be able to
substantiate its decision on remand, and whether vacatur will lead to impermissibly
disruptive consequences in the interim.” (internal quotation marks and alterations
omitted)). Beyond that, it is generally a judge’s job to follow the law and to leave
practical consequences to the political branches.

2. During Justice Sotomayor’s confirmation proceedings, President Obama expressed his
view that a judge benefits from having a sense of empathy, for instance “to recognize
what it’s like to be a young teenage mom, the empathy to understand what it's like to be
poor or African-American or gay or disabled or old.”

a. What role, if any, should empathy play in a judge’s decision-making process?

Please see my answer to Question 17 from Senator Durbin.

b. What role, if any, should a judge’s personal life experience play in his or her
decision-making process?

I agree that personal life experiences are one source (but not the only source) of
empathy. Regarding the appropriate role of empathy in judicial decisionmaking,

please see my answer to Question 17 from Senator Durbin.

3. In your view, is it ever appropriate for a judge to ignore, disregard, refuse to implement,
or issue an order that is contrary to an order from a superior court?

No.

4. What assurance can you provide this committee and the American people that you would,



as a federal judge, equally uphold the interests of the “little guy,” specifically litigants
who do not have the same kind of resources to spend on their legal representation as large
corporations?

I am committed to “administer[ing] justice without respect to persons,” to “do[ing] equal
right to the poor and rich,” and to “faithfully and impartially discharg[ing] and
perform[ing] all the duties * * * under the Constitution and laws of the United States,” as
required under the oath I would take if confirmed as a judge. 28 U.S.C. § 453. In my
career as a public servant and a litigator, I have represented the state. But I also have
represented an individual whistleblower named Kassie Westmoreland who reported fraud
at a large pharmaceutical company. And I have represented e-book consumers who were
harmed by an antitrust conspiracy between large corporations. If confirmed, I would
uphold the rights of all litigants—big or little—equally and apply the law to all fairly.

During your confirmation hearing, you testified that when you gave remarks at a May
2016 Federalist Society event at the University of Chicago, you were “advocating on
behalf of a client . . . in the court of public opinion.”
a. What compensation did you receive for this speaking engagement, including but
not limited to speaker’s fees, food, travel, and lodging?

I am barred by Texas law from accepting speaker’s fees or honoraria. My
airfare, lodging, and a portion of my meals were reimbursed.

b. What entity paid for your food, travel, lodging and other expenses? (If the answer
to this question is that an entity other than the state of Texas paid for your
expenses, please provide copies of your relevant annual personal financial
statement you were required to file under state ethics laws.)

Under Texas law and Office of the Governor policy, I am reimbursed only by the
Office of the Governor. I submitted my receipts to the travel department in the
Office of the Governor, and the Office of the Governor reimbursed me. For this
particular event, the Federalist Society agreed to pay the Office of the Governor
for some of the expenses, including airfare and lodging. Texas law permits the
Office of the Governor to solicit and accept gifts and donations for that purpose.
See Tex. Gov’t Code § 401.101. Accordingly, the Office of the Governor
solicited partial reimbursement from the Federalist Society—using a form called
the “Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation” form (“GGRD”). Each of these
forms were executed and filed in accordance with state law.

c. Ifthe state of Texas paid for your expenses, please provide the committee a copy
of your agency “request and authorization” including justification for travel to a
speaking engagement, filed with appropriate state agencies.

I have supplied a copy of my travel requisition and the associated GGRD. See
Attachment A. The travel voucher states that the purpose of the trip was “to
give a speech promoting the Governor’s Texas Plan.” Id. at 3. The travel
requisition describes my official duties as “giv[ing] a speech to promote the
Governor’s Texas Plan.” 1d. at 4. And, under the heading labeled “Benefit of
Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition states: “This trip will
promote the Texas Plan, one of Governor Abbott’s signature initiatives.” 1d.
The travel requisition is signed by the Governor’s General Counsel, the



Governor’s Director of Administration, the Governor’s Director of Financial
Services, and the Governor’s Deputy Chief of Staff. See id. Finally, the GGRD
associated with this trip states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the Office
of the Governor for my airfare and hotel accommodations in accordance with all
applicable state laws. Id. at 5. It is signed by a lawful representative of the
Federalist Society, who made the following acknowledgment: “I acknowledge:
that this donation is being made to the [Office of the Governor, or “O0OG”] with
the intent that it be used for a lawful public purpose in accordance with Texas
Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for any
other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor any entity that I represent is
seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment, consideration, or
benefit as a result of this donation; and that I acknowledge I am authorized to
sign on behalf of this entity.” Id. It is also signed by the Governor’s Director of
Financial Services, the Governor’s Ethics Advisor, and the Governor’s Deputy
Chief of Staff. See id.

If any outside entity, include any chapter of the Federalist Society, paid for any
portion of your expenses, what steps did you take to comply with applicable
Texas ethics laws? See, e.g., https://www.ethics.state.tx.us/guides/Go-
e.htm#Honoraria

Please see my responses to Question 5(b) and Question 5(c).



6. With respect to each of the speeches listed in Question 12(d) of your Senate Judiciary
Questionnaire:
a. Were you “advocating on behalf of a client,” or otherwise representing the state,
Solicitor General, Attorney General, or Governor of Texas?

Yes, to the best of my recollection, I appeared as a representative of my office
for each of the entries in Item 12(d).

b. What compensation did you receive, including but not limited to speaker’s fees,
food, travel, and lodging?

Please see my response to Question 5(a). For some of the entries in Item 12(d),
my travel expenses were reimbursed in whole or in part. Many of the entries in
Item 12(d), however, took place in Austin, Texas. For the latter category of
speeches, I rarely if ever sought reimbursement.

c. What entity paid for your food, travel, lodging and other expenses? (If the answer
to this question is that an entity other than the state of Texas paid for your
expenses, please provide copies of your relevant annual personal financial
statement you were required to file under state ethics laws.)

Please see my responses to Question 5(b) and Question 5(c). I have
attempted to locate all travel requisitions and GGRDs for the speeches listed
in Item 12(d). These forms are kept only in paper, and the search had to be
done by hand. The Office of the Governor uses travel requisitions and
GGRDs only when an employee seeks reimbursement for travel expenses;
where I did not seek reimbursement (e.g., for speeches in Austin, Texas),
neither I nor the Office of the Governor have travel requisitions or GGRDs.
Neither I nor the Office of the Governor has travel records for the items
prior to the start of the fiscal year in 2015. And I do not have travel records
from my tenure in the Office of the Attorney General. I have supplied all
records that are available to me, including ones from the Office of the
Governor’s archives. See Attachment B.

d. If the state of Texas paid for your expenses to any of your public speaking
engagements listed on your committee questionnaire, please provide the
committee a copy of your agency “request and authorization” including
justification for travel to a speaking engagement, filed with appropriate state
agencies.

Please see my response to Question 6(c).

For the October 23, 2017, speech, my travel voucher says that the purpose
of the trip was “to speak on behalf of the Governor.” Attachment B at 3.
The travel requisition describes my official duties as “[s]peak[ing] on behalf
of the Governor.” 1d. at 4. And under the heading labeled “Benefit of
Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition states: “Mr. Oldham
spoke on the Governor’s behalf.” Id.

For the December 8, 2016, speech, my travel requisition describes my



official duties as “giv[ing] a speech regarding recent developments in
administrative law, including in particular, Governor Abbott’s landmark
win in United States v. Texas.” 1d. at 8. And under the heading labeled
“Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition states
that I “will promote Governor Abbott’s landmark victory in United States v.
Texas.” Id.

For the October 17, 2016, speech, my travel requisition describes my
official duties as “giv[ing] a speech at the University of Chicago Law
School regarding the second amendment.” Id. at 12. Under the heading
labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition
states that I “will promote Governor Abbott’s view on the Second
Amendment.” Id. Finally, the GGRD associated with this trip states that
the Federalist Society reimbursed the Office of the Governor for my airfare
and hotel accommodations in accordance with all applicable state laws. 1d.
at 13. It is signed by a lawful representative of the Federalist Society, who
made the following acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that this donation is
being made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that
if this donation cannot be used as originally intended, the OOG, in its
discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither I nor any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will
receive any special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result of this
donation; and that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf of this
entity.” Id.

For the October 5 and 6, 2016, speeches, my travel requisition describes my
official duties as “giv[ing] two speeches — one in Dallas and one in Fort
Worth. The first will discuss the American Bar Association’s recent
amendments to the rules of professional misconduct. The second will
discuss the second amendment.” 1d. at 18. Under the heading labeled
“Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition states
that I “will promote Governor Abbott’s agenda and accomplishments
regarding the first and second amendments.” ld. Finally, the GGRD
associated with this trip states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the
Office of the Governor for my airfare and hotel accommodations in
accordance with all applicable state laws. Id. at 19. It is signed by a lawful
representative of the Federalist Society, who made the following
acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the
OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public purpose in
accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this
donation cannot be used as originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion,
may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor
any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any
special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and
that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” Id.

For the September 27, 2016, speech in Fort Worth, my travel requisition
describes my official duties as “giv[ing] a speech at a town hall event
regarding an Article V convention of states.” Id. at 23. Under the heading



labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition
states that I “will promote Governor Abbott’s agenda and accomplishments
regarding federalism issues, fighting federal overreach, and an Article V
convention of states.” 1d.

For the September 8, 2016, speech, my travel requisition describes my
official duties as “giv[ing] a speech to the University of Texas Law
School’s Federalist Society regarding the Supreme Court Term.” Id. at 27.
Under the heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my
travel requisition states that I “will promote Texas’s efforts in the Supreme
Court and highlight Governor Abbott’s victory in the United States v. Texas
case.” Id. Finally, the GGRD associated with this speech states that the
Federalist Society reimbursed the Office of the Governor for my
transportation in accordance with all applicable state laws. Id. at 28. It is
signed by a lawful representative of the Federalist Society, who made the
following acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that this donation is being
made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public purpose
in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this
donation cannot be used as originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion,
may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor
any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any
special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and
that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” Id.

For the August 2, 2016, speech, my travel requisition describes my official
duties as “speaking to the Blackstone Scholars about working for Governor
Abbott.” 1d. at 32. Under the heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the
Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition states that I “will promote
Governor Abbott’s priorities . . . .” Id. Finally, the GGRD associated with
this speech states that the Alliance Defending Freedom reimbursed the
Office of the Governor for my travel and hotel accommodations in
accordance with all applicable state laws. Id. at 33. It is signed by a lawful
representative of the Alliance Defending Freedom, who made the following
acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the
OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public purpose in
accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this
donation cannot be used as originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion,
may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor
any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any
special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and
that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” Id.

For the May 9, 2016, speech, my travel requisition describes my official
duties as “giv[ing] a speech to promote the Governor’s Texas Plan.” Id. at
37. Under the heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s
Office,” my travel requisition states that I “will promote the Texas Plan, one
of Governor Abbott’s signature initiatives.” Id. Finally, the GGRD
associated with this speech states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the
Office of the Governor for my travel and hotel accommodations in
accordance with all applicable state laws. Id. at 38. It is signed by a lawful



representative of the Federalist Society, who made the following
acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the
OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public purpose in
accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this
donation cannot be used as originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion,
may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor
any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any
special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and
that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” Id.

For the April 13, 2016, speech, my travel voucher states that “[t]he purpose
of the trip was to participate in legal and policy discussions concerning
Governor’s Office initiatives.” Id. at 41. My travel requisition describes
my official duties as “participat[ing] in legal and policy discussions
regarding the Governor’s Texas Plan.” Id. at 42. Under the heading labeled
“Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel requisition states
that “[t]he event will raise awareness of the Governor’s call for a
convention of States.” Id. Finally, the GGRD associated with this speech
states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the Office of the Governor for
my travel and hotel accommodations in accordance with all applicable state
laws. 1d. at 43. It is signed by a lawful representative of the Federalist
Society, who made the following acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that
this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a
lawful public purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section
401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as originally intended, the
OOQG, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public
purpose; that neither I nor any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled
to, or will receive any special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result
of this donation; and that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf
of this entity.” Id.

For the March 17, 2016, speech, my travel voucher states that “[t]he
purpose of the trip was to participate in legal and policy discussions
concerning Governor’s Office initiatives.” Id. at 46. My travel requisition
describes my official duties as “participat[ing] in legal and policy
discussions regarding the Governor’s Texas Plan.” 1d. at 47. Under the
heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel
requisition states that “[t]he event will raise awareness of the Governor’s
call for a convention of States.” ld. Finally, the GGRD associated with this
speech states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the Office of the
Governor for my travel and hotel accommodations in accordance with all
applicable state laws. Id. at 48. It is signed by a lawful representative of
the Federalist Society, who made the following acknowledgment: “I
acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent
that it be used for a lawful public purpose in accordance with Texas
Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for
any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor any entity that I represent
is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment, consideration,
or benefit as a result of this donation; and that I acknowledge I am



authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” Id.

For the March 6, 2016, speech, my travel voucher states that “[t]he purpose
of the trip was to participate in legal and policy discussions concerning
Governor’s Office initiatives.” Id. at 51. My travel requisition describes
my official duties as “promot[ing] the Texas Plan.” Id. at 52. Under the
heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel
requisition states that I will “[p]romote the Texas Plan, one of the
Governor’s signature initiatives.” Id.

For the January 28, 2016, speech, my travel voucher states that “[t]he
purpose of the trip was to participate in legal and policy discussions
regarding the Governor’s initiatives.” Id. at 56. My travel requisition
describes my official duties as “participat[ing] in legal and policy
discussions regarding the Governor’s Texas Plan.” 1d. at 57. Under the
heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel
requisition states that “[t]he event will raise awareness of the Governor’s
call for a convention of States.” Id. Finally, the GGRD associated with this
speech states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the Office of the
Governor for my travel and hotel accommodations in accordance with all
applicable state laws. 1d. at 58. It is signed by a lawful representative of
the Federalist Society, who made the following acknowledgment: “I
acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent
that it be used for a lawful public purpose in accordance with Texas
Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for
any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor any entity that I represent
is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment, consideration,
or benefit as a result of this donation; and that I acknowledge I am
authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” 1d.

For the October 16, 2015, speech, my travel voucher states that the purpose
of the trip was “to participate in a debate on the Second Amendment and
gun-control issues, on behalf of the Governor’s Office.” Id. at 61. My
travel requisition describes my official duties as “participat[ing] in a debate
on the Second Amendment and gun-control issues.” Id. at 62. Under the
heading labeled “Benefit of Travel to the Governor’s Office,” my travel
requisition states that “[t]he event will promote the Governor’s legal and
policy views on Second Amendment issues.” 1d. Finally, the GGRD
associated with this speech states that the Federalist Society reimbursed the
Office of the Governor for my travel and hotel accommodations in
accordance with all applicable state laws. Id. at 63. It is signed by a lawful
representative of the Federalist Society, who made the following
acknowledgment: “I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the
OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public purpose in
accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this
donation cannot be used as originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion,
may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that neither I nor
any entity that I represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any
special treatment, consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and



that I acknowledge I am authorized to sign on behalf of this entity.” Id.
If any outside entity paid for any portion of your expenses, what steps did you
take to comply with applicable Texas ethics laws? See, e.g.,

https://www.ethics.state.tx.us/guides/Go-e.htm#Honoraria

Please see my responses to Question 5(b), Question 5(c), and Question 6(d).

7. In your May 2016 speech to the University of Chicago Federalist Society, you stated that
“One of the reasons why the administrative state is enraging, is not that you disagree with
what the EPA does, although, I do disagree with a lot of what it does. That’s not the thing
that makes it enraging. It’s the illegitimacy of it.” You also stated that “the entire
existence of this edifice of administrative law is constitutionally suspect.”

a.

Why do you believe the administrative state is illegitimate?

Please see my response to Question 13 from Senator Feinstein and my response to
Question 5(a) from Senator Durbin.

Why do you believe that the entire edifice of administrative law is constitutionally
suspect?

Please see my response to Question 13 from Senator Feinstein and my response to
Question 5(a) from Senator Durbin.

8. At your confirmation hearing, you stated with respect to your previous work that “I
would leave behind all of those litigating positions, all of those advocacy positions, and
swear an oath to simply apply the law as an impartial jurist.”

a.

What specific steps would you take to put aside your personal beliefs and
previous advocacy positions “to simply apply the law as an impartial jurist”?

All judges have personal beliefs, and all former litigators have a record of
previous advocacy positions. It is nonetheless incumbent on every judge to
put aside his or her personal beliefs and previous clients, and instead to
apply the law fairly and faithfully, without regard to persons, prejudice, or
politics. If confirmed, I would do so in every case and every day.
Moreover, with respect to previous advocacy positions I have taken on
behalf of my clients, I would scrupulously apply the recusal standards set
forth in 28 U.S.C. § 455, Canon 3 of the Code of Conduct for United States
Judges, and all pertinent advisory opinions.

If a case comes before you that implicates your personal beliefs or previous
litigating positions (for example, the view that “the entire existence of this edifice
of administrative law is constitutionally suspect’), what would you do to ensure
that your personal beliefs or previous litigating positions do not affect your
judgment?

Please see my answer to Question 8(a).

What would you do, as a circuit judge, if confronted with a case that involved a
challenge to the Clean Power Plan? Would you recuse yourself?



As noted above in my response to Question 8(a), I would of course recuse myself
from any case I have worked on. I also note that the recusal statute has a specific
provision that applies to government attorneys. See 28 U.S.C. § 455(b)(3). 1
would scrupulously apply that provision and all the others mentioned above in
each and every case.

9. Recently confirmed Fifth Circuit Judge James Ho issued his first circuit court opinion
this April. The case involved Austin, Texas’s $350 limit on campaign contributions in
city council elections, which a panel of the Fifth Circuit upheld unanimously. Before his
confirmation, Ho had written in his personal capacity about campaign finance



10.

restrictions, calling for their abolishment, on First Amendment grounds. In his first
opinion, Ho dissented from a denial of rehearing en banc. Ho’s opinion picked up on the
themes expressed in his personal-capacity writings, arguing that notwithstanding
Supreme Court precedent upholding the validity of contribution limits like Austin’s, he
viewed Austin’s limits as unconstitutional. Ho wrote: “If you don’t like big money in
politics, then you should oppose big government in our lives. Because the former is a
necessary consequence of the latter . . . if there is too much money in politics, it’s
because there’s too much government.”

a. In your view, is it appropriate for a circuit judge to editorialize in an opinion on a

policy question, as Ho has done in the quote above?

I have not studied that opinion or the questions presented in it. Moreover, if
confirmed, I would be bound not only by all Supreme Court precedent but also
by all Fifth Circuit precedent. I therefore cannot properly comment on the Fifth
Circuit’s denial of rehearing en banc or Judge Ho’s dissent from that denial.

b. Do you agree that a reasonable observer could conclude from the quote above that
Judge Ho has failed to put aside his personal views and to “simply apply the law
as an impartial jurist”?

I have not studied that opinion. Nor am I aware of Judge Ho’s personal views.

During your confirmation hearing, you acknowledged that you were “familiar with the
concept” of implicit racial bias in America and know that it is “a studied topic.” You
acknowledged that racism exists in various forms in this country, and that some of it
“could be implicit.” Do you believe that you might have implicit biases, racial or
otherwise? What specific steps should a judge take to ensure implicit biases do not affect
decision making?

As Iunderstand the concept, it is possible that all people have implicit biases of some
kind. It is therefore incumbent on all people to be vigilant for potential biases in their
views. That is particularly true for judges, who are charged with upholding the law and
applying it equally and without regard to persons.



pandxiay

OZBLToY (21S) NOUUY  REROD

¥0 SEY $SL09)L JSQUINN DHOAU| BL0ZISZISE—"

sasuadxy
Buibpo pue sieay

vonepodsuei] pUni9 - SIRS-I0N0 1PABIL

- vy 01/01/50-01 /60750 OBEILD p5209).1
“.. = )a%,%. \ 95020150
uoRduasa aeg dARSAN0
\\ ”
08'55$ TLLOGMOR N 06666666 666 LSCL 0G0 SikL 008SS 9 1000 144 £
0w ¥ers ZzL09108 N §6566668 BB - b6TL — 0010 . SIAL 00654 9% 1000 sz
oy res 22109408 N soseeses 666 ~18CL 10010 7 L.  006EH st 1000 sz L
pong
ey Vad (1t} sVen JMOENS | o ReIE (NSd| 580 | vod | R0D ONIRIY I\ Jja8y | 554 | 5I | Y98
POZZ-6EL8L X1 NILLSNY
HONHIA0D 3HL 40 301440
WYHGT0 S M3HANY
YO'SEPS IMOL o LJEIYEIFZO00L ‘ON JODUSA
neq uibeg
ourp) Bes 6601 oweq Jusliked PO 7 SLOZBOS0 0K 18010
ZZI09L0E 19PIO 082y g wawley Bug 104
19 fousby \ QLT NI0 Mg ang e keg
2ZL09L04 JASYONOA 106 mqumy Aousy 10€ Aousdly ewnoog)
HIHONOA TIAVEL oA { 1=
HONNIAOD 3HL 40 FNSH0 .,:00 u.:u”u
SYX31 40 A1V1S

—QL. 09>




Copmn'e
o N nan
Aov Qam

&

TRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM

Nvwres
rew

¥ Koency Nawe 0
Governor - Executive ** '
T 1 p675¢
I5 Vay 0
{Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counsel
(2 Dengranad Peaccparters
1100 San Jacinto, Austin, TX 78701
N Tanas weicar sasber RAENCY U
RO ™ — oA et od TouT L L
— 1 1 1ojool | 1, I | 9%%%
—XEET U L2 1 | l I
| |
TSR] APPN ™ V0 % L TON
] lm Ly — ]
W ) (] YORD 40% —AY TOHJ AU
B g L ; a
[ IWOKE e R PMT DL DATE moklﬁf 1’ l% rzus— —
¥ 1 I 129/99 | =
T S TN S T T TR TRy T OO
12 DSTROUTION SEIEE 2 ":-‘L:-"F\-—— AMOUNT
Expense tamization for n-state travel:
Fares, PUbibe ranspotation ™ | meres] | maciwicor] | 0.00
Parsonal car mieage | 0.00 Wdes g9 (Rate se1 by Legiiatu) | 054 | 0.00
Meals and / o¢ lodging 0.00
Paking | 0.00
Inzidental expanses (itemze) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense itemization for out-af-state travel:
Fares, Public transportation va] 9444 |  miresl | s o] |
Personaicarmioage | 000 |  ees g (Rate set by Logistatrs) | o |
Meals and / of ledging
Parking |Austin Asrport
Inckiental expenses (lemize) |
| Hotel taces 34.80 Ho
19. | cortify that the expense acccunt shown adove Is true, corect, #nd u
sign ’ /PA/\_/
Lucy Villarreal
550




|
|

*Show point-lo-point besakoown. m claims

Towd

by 75174 (Backi(Rey 2-34%) Page of
LSTATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
Lowe & rm - Weste |0 Meas o lesgrg [
s ] Famad ey nac-ovemg't ot ~le %
net iy wacewd R TOTAL Mews Lospng oL
e B L KO T T Tl ocoes 530 | Masiean el Mairsan R
mmmM {roraL weaLs & Losomes ACTUAL EEPEWRE \
JOF -STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
Lasve e 0 Ve Wasls o Leogmg
) e HeacQuane s ron aAamigtt Y o et v T -
o e [ [ L) e ] 10T
™| eecesd S8 e Madgen A
1% | M 70.00{ /200.00 27000
= - | 05-10-18 ‘g_ | o 70.00
{
- sl
Aol
TETAL MEALE WO |romae weans & Looaws w3700 hosas acTus mrpas .
' Mieage
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Point 30 Point
ey Tl >3 = T P
Ao : [ ‘; g 23 -
andzew Oldham traveled via COnPArcini air from Austin, Texas o Chicago,
L -09-16 1llinoin %o give = speach pronoting the Governor's Texa: Flan. ¥r. Cldhan
rerurned to Austin via commercial air. The Foderalist Society will
«30-16 reimburse the State for the cost of the airfare and hotel.

mu—nm--mmww:lm“um




a‘/l.

P Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition {hi% ve
“ “ L

Y amF"" "

Traveler: Andrew S Oidham gmmmmum-—m&pm" PP N
_Hunﬁ--a-h-mund:md“mp

Divislon/Office: OGCICOG __ Oner
Departure Date: May 8, 2016 Return Date: May 10, 2018 X Howed Trg
Travel From: Austin Travel To: Chicago Over (Deta beiew)

0 .

Andy wm;iseumhmmuﬁvm‘ﬂmn-

Estimated Expenses:
0000 Meals 70 et 200 _ 14000  ABIAParking._2 weas 1000 __ 2000
Rentai Car.____snad - Businass Cals: - POV Mileage: e
Taxi Cab; _ 10000 Other Incidentals —
on Fee! - Lodging 200 amas 1 00 200 .00 Lodging tax -3 -
Purchase Voucher 8
Total AR Gther Expenses) 460.00 Total Estimated Expenses:
(For Accounting Uss Oniy) Exponses paid by an outside eatity enter the smount and attach GGRD | 191,40
Estimate of Net Expanses to the Office of the Governor: (5 26090 |
indicate If any of the following apply to GORD travel: b2
Direct Bifed/jayosced o Vendor_$ 20000 Hots! $800.00  AdaraTrassporaion ¢ () [m(\ \f?>ct
Direct BitledVInvoiced to Vendor Meats ,

Other
Confarence Rinarary and/or régistration fee information is altached. | | -T\ 60}
‘Actual expense” is requined. “Actual expensa® [ustification is attached. —_— S\‘(

e — TOX6O22

demwmm:om«:
mmpwlprwmmtmnmn.mofcwmmmmm initistrves

Additional Comments: Admieastranoe
Hote /23 v
el [P~
Divisioa Dats ¢ of Adsigssmation Oste
VS Y Exarutive Appeonas 2
Prepared By: Andrew S Otdham  May 18. 2016 W 5[”/"
Phone #: $12.936-7236 Divector of il Services Execative Saff Pate

Vor further information regarding fravel, see travel puldellmes ov you masy contact Fimamclal Services at ($13) 463-7445,

Upsarms /01w




OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Govemor
honations o tha Office of the Gmnnr(OOG}bymWs, state universitios. and stale collages do not have 1o be reported on this form

OO NOR INFORMATION - This section Is to be fited out by the Donor.

g ‘Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Soclely
lmng Address: 1776 1St NW, Washington, DOC 20008

Phone Numbet‘ 202-822-8138  Email Address: info@fed-soc.0rg
Donor Is a(n): (check all that apply)

& Indhvidual [ For-profitbusiness (<] Non-profit entity or charity [] Local or Federal Government
@ pannership  [JLLP [ We [DOcomoration ] Other (explain):

4 mnadon being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
& during the last two years? ] Yes [ No

yes mm&donaﬂmbampawdmmobbyamﬁosmponﬂedwmmnmsemcomm&bn? [(yes [INo

onauoa value: $4,542.17 Detailed description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of alrfare and hotel
smmodatians for five trips: meOctobazmsulpmaSacmdAmmdmeMOebatohostedbymoaMsLawym
h&MJmmmewasahMoszpoedwhostedbyme Duke Student Chapter; fhe March 2016 trip was an
3 apeechhosted Hmnuwmwwmenpmzowwmanmmvmchmmww
CRyLawyersd\aptncd\dlmua mia&bmmAmdeVspeodmos!edbymcmagosmmcmpw

il énor be directly paying for services or will doger be reimbursing OOG for Incurred costs?

et paymerit. 0d Relmbursement
owledge: ‘hat this donation s being thade t MOOGwlmthﬂnhnthtbeuudforahwfulpubllc
orda co with Texas Gevernme 36&‘ Section 401.101; that if this donation can ot be used as
i d, the OOG, in its ¢ discre myﬁgﬂdsdomﬂon for any other lawful public purpose; that
atity that | represent is. s entitled to, or will recelve any special treatment,

her Qﬂtu a result of this donation;and that 1 acknowledge | am hodzad to sign on behalf of

f_,:-M-\L
¢ by the requesting 00G
trip? (KYes [lNo
Wi? [O¥Yes @No :
wmaooe?smoo \

3 (mdudigg yourself)ﬂ@atwm make this trip: 1
- 7 2015, Jandaly 27139 2018 Mamh 17, 2016 April 12—13 2016; May 9-10 2016

YWl 515l el

- Ethics Advisor / Date ‘Chief of Staff / Date_

Jamary 2015




STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
TRAVEL VOUCKER

Document Agency 301 Agency Number 301 Voucher 10180346
Payment Due Date 1211472017 Agency GL
poT e i, Prymont Dot Purchase Order 30180345
Order Date 10232017 Rqd, Payment Date 1099 Flag Inchicator
BoginOate

Vendor No. 70002415449PR1 ic ICRC

__ANDREW S OLDHAM

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204

ﬁﬂﬁn»&ﬁ»ggﬂmﬁgggg Comtact | MSAS | BRI CPA Amgunt
1 225 0001 18 13900 7102 01001 | 1391 999 99999999 N 30180346 $70.35

1,..|.||lv

2197~ 7 4. 34

DeVServc Date Description \fom\ .ml;\\o\Q

100232017 N
= Y180299 Housotn 10/23/17

fleage $70.38

Travel In-State - Mileage
12/04/2017 Invoice Number T 180299 78.35




g

-y £
-5

- et S i )

= Tt - - L7 wl B
= Ry 435
TRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM - Page ! ot 4
T AT tetaance RO | T AGWSy Murler 3 Npeccy reerw Mz & Curmens QoGuIment rembed
k1)) Office of the Governor

5 Efaci dete hgency weey | £ DO tule (Frs due of Pve)

1012317 lﬁ!ﬁmClAL EERVIEET T e "rl 8‘0377

16 Payw And Oldham n Tew
ooG Deputy General Counsel
17 Deagrated raaag.arery
Austin, Texas
11 Towmt Meredcwncn fusten 14 AGENCY USE

UR 2] (. L orel ! .. g_ﬁw&_
— ARV \‘ | !
oy o 3 = G = 22y O —
 — T S — AL
A
oy = ry i ) e i = ST Y
— 0 S— %
L .
16 Sarvon owte [Laar Olele of Virved 17 Destronon (Ageoty wvae ooy}
10/23117 Houston, Texas
1 TRI ANVOUNT
|___Expende Remization for in-state travel:
__Fares Public ransportation Tl | A tael | mermwcar|
oomes fom e “y Torsh Mars i 0.535 $ 0.00
M2 and 7 or 1003INQ- Tha smwwt comen Aom i 1sans 1 JoK L ¢ dsehoate ety
|___Hetel Occupancy Tax
| Parking [ oescrpten_Parking $5.00
Incdental expenses (Remize} Gas - POV $7435
al . ; $0.00
Maoals and / \ Tha Ltrwtd Do e ke o) VW # ezt
Parking Descopton
Incdental expenses (Remae)

JOT, $7935

19, | canity Inat the expanse sccount shown above is frue, corredt, and unpaid.

§70 Cortact sarrn Sed Proce (Area codle ond mavded Pt AQency e

Agency sl T Due
u’Awuvd M’fne'
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Porm T3A76-3 v 4-16%)

IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING
A Leave . Arve C Mown |0 mMea T logging |F ATRILEFERSE
Headquarters Meadquarters | nen-cvemgnt | nal%o ) ToraL |8 M i
ool %o excaad xoeed Meals Lodging TOTAL
Dale |Hour |Min | m | Date [Hour Wi |m. | exceod $38  |Masmum Rate fMasimum Rate
TOTAL MEALS NON OVERNIGHT |4 TOTAL MEALS 8 LODGING | TOTALACTUAL EXPENSE fu
OUT-OF -STATE MEALS AND LODGING
" Leave X Arne C wes (P Mests O Locgrg | AETUA RXPENRE
Headquariers Hasdauanters noa-averghi | notko not o JOTAL |§ Y U
et o exceed eoeed Meas lm
Date |Hour|Min | m | Date | Hour [Min. |m.| exceed $30  [Maximam Rate [Masimum Rate b
TOTAL MEALS NON OVERNIGHT |v TOTAL MEALS & LODGING | w TOTAL ACTUAL EXPENSE | x
Y. INFORMATION REQUIRED BY TEXTRAVEL TYPE MILEAGE
DATE AND QTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION I or0}} POINY YO POINT®
10723717 | Departed Austin at 82m via persanal vehicle to speak on behaif of the Govemer in Houston. Arrived ot
Austin headquartess 3t 6 pm
* Sh0w POt-35-out DrpRsOwN. [ wswmwmesacerom I || vurorsome weesszvom 0|

nchateg Nia-Cly mieage clms

Use gddmonast form or 4 "CONTINUATION SHEET. ¢ acidtional spwce is needod




Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition

“

Traveler: Andrew Oldhan

SeaT Mores [Y Sy IS SE 30 S0 S, 0 e g
Bowd Mombar s 17 mors thae san B0 08 Sud srmaad by gty

1 kx

Divishon/Otfiee: 0000ac Oowr
Departure Date: October 23, 2017 Retors Dare: October 23, 2017 X Aownd Top
[State Busloess Sy Date: October23, 2017 State Busioces Eud Date:  October 23, 2017
(Travel From: Austin Travel To: Hoostoss Other (Desad Sctons
to 3
on e Covessor & the wvattinarg of Jusce Casghey of (e Futs Cocny of Agpeals
|Estimated Expenses
LAy Meoah - AZA Pamg -y -
Rental Co¢__ awett < Busnew Cats - POVMdesge Y~ oms _-TTTEr-
Tao Cas = Ot inacentss: Opt
[Feguiracon Fop - Lodging - Lodpng tac et b
Furcrase Voudhar #
{Totw AT Oty Expanses) 18262 Tetal Extamated Exponses:
(For Accountng Use Oay) Expenses pasd by an Cutside entity enter the amount 04 attach GGRD RS |
Estimats of Not Expensas to the Ofice of the Sovernor: 'o
hm.ammnwaummw»mw Orew) [ 36 5 \
Dweet Bibeddvwoced to Viendor Airtre/Transpoctaton - 249
18024
Divect BloaTrvinces 1o Veods: Manty Other ,
Coeforencs nacary sAGior reg/siration foe womabon » atached V= ] T530'503l"0
"ACtul Bxpensa’ s MQuUr0d. *Actal IDense® JUNCHIOn & SIICOd B |
ASDI0 £ODON Justleasan. 1 1

| Benelit of Travel to the Covernce's Office:
Justice Caughmy wad P Governor's frst appoietee Lo tha First Court of Appeals, and W, Oicmam spoke 00 the Govenor's bahall 1 hendt her.

Additional Comments: Administranion!
“fh . |
M C // J/‘\ Nw .7,
Division Directir Dot Director of Adinlnisration D
Excautive Aporoval
Prepared By: A_Okam y /
o \CY R T )17
Phone 57236 Nov 28,2017 iNrecton of Financial Services Executive Staft Dt

For furton Mwmwm.mumy-wmmmnum 1P
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STATE OF TEXAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
. TRAVEL VOUCHER 2
Document Agency 301 Agency Number 301 Voucher ::maomua
Payment Cue Date 02723/2018 Agency GL
Ong Payment Date Putchase Ovder 30170313
Ovder Date 1 Rqd. Paymont Date 1098 Flag Indicator
?v Jo
Vendor No. 70002415446PRY ICIRC Total $513.04
PAID
ANDREW S OLDHAM _umw 2% 2018
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
Bﬁﬂnﬁﬁ.gggggggg Contract | MSAS | R cPa Amount
1 225 0001 177 13900 7111 01001 1391 999 §9909RI9 N 30170313 - $38.22
2 225 0004 17 * 13900 7116 01001 1301 990 09905300 Bl 30170313 — t»..SJ
3 225 0001 17 13900 7115 01001 1394 999 99999999 N 39170313 _ 38532
DeliServe Da
N:Su.k 28:.86.. DC 12/07/16-1
Travel Cut-Of-State - Ground Transportatron $35.22
Meals and Lodging 22&}
Expenses $58.32,
02/09/2018 Invoice Number T170324 51304
/
Contact  Snameks Scown  [512)463-9274 022002018

Approved

Tl

-t



soTet

174 me W,

- {Ree 4 16%)
\AVEL VOUCHER / FORM FE2 09 2018 Page G
1 AT W MeOs TS 2 Awecy e 3 Aty rarre € Carent Zocament susbe
Cffice of the Gavernor

12/071%

5 Efecwe dule (Ageecy use) | 6 Doc dwe (Fst dolo of dave)| T Omm"'\c

"‘mSE]ﬁW $513.04 Tr |'70331‘v'

16 Payw
Ancrom Diden General Counsel Deputy Divector
11 Dungated hosodguatery
Ausn
13 Tarss Heoficston mmbe 14 ACENCY USE
R e I5 | i ca o . Doa ot
L Zlo. 2

[ros o i3 L R W 3N
E— Lo L4004 a— logl /1 l”e Ha ‘50
F— 129194
= Ca - ) ) ¥ S— L
Jowpl [ o [ 5535
S SKEL

N Waagon D/ Achrofer: VA

8 uT _AMOUNT
ation for in-state 2
Farps_Pubkc Fansponaton n,ngi | astare] | Renint |
POrsona)l.cof mile 0e- i somet Irton boa Sobdex 'Y b i Newt set 1 0.545 $ 000
Mwlam Tt amocet comm S S kay o Joi (or L. £ appicablel Sems
Paring Descsplcn
InGdental expenses (lamie)
| _Ex i vel:
| Fares Public transportasion  Tuw 3622 | ariwel | Rentas cae| $36.22
| Pemonal ca miage. raa smocet comes S iy itie 0 ¥ 8 Out.f Bite Mige T [ ntims 2 rate vot oy Lot [ 0545 30,00
‘—_ﬁw (o i foca's 0 Yol (o0 X ¥ npgicuie) tecry $421.50
Parking Descrpton ASIA $21.00
Inodental expenses (lemae) State/Occupancy Tax 53432
TOTAL $513.04
19, | cortify Inal the expense account shown above i true, comedt, and unpard —=
Clamirt Oune Gowved Owe
e A" i
0 Contect mares U\V PRose [Area code and Surten) 3\ Agercy e
i) ™™

22, Agency ign
Mmovﬂ ?tero’
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" Foom TINTANRew 4263

IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING
A Leave s Artive € Meas |0 Mesls |E Lodgig | CETVAL e
Headquarters Headgquarters not ¥ crete TOIAL | & H '
| —— nit o eacend Lodging TOTAL
Dats | Hour | Min Oate | Hour [Min. [m | pesecy 336 |Maxmom Rate [lacmum Rase M-
TOTAL MEALS NON OVERNIGHT | TOTAL MEALS & LOUGING | x TOTALACTUAL EXPENSE ||
I
OUT-OF -STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL
" Leave N Artive U Mous F Meon O toogg M
notto notta
Hesdquarters Headquaness W TotAL [® s |7 u AL
Cate | Hour | Mn Datn  [Hour | Min {m. | sxceed $36  {Masimom Rate [ <
1220018| 12 | 315 53430 33450
12/0816 §6400| 323000 $32300 )
wiowel 7 | a5 g SE400 S, $6400 /
S
\ Z.
N 7
’
TOYAL MEALS NON OVERMNIGHT | v TOTAL MEALS 3 LOGGING w 5421350 TOTAL ACTUAL EXPENSE | x
Y. INFORMATION REQUIRED BY TEXTRAVEL TYPE MILEAGE
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION (X or ©){ POINT TO POINT®
12/07/16 | Andy departed Austin at 12:15p for Washington DC, arriving at 4:10p. Me is to give a speech
12/08/16 | Andy met with other stakeholders throughout the day
12/09/16 | Any checked out of hotel and departed Washington, DT 3t £:55p, arriving In Austin at 7:45p.
* Show pomt o point Deesknomn. | wewewaescerom I [ oo snremencerom 0] -

noluding me-Cly MiNage clains

Vse acdtonal form o & "CONTINUATION SHEET,” # adddonsl space s neoded




Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition

07 - 4
215

Travelor: Andrew Oldham X Suall Mumbor ([ moct (an 906 00 Saiw SOMBALSS, 42258 untifiation)

Bawed Neseber/y (I more v oum, stinch bst sod sotmated exgoooet)

= ‘ .
Division/Office: / ooe@ ; " one
Departure Date: Hﬁnﬁ Return Date: December 9, 2016 X RowsTrp

A
Travel From: Austin, Texas Travel To: { m@ Other (vl tebow)
AN —

e —

lmmaumwum.
raveles will give o speech reganding recont developenents in sdimanistrative law, Incladisg 6 particelar, Governoe ASSOU's landmsark wan 88 Linied S v, Texas,

Estimated Exponses:
Airfare 120420 Meals, 2 59.00 . 138.00 ABAParking. 2 wnge _T7.00: 14 .00
Rentsl Car___ wmat ' - Business Calis: - POVMieage: _ om -

Taxi Caty: - Other Incidentals: -
Registration Fee: - Lodging: 1 1682.00 182.00 Lodgingtax: 1 days@l 27.30 27.30
Purchase Voucher ¥
(Towl AN Other Expenses) %130 Total Estimated Expenses: 1,586 50
(For Accounting Uss Ory) Expenses paid by an outside entity enter the amount and attach GGRD -1

Estimate of Net Expenses to the Office of the Governon
|Pleese indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD travel:

Dirpct Sllledinveioed to Vendor Hotel Airfare/Transponason
Dipct SiledAnvoiced o Vendor Meals Other
Conference inerary andifor regiatration fee information i altached. [ | oreot /1391

“Adu ‘i % s is anached 1

tuwuov:!:m'sznmkw:zﬂ:;umvmymWMV.nm —T_030 l7 0;( S
Additional Comments: [Resoms

B ok W‘/ﬂﬁﬁ

Prepared By: Andrgw Oidham 1111116

Phone ¥: Jun-36
For further informmation regerding travel, see trave! guidetines ov you muy contact Financlal Services a1 ($12) 463-7445.

Udeted L2016

008
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STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
- . TRAVEL VOUCHER 2
Oocunet Ao A Y C i, Agancy Number 301 Voucher 10180126
Payment Due Date 10/0%2017 Agency GL
POT - Org, Payment Date Purchase Order 30180126
Order Date 10/16/2016 > Rqd. Payment Date 1099 Flag Indicator
Begin Date
Vendor No. T0002415449PR1 ic ICRC Total $776.34
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
1 ;s o001 1 13900 7111, 01001 1391 999 99996495 N 30180126 —5109.56
2 s 0001 13900 7M6 01001 1351 999 99999999 N 30180126 -~ §572.00
s 28 0001 8 13900 7115 01001 1381 090 99999999 N 30180126 — $94.78
DelUServe Date Description
5@3 —f enf. ke — 10956
T180054 Chicago IL 10/16/16-10/18/18 dekel —208-83¢
Travel Out-Of-State - Ground Transportation Cranferres — 50000 $109.56
003 '
Meais and Lodging 858 L5Y §.8J
Expenses $94.78
09/20/72017 Invoice Number T180054 776.34
— .
Contact Shameia Brown (5124836274 Enered by - ajackson D.Q 10062017

p—— m\/ \ ﬁ ‘3. i qida

Roh ém@?& bill)
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TRAVEL VOUCHER | FORM
T Aochoe (Weece naTer Ty e o [3 omcy Naww
10-16-16
T‘Tﬂth i
Mr, Andrew Oldham Deputy Goneral Counsel
1100 San Jacinto Boulevard it ety
Austin, Texas 78701 Austin, Texas
JIV Toin viworceten st ey e
7% 300 VN e TUND T ‘77 Lo INTUNT
MR T OUE GATE  |AGENCY USE " 7 / - g
E— [ 1 =
[ I
R s ™= T X A e %w
134] l I
| |
75 &7 AP i o A s 7 TOL \
==== ) loe] 1 | 7 75 9?%}{
WVOILE WUMBEH PAIT DE OATE JAGENCY USE A o
IRV / Al I | l
I |
T8 Sevee S a5 aes & o] ‘b MG
LA Q&&&gg RS
18 DS TRBUTON AMOUNY
Expense Itomization for in-atats travel:
Faros, Pubic Irangponation 1o | s | nemacd | 0.00
Personalcatmileage | 0.00 Vs @ (e ot by Logisiatrn) | 0535 | 0.00
* Mesls and | or lodging 0.00
Paking | < 0.00
Incicenisl oxponses (lemae) | B2 0.00
1 ¥ 0.00
Expense itemization for out-cf-state travel;
Fanes, Putilc anspomasion vl 109568 | aeran] B4 | mosw i | Im%r-
Personalcaemieage | 0.00 Mins @3 (Rate a0l 7 Lagatere) | 0 | - 0.00
Mels 20 | o lodgieg §72.00
Parking |ABIA Parking 21.00
inciduntal expenses (lemeza) |
| DecupancyToutism.County-CitwiLocal Taxes 78
TOTAL 17@ 2763
{16, | corséy thet the Becount shown above IS FUe., COMect, ad vk E
[F===="] = Seews
sy M (2283 ) B
%u—. (Areh tode ard morten TRy
Ana 512-463-1778
| 4wy sign o 010
22 2opimw  DOTO ’ l-j




F o 73174 flack;tRay, 109 Page 2 of 2
IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
s ewve e Asrhe e Maaw  Jr vess e woopng
Hedtcuaters restpatey oon-peprmgrt ~Ntw ot e |- ™ T
e second = TOTAL taave ooy s
O B L ) (=" VST TN [ R | excoes 530 | Mautvaem Aate| Manea fas
TOTAL ALY WO OrpwaseT]) [rotas weain & cosoea I Frodm, ATy KPS '
QUT-QF-STATE MEALS AND LOOGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
- [ Arive = Mewe  fn e |3 tedpee B
Hebigaren b ety ~novemge ot e TOTAL n 1
L e ey e La0ng oA
Ly LT S R ) TEW ] W T esceet 3 | M Mot | Masmom Rae
10-18-16 8 15 |P 37.00 21200 245,00
10-17-16 7400 21200 265.00
1041816 12 0 P 3700 37.00|
TOTAL ALY MO OV ERWGT v Jrove msacs s (ooows v 572 00 ot scroa oowess *
¥, INFORRUS TTON REQUTRED BY TEXTRAVET Wicage
OATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Point io Point
10<1G-16 Mr. Oldram departed Austin ALYport viA coqmercial 4ly @t 6:15pm to CHLCAgo,
Illinois to give & specch, He mecuved hotel accomadations.
FErsL He gave hie speech at the University of Chicage Law School regarding the
1953718 pecond amendsent.
He departed vis comsercial aix, arrived at 12:30 pm at Austin Keadquarters.
10-18-16
ROTE: QRAirfare, one night of Jodging and cne night of ASIA parking will be
reinburesed Dy National Travel System due to 4n error on their end. So=s
expenses were direct hilled, GORD attached,
*Show point-lo-point breaidown, including intra-city milssge caios bl 011

Vst 2aananed Som or 8 "CONTINUATION SHEET * ¥ ascmons ssace 0 needed
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Traseler: Ardrew Cldham i!‘u:! LLE o HE B PR T TR M B L) N E I L - R L B
_|'l.-:rJ R LN D TN B T | A T} N O S T I
Banwisinn/CH e S TIG0 1P o
Hrparture Page: O bodrar §6, 06 Rerneyg Wl Ociabmr 18, 2016 A ety
Trasch Frum: AL, Tasad Trasel Twr =hlcag Nlinale epalmm lgae

Caaxcription af Piises 10 Be Pordlormod:

I=aewles wll e g g spees = at e Usiceale al s hpzapa bas bozeshiggaaihies -0 segenl imgchng -

Estimated Exprnses”

Arae GF59L  Meaks 3 7d B 220 ABIE Patey 3 cwnzq TOR 120
Rerfal Ca- ___can31 Eaziress Cals . 2O Mg ge [ -
Taw. Sun, i Trher acidenlas
Req-slralen Foe - _ Lo2gimg 2 27200 A2 05 Ledg rg lax 2 daygd 3689 1378
Farzngse Viguchar d [ .
[ Tt AU Qibar Copen yos, TN A4 Tolal Eslanaled Edpamads, -
(FrAGEDar g Lie Gty Expanses [ald by 30 0ULEKI 6Nty Bnler (e Amoinn 3nd aftach GERD 3 A
Esdimale of Hel Ezpensea toihe DHice of the Goyvermar: 5 55 B
Fhaasa indufand il ariy o Lve MAling Bpply 10 R0 Erawsl; = 3, Hioels 13nl "':-".', LI
. LIRS - . L
Zieot B edingced 1 veadsr 5 bR AN e Hael S0 Aita T3 N3FONEI N o
— 1fcegy
orecl B edo qegiced o Yerdar heat 1P i
Car'erenze irerary ard o1 eqisbanz 1 lee nlemal oo s attackes 1 | ‘1_:" au“r‘ﬁ D[]-J‘I-l'-"
nLal pxperse’ s reqaed Mstat excenseT ashiical o1is a¥ached |
Kralhpl Setgon p-gdecal:on j- T |
Bt il f Trawah 10 tha Saeearriir'a Shice. PR
lraarker & prome'n fiowenor AbbEct 5 e T A W=yl t oy
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]
A L".Jq._:lj LA L
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor
Danations o tha Office of the Govarmor (O0G) by state sgencies, state universities, and stafe colleges do nol have 1o be repored on this form,
DONOR INFORMATION .- This seclion is lo be filled out by the Donor.

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Society

Billing Address: 1776 | S1, NW, Washington, DC 20008

Phone Number: 202-822-8138 Emall Address: Peter Bisbee@fed-soc.org
The Donor is a{n): (check all that apply)

1 individual [ For-profit business  [X] Non-profit entity or charity  [[] Local or Federal Government
OPamnership [JLLP [J LLC [ Corporation  [[] Other (explain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the last two years? [JYes §INo

I yos, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filed with the Texas Ethics Commission? []Yes [JNo

Donation valua: $3,378.84 Detalled description of the donation; This donation covers the costs_of transportation and
hotel accommeodations for five events: the August trip was a counsel's summit; the October trip to Dalias was a speech
regarding the ABA's Rule 8.4(g); the September trip was a speach in Austin regarding the Supreme Court Term; the
October trip to Fort Worth was a speech regarding the Second Amendment; and the October trip to Chicago was a speech
regarding the Second Amendment.

Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing QOG for incurred costs?

Directpayment X Reimbursement

| acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the 00G, in Its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither | nor any entity that | represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment,
consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of
this entity.

Printed Name: eter Ft“s < pate: B-7-/ 7
Signature:

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This section is {o be flled out by the requesting OOG employee.

Employee Name and QOG Division: Andrew S. Oikdham / OGC
Will the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? [ Yes [ INo

if yes, does the donation cover the entire cost of the trip? [(IYes [ No

If no; what is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 00G? 5688 7, 2 1. 73

Number of 00G employees (including yourself) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of travel; August 11 to 14, 2016; September 8, 2016; October 4-5, 2016; October 5-8, 2016; October 16-18, 2016
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS N d .
MM 4’ (q[n M———- 9lis]i? /

Finhdal Services / Date Ethics Advisor / Date Chief of $1aff / Date

. V Jarwaary 2018

013
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STYATE OF TEXAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
TRAVEL VOUCHER .
Document Agency 301 Agency Number 301 Voucher 10180724
Payment Due Date 101032017 Agency GL
POT Ong Paymect Date Purchasa Order 30180124
Order Date 10/04/2016 Rqd, Payment Data 1099 Fiag Indicasor
Begin Date N
Vendor No. 70002415449PR1 e Total $1,092.60
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739.2204 4
1 228 0001 18 13900 7102 01001 1391 999 90999999 N 30180124 — $212.22
2 25 0001 18 13800 TI06 01001 1391 0856 99999999 N 30180124 - $725.02|.
3 22 0001 1 13900 7905 01001 1391 999 99999999 N 30180124 ~ $118.96)~
4 28 0001 13900 7135 01001 1391 999 99999999 N 30180124 ~ $30.80|-
DeliServe Date Description
10/08/2016 .
.No&@@ 689426+
T180056 DFW TX 10/04/18-10/08/16 %\:LM\& \N 1222+
Travel In-State - Mileage i M“ 901-48% $212.22
Meals and Lodging S > $725.02
Expenses % \M\ %\ o pollea $118.96
State Tax E.St

Confact Shamaka Biown  {512)463.9274

Approved




.
Corgtas

RECEIVED

W,
VEL VOUCHER /| FORM P 1 f 2
i Ky o R s SEP 29 2617 P e
ooy
FINANCIAL SHRVICES
10-04-16 | siesene |1 130050
LRSS T s
Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counsel
1100 San Jacinto Bivdl, RS "
Austin, Texas 78701 Austin, Texas 78701
T Yorms NG naber Lan 2
RLEES TR ™ TR I L L T AT
4 Z z l!
= 1241 | [ T
| |
EEEL I a0 ™ TR T ~TTX XV T KON
| B[o0 [\ Mok [T35.08 |
[ INVOICE NUMBER WITOUE OATE  JAGENG Y USE )
241 [ I |
| |
7% =X Ldd (5 TORY ) AV [ — ROOUNT
oiool [\ TTB5 T TT3Ab
Ha) 1 T
1 l
e SRR S T S Y T ORIt DUy U SRy
10-06-16 .Dl\\Q,;
19 CISTRBUTION AMOUNT
Expanse itemization for in-state travel:
Fares. Public transportation Taw | | merssic | 0.00
Personal car mileaga | 39300 Moo & (Rup 901 Oy LOPSI0N) | 0535 | 1‘2-%%‘
Moals and J o lodgng &) 725.02 |
Parg |hotelclub 3 | g‘l;w £5.20 Zz @,w’
incidentsl expenses (itemize)  [Hotel Occupancy Tax  atylstatetourism 81.26
| 0.00
Expanse itamization for out-of-state travel:
Faras. Public Uanspodason Tax | arred] | moruss curl | 0.00
Personal carmipage | 0.00 Mces & (Rae set by Legsania) | 0 | 0.00
Meals and / of lodging 000
Parking 1 000
Incidentnl expenses (ltemze) |
| 0.000}
TOTAL $1.002 341 b\j?‘/
18. 1 certify that the expense sccount shown above is true, coimect, and unpaed '?
Cimet . — T
oy (g~ [Bea
%n—- - ral e
Norma L Magir| 453-1778 e
Aowey  SKGN ) > Tim o
22 2ocewe DOTO
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STATE OF TEXAS

Fom Pagc__ of
1 Do sgency

* TRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM CONTINUATION

65X AP ic FUND PCA AY ooy

PUTOUE DATE.  JAGENCY LT

WRPOICE TR AR DAJE DATE 3
ARG USE
A AY - o -
POVOICT WOLIDER AT OUE DATE =3
| GEEvisE

SIVOICE NUUBER PMT DUE DATE uss
[~ AGENCY e
@'—w WARAL: (vl L TSI VG T DA U G0 P P T TRl s S e, TR ST I UL Ay rie BN i TR
o
INVOVCE NUNBER PMT OUL DATE =3
[TAGENCY USE
"= A
WOOICE NOUMEER PRIT DUE DATE | AGENGY USE
[ AGENCY USE
INVOICE NUMBER PMT DUE DATE USE
ey ' N
SVOILE MUAEER PMTOUE OATE  [AGENCY USE
| AGENC Y LSE
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P 1+ 178 (Bueh}{rw, 27949

Oxegagad otk ¥ m\g@%m hvYeg

IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING \Y \ ACTUAL EXPENSE
- Lasm Wu A Mems [0 Mesh  be Lodgng
Fesdgarw Iestamnen oot ety 5] T
nals eed o oA ey Legipng ToTaL
_— Tor 1 B Tow | Veu Wn [ 7| sacees 338 | Maurmem ate] Manenss fae
10-04-16 12 00 25,68 26900 324 .68
10-05-16 84.00 285.00 353.00
10-06-16 6 e |p 37,36 3736
FOLAL WAL WOR DVEIWGT b Provan weass a8 Loocoe . 72502 hravw actond exrewee i
QUT-OF-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
[ Lo “rve T T T
440370y Twdgumtery el woe et % TOTAL a B N
-y P weend Venm 130pny ToTAL
D Fone W | = [ T W W | ewtess 338 | Mueenars St | Vi Rase
S1AL IALS SO OVERINT] ¢ 10T MEALS 8 LO0M) - 100a ALTUM EEPENEE g
v INFORMATION HEQUIRED BY TEXTRAVEL Mizage
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENY INFORMATION Pgiok ta Pont
10-04-16 an. Oldhan departed Austin headquartern at 12:00n0cn, for DAllas/Fort 196.50
Worth. He checked into hotel ® 3:00 and gave opeech Lo promote 18t and 2nd
arondnent losues
10-08-18 Speeches continued throughout the day,
Spoke st Fort Worth Club @ 12:30pm and Mr. Oldhas departed &t 2:30pm ant
10-06-1¢ arrived at Austin leddguarters at 6:00po 186.50
NOTR: Hotel wan not direct billed. My, Oldham paid with hig credit caxd
393-00!
Faa— 0+54=K
212-22%
r
r
“Show point-4o-pomt broakdown, Including (nva-city Mioage coxrrs 383-00 Towl 393.00
Lae madaanat dom pr 3 "CONTMMNION 3
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Office of the Governor

Travel Requisition
Traveler: Andrew Oldham X Seuly Member ([T more Gutn one 43 tame destansson, sinch ptdication)
_MM%WMM&.MM“MW)
Division/Office: QCGOGC _ Ottar
Departure Date: October 4, 2016 Return Date: October 6, 2016 X Ronsd Trip

Travel From: Austin, Texas Travel To: Dallas, Toxss z m r Crisor (Detasl betow)
T r T 8 Ty p Ty —

Traveler will rve two specches -~ cae m Dallas and one i Fort Worth hfwtwdl‘mhAmh«Mmmand smoadiments (o (he rudes of
iprofessional misconduct  The secand will dwcass the second amendment

Estimatod Expenses:
Airfare - Mess 3 B400 19200  ABIAPaking _ wnas .
Remai Car___ wres . Business Caly: . POV Mileage. 383 ose 21202
Tan Cab: . Other Inciderdals: 8.00
Registration Fee: - lodging 2 20000 59800  Llodgingtax 7 o 4563 9126
Purchase Vouches &
(Total Al Othar Expansos) 110148 Tota) Estimated Expenses:
(Foe Accounting Uise Only) Exponsos pakd by an outside entity enter the amount snd sttach GGRO
Estimate of Net Expanses to tha Offica of the Governor: [3_ 20000 ]
Ploase indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD trave!: “TiBoousth
Direct Bdeddnvoiced lo Vendor_$ 689.26 Molsl $29222 AdwalTranspodaton ¢ v 10 2
Dirnct B Bea/invoiced to Vendor Meals Other
Canforance #inerary andice registration fee information & sttached i
"Adtual axpante” i required. "Actusl axpense” justfication is altached ::]
Multiplé person justiication 1

Benefit of Travel to the Governor's Office:
Traveler will promnote Governor Abbolv's agenda and accomplishments regasding the first and second amendments,

Additional Comments: Reqoesy: Adsunuraboe’

JGGRD with cover Ground Transpoctatice, Lodging. Traveler

will use POV : 9' E ” Q q/‘”'ll'}

Dweewr Date of AdminEEIsnon

}7 Approval

Prepared By: Antrow Oidham 1171118
Phone #: Jun-36 of Dur  |Execomve Suff Ome

Far further informativn regarding travel, tee travel guidelines or you may contoct Fimencial Services at ($12) 463-7445.
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'
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
. Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor
Donatans o the Offce of the Govemor (00G) by state agencies, state universilies, and stale colloges do nol have o be repertad on this fom,
DONOR INFORMATION - This section is fo be filled out by the Donor,

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Society

Billing Address: 17761 St, NW, Washington, DC 20006

Phone Number: 202-822-8138 Emall Address: Peter Bisboe@fed-soc.org
The Donor is a(n): (check all that apply)

[) Individual  [] For-profit business  [X] Non-profit entity or charity [T Local or Federal Government
[JPanership [JLP [ wLe [ Corporation  [[] Other (explain): _

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the lasttwo years? [ Yes [JNo

if yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filed with the Toxas Ethics Commission? [[] Yes [[Jino

Donation value: $3,378.84 Detailed description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of transportation and
hotel accommodations for five events: the August trip was a counsel’s summit; the October trip to Dallas was a speech
regarding the ABA's Model Rule 8.4(g); the September trip was a specch In Austin regarding the Supreme Court Term; the
October trip to Fort Worth was a speech regarding the Second Amendment; and the October trip to Chicago was a speech
regarding the Second Amendment.

Will donor bo directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing QOG for incurred costs?

Direct peyment [ Reimbursement

I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the Intent that it be used for a lavful public
purpose In accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that If this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the 00G, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither | nor any entity that | represent Is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment,
consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of

this entity.
Printed Name: ?’-hr g'“slxq pate: B-7-/7
Signaturs:

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This seclion is lo be filled out by the requesting OOG employee.

Employee Name and OOG Division: Andrew S, Cidham / OGC
Wil the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? I ves [INo

If yes, does the donation cover the entire cost of the tdp? [JYes [J No

If no, what Is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 00G? 3668 °f, 2 1. 73

Number of OOG employees (including yoursedf) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of travel: August 11 to 14, 2016; September 8, 2016; October 4-5, 2016; Oclober 5.6, 2016, October 16-18, 2018
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS A Nl :
%M Ql(q,n 5”’“11-———— fll\‘fjl" f
Fi Services / Date Ethics Advisor / Date ief of $1aff / Date

\J Anasary 2018
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STATE OF TEXAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
TRAVEL VOUCHER S
Voucher 10180725
Purchase Order 30180125
1099 Flag Indicator
h ‘ . ICRC Total $10.50
QCT-2 117
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR ,
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204 -
SEX | IC | BCC m“w AY Appe No PCA | ORG |PGM| Grant Cote | Customar Orsler Contract VSAS BRI CPA Amount
228 0001 13900 7105 0001 1391 990 99999999 N 30180125 $10.50
]
DelServe Date Description
oNZTI2016
e 7180055 Dallas 09/27/16
Travel In-State - ummmzu $10.50|
0912012017 Invoice Number T180055 10.50
Conlact StameXxa Brown  (512)463-9274 OO/2872017




@

Cavpeene
THras TR
Momm M e
v -

" TRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM Page 1 of 2
T ece ke Roecs mavher
“03 T 'T ‘g
Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counsel
1100 San Jacinto Blvd % P
Austin, Texas 76711 ‘h 4]
V5 Yorse netcaion rorbe
AL L) pid TURY oA A7 O TAIUNT
bl k| DO
12411999 l T |
| I
[TF &% PN LS TUND TCA oY L g L
BAOICE NUNGER PMT UL DATE
I I
ACENCY USE
| [
L3 424 APER & FORD X W =50 ARURT
VT DUE OATE ¥ USE
| [
76 SRS S A W YT AT .
092716 Da,( IQS
14 DS THBATION ) AMOUNT
Expense ltemization for in-state travel:
Faras. Pubhc transportation Tost | | recensca] | 0.00
Parsonat ¢ar mieage 0.00 Mécs @ (Raos st by Lepaiatrw) | 0535 | 0.00
Meals and | o lodging 0.00
Parking |Airport Parking Fea 10.50
incidental oxporses (tomae) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense itemization for out-of-state travel:
Fares, Pubhc transportation Tur I As lnL J Rertw Cd' 1 0.00
Personal camilesge | 0.00 Miéss G (Rate set by Legeature) | o | 0.0
Moals and / o losging 0.00
Parkng | 0.00
ncidental axpenses (Memze) |
| 0.00
TOTAL $10.50
15 1 cedtify that the expanse account shuwn above = frue, cortect. and unpaid .
Scpmvaex
son b [3-4-03 [oon)
Cindy Coy (512)463-1788
Agece  BIGN Tow r; 021
Fogree———— .7
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Page 2 of 2

IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
- L Avvee ll Vasa 2 Neah o Lodgrg 4
resiaanvy -y e v e L sotte | O )
- ret e ncnec zecy TOTAL Mews [E ] orTa
Ciew T LS Td | WA [ | eeseet 530 | Maseras Mate | Masean Raty
L e T T POTAL WRALA & OO0 . TOTAL ASTUAL B RPsABT )
OUTOF-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
i Loeve - [ S P [P A—
esdaaed ‘st . L] W o TaTAL T r .
ol e Ao erceed e gy AL
Tis T T = Vw1 W =1 eeomed 336 | Miwrn Sam | snesn e
TOTA WS AON OVERNDeT |« A SEACS & OO0 - TOTAL ATTVAL KT .
§ INFORMATION REGUIRED B TEXTRAVEL WMieage
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Pont to Point
09-37-16 Wr. Oldham via COMMSTCIA: WITILNG TO DALIAS, Texan to the Iown Hall to aive
A speéch for an event regarding an Article V Convantion of States.
NOTE: Thie was a cne day round trip,
*Show pont-10-pomt Breakdown. mcluding Mira<ity mdeage cloms Tosal;

Une 330t 0ove o 8 "CONTWUATION SEET * 4 pattorel toaie o ~escms
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Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition

Traveler: Andrew Oidham XSl Monst (1f cacrs s oo 2 sae Gestovation. afisch fusttication)

Tt Mwnbor'y (U roors Gham one. eutash 133 end smimannd expemes)
Divislon/OfMice: COGOGC __ Ot
Departure Dage: September 27, 2016 Return Date: September 27, 2018 X Rownd Tre
Travel From: Austin, Texas Travel To: Dallay, Toxas Other (Degail bebow)

[ Fraveber will grve @ speech at n town Sl eventt regaading an Article V' conveation of wates

Estimated Expenses: =
Airfare: 45359 Meals: . ADIAPariong: 1 wwp: 700 7.00
[Rental Cor___ames - Business Calls: - POVMMeags _os _( -
Tax Cab: - Other Incidantals: -
Regisyaton Fee. - Lodging: . Lodging tax: angt ’
Purchase Vouther #
(Total A Othor Expanses) 7.00 Total Estimated Expanses: -
(Fovr Accounting Use Ondy) Expenses paid by an outside entity enter the amount and attach GGRD
Estimate of Net Exponses to the Office of the Governor: S 45099
Please indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD travel: Otosl/139)
Direct 8kedilrvoiced 1o Vendor Holol Afare/Transportation ‘T‘QOOS'S_
Direct Bilod/evoiced fo Vendor Meats Othes Te3clB80128
Confarence tinerary and'or regisiration fee information /s attached. ===h
"Actual expense” |8 roquined. “Actual expense” ustification is attached. f——1
Muliple parson justificaton ——

Boneflt of Travel to the Govermor's Office:

Traveler wil promote Governor ABDON'S agenda and accompishments regarting foderaism issues, fighting federal overreach. and &n Article V
[convantion of stales.

Additional Comments: F-l Admiamratisa
(Drvisiol Direcooe 3oty Dicector of Admisistianon Oan
- e L
Prepared By: Andraw Okthom 111118
Phone #: Jun-36 Diectin of wes Detr  |Ewecutive Stall Da=

Far further informason regarding wravel, see travel guidelines ar pow may contect Financiaf Services ot ($12) 463-7445.

Vpdwtea 042800
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STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

PLI§0g

~O\ W\\N Apeecy Novbe 301 Voucher ,.Smom:u
Payment Due Date 1

P Org, Paymant Date Puechase Ocder
Ordec Date 0S/082016 Raqd. Payment Date 1099 Flag Indicator
Begin Date ™™ _
Vendot No. 700024154499 R1 ic — ICIRC Total $20.00
| H.
ANDREW S OLDHAM \
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR | 8 22017

AUSTIN TX 787398-2204

SEX | IC | eCC AY | ApprNo | COBJ | PCA | ORG Grant Code | Customer |  Order Comract | USAS | RO | CPA Ameunt

gEE

DolServe Date Description
090872018

..................

T180060 Austin 09/08/16

Travel In-State - Ground Transportation It f1 T 20e# $20,00
20-2
0972012017 Invoice Number T180060 20.00 s
— T6: B b d
Conlact Shameika Brown  (512)463.927¢ Entered by mﬁnxno:@» 02872017

o P ro.\..\rw.‘..
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TRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM

RECEIVED

1AW (wleeprn oo

¢ AOWCy et

Page 1

of 2

FINANCIAL SERVICES

—SEP 20207

T \30060

$20.00
LATIG R
Andy Oldham Deputy General Counsol
1100 San Jacinto Bivd " ‘K’"m
Austin, Texas 78711 ﬂé'{' I N
[T Taias Gerciasnion nurod Lratugc oo
] T FURT A A T CONT — ANIGURT
Ol dl 2000
B ST A AT m&#ﬂ = \ 10\ |
o A9 [ ] I
| l
T oK [3aan T FORY L Y TO8T WO
T SVOILE NUMBLI PMT DUE DATE  [AGEWCY UaE
1 |
TE S R LU LS — TORD FOA XY Ty SRRNNT
BOOIGE NUNBER DATE  JAGENC VUSE |
| | |
|
S N T I S AT T
09-08-16 A’ U;JL‘I N
1A DISTRBUTION AMOUNT
Expense Remization for in-state travel:
Fares. PLlic (ranspotston taml 2000 | aves] | et c | 20.00
Pessonalcarmieagn | 0.00 Mies @ (Rat 401 by Logshatn) | 0535 | 0.00
Madis and / of ogng ' 000
Paking 3§ 0,00
incitensal expenses (lemae) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense itemization for out-of-state travel:
Fares, Putac transpanalion Tan | arreel | merveccaul | 0.00
Perscral carmieage | 0.00 Aies @ (Rave st by Logiatatare) | 0 | 0,00
Meals and / or lodging 0.00
Pariong | 0.00
Incxderinl expenses (omaze) |
| 0.00
TOTAL $20.00

‘.S.gﬂ : f ji; : |°§-“- ,-?

58 BCCOUNt shown above is true. Cormect and unpdad.

R

Cindy Coy

Aoy  SIQN ’
<[22 Ao here
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IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING
= (e Is Ao W |t e [ ooy
Iaasscanes Messaa W e e mgre Pesse et
~Ntw suner el

Oow | M

-

"Show paint-to-point beeakdawn indluging inta-cily mienge clarms

At the UT of Texas Law School's Federalist Soclery regarding the Suprems
Court of Texas

POTAL MALS WEm OViasHT froras weAcs & Looame vt acrusl pamesss 1
OUT-OF - STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
-~ oot & Arer e e ey Ledgey

RLTbey [ cac-grTegEt ,» v TotaL 0 | -
ot o e o Mase ) TOTM

T o Lo Towr | W 1= weamt 530 | Masenes | Mesmmers e

.. rOTAL MAALS & | DOGG 101 b, A% o EXFERE

"¢ INFORMATION REGUIRED BY TEXTRAVEL Mizoge
DATE AND CTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Peint %0 Poimt

0908186 Amy paid for 1 taxi Erips arouna thie Austin, Texas aresa to five a speech

Totd'

Ve 20000n Rarre o & CONTIVUATION SHETT " 1 25a00os 1008 4 senoed
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Toe aiia 1
Office of the Governor 4 i=f heidd )

Travel Requisition

SEP 26 2017
Traveler: Andrew Oldham X Sttt Mezsber {1f mone than st 41 s Sessriansin at fasnficanon)
_Mwm—:hm.mlude)
Diviston/Office: 00GOGC __ Ot
Departure Date: Septomber 8, 2016 Resorn Date: Soptembor 8, 2016 X Youdtry
Travel From: Austin, Toxas Travel To: Austin, Toxas Otver {Densil beiow)
°
Emﬁq will give & speech 1o the University of Texas Law School's Federnlist Socasty ryparding the Supreme Cournt Term.
Estimated Expenses:
Afare: - Meals: . ABIA Packing: angt .
|Rental Car._ swas - Business Calls: - POV Mileage. D4 .
Taxi Cab: 20.00 Other \hcidentals .
Regisiaton Fee - Lodging: - Lodging tax onas -
Purchase Voucher &
(Tatas Al Other Expenses) 20,00 Total Estimated Expenses:
(For Accouniing U'se Onvy) Expanses paid by an outside entity enter the amount and attach GGRD $ 2000
Estimato of Not Expenses to the Office of the Governor: D
Please indicate f any of the following apply to GGRD travel: Tideobo
Direct Biled/invoiced 1o Vendor Hotel $20.00 Airfara/Transpoctation
Direct Blled/invoiced 1o Vondor Moais Other
Conlerénce Rinerary and'or regisiration fee mformation |s atached. [ |
"Actual experse” s required. “Actual expense” justification is attached. :

Maltipie person justificaton F———1

|Benofit of Travel to the Governor's Office:
Travelar will promote Taxas's afforts i the Supreme Coun and highigt Governor AbDolls victory in the United States v Toxss case.

Additional Comments: ' TRegaems Atmlimicabie

W W7

[Drvwakia Directec Date % of Adrmmstianss Date ‘
Ive Approval

Prepared By: Andeew Oktham  11/11/16 M
jei
Phone #: Jun-36 : o= Do |Esecuitve Sus Da

For further information regarding travel, se¢ travel guldelines or yow may comtact Muancial Services at (512) 4687443

L pdwtedt J4) 018
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
- Request for Approval for 2 Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation 1o the Office of the Governor
bmammmovrmonmcowm(oos) by state agencies, state universilies, and state colieges do not have fo be raportad on tis form
DONOR INFORMATION - This secfion is to be filied out by the Donor.

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Society

Billing Address: 1776 | S1, NW, Washington, DC 20006

Phone Number: 202-822-8138 Email Address: Peter.Bisbee@fed-soc.org

The Donor Is a(n): (check all that apply)

O individual ~ [[] For-profit business  [X] Non-profitentity or charity  [[] Local or Federal Govemmant

OpPatnesship [P [ W€  [JComporation [ Other (explainy: _

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the lasttwo years? [lYes &I No

If yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filed with (he Texas Ethics Commission? [ Yes [[]Neo

Donation value: $3,378.84 Detailed description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of transpostation and
hotel accommodations for five events: the August trip was a counsel's summit; the October trip to Dallas was a speech
regarding the ABA's Model Rule 8.4(g); the Seplember trlp was a speech in Austin regarding the Supreme Court Term; the
October trip to FodWommasaspeedmmgardingﬂwSooondAmendmentandlheOdoberMprﬁeogowasaspeeché
regarding the Second Amendment.

Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing OOG for incurred costs?

Direct payment BJ Reimbursement

| acknowledge: that this donation Is being made to the OOG with the Intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose In accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
orlginally intended, the OOG, In its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither | nor any entity that | represent Is seeking, s entitled to, or will recaive any special treatment,
consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of

this entity.
Printed Name: (\%*ff Bishe e Date: B-7-/7
Signature:

-

&

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This section is fo be filad out by the requesting OOG employee,

Employee Name and OOG Division: Andrew S. Oidham / OGC
Will the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? [ Yes [JNo

If yes, does the donafion cover the entire cost of the trip? [JYes [ No

If no; what is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 00G? $688 f, 2 1> 73

Number of OCG employees (including yourself) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of travel: August 11 (o 14, 2016; September 8, 2016; October 4-5, 2016; October 5-8, 2016; October 16-18, 2018
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS ~ N :
H’-Z» 4’ ‘ql” M-—— 4lis/17 ]
Finhficial Services / Date Ethics Advisor / Date of $taff /
\J Janaary 2018
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STATE OF TEXAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
TRAVEL VOUCHER a
oourmant Agency 304 Agency Number 301 Voucher 10180144
Payment Due Date 10/03/2017 Agancy GL
POT . Orig. Payment Cate Purchase Order 30160053
Order Date 080112016 Rqd. Payment Date 1099 Fiag Indicatol
Begin Date o
Vendor No. T0002415449PR1 1 IC/RC Total $174.20
ANDREW S OLDOHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
SEX | IC | BCC Wj[m. AY AppriNo | COBJ | PCA | ORG |PGM| Grant Code| Customer Drder Contract USAS BT} CPA Amount
1 228 0001 16 13900 7111 01007 | 1391 999 50999999 N 30160957 ~ $40.00
2 228 o001 18 13900 TI6 01001 1301 998 99969998 N 30160967 \“ﬂ.
3 25 0001 16 13900 7115 0100% 1391 995 99990999 N 30160857 :
R —— e —l
DewServcDate  Description
osnaz0te
7160925 Washington DC 08/01/16-08/02/16  W77+96%
Travel Out-Of-State - Ground Transportation AWS\T&I 477+96% $40.00

Travel Out-Of-State - Meals (P\ /r.bbuhka $124.20|

Expenses $10.00
020r2017 Invoice Number T160925 174.20
i

Contact  Shomeka Brown  (512)463-6274 Ertered by w_.onso:o.w 0912872017

- Q» o] ik

=




Comexver

&

ncoucivey

LA ) M
TR Far QW
TRAVEL VOUCHER | FORM SEP 20 201 Page 1 of 2
TS e
08-01-16 'T | (00q35
T3 Py & —— ety
Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counse!l
1100 San Jacinto Boulovard 14 asipnetes hessuasce
Austin, Texas 78701 Austin, Texas
NS Tooss rrehasion b TR
LR T B PO ) XV TN AT
124 | | [
| |
(T TN ™ — O ) d e R
| A
. _ Q!QOI { wiill¥ 1. D0
24 1 |
| 1
R ™ TURG ) SR RN ' N RSO
0.
I SOCE NAER VI T AT Ausggﬁ 1) 00
241 | |
| ]
BRI B gpe o gog s D T ISR ARy 0 TNy
08-02-16 V\é&\’\ \ o
5. OIS TRIBUTION AMOUNT
Expense itemization for in-state traval:
Fares, Puttc ransportation T | aere] | s carf 0.00
Porsonalcarmileage | 0,00 Mies @ (Rate set by Logisiature) | 0535 | 0.00
Meals and ! of ledging 0.00
Parking | 0.00
inciiental expenses (lemize) | 0.00
[ 0.00
Exponse itamization for out-of-state lraved:
Fases. Publc transponation T 4000 | sl | memsice] | -40.00 -
Personal carmiesge | 0,00 Mies @ (R set by Logassture) | 0 | 0.00
Meals anc / of lodging 124.20
Parking |Airport Parking 10.00
Incidental exponses (itemze) |
| 0.00
TOTAL $174.20
NSe accouMm shown above i fros, contect and enpaid.
jr———

sign '

-

[T ey A

A2H

Norma Ma%:l
Ay BIGN ’
. 172 dppreew hoOre

|463—1778
Tt

[ET
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| IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
F Lare It A v Ve |e Meah b lodgeg |1
Feeaazaacey e reaney rorecmer g etz e % ™
ew totend oEtamt TOTAL T ews Lodgey TOTAL
B T L R T W) woed 53 | M e | Maseem Ru
mmnmu FIORAL ALY & LOSONI . 1O, ASTUAL EXswy )
P |
OUT-OF.5TATE MEALS AND LODGING \ ACTUAL EXPENSE
- Laave 0 Avew 1z Meas lu News 8. Ladgng v w
Mmess ey 12350 ronveotze “~n e TOTAL e
et escred ecees Meza Lcopng oA
[ D o W [~ s [T W [ | e 830 | Ataiben bt | Mareae By =~
0B-01-16 1 28 1p §5.20 58,20
08-02-16 7 0 |p 69.00 655.00
£
TG MEALY WOR DvimenT |« POTAL WERLE & L OO0 w X 524 20 Wra acrum noovee .
' REQU Y L Minage
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Paint to Point
08-01-16 Mr. Oldham departed AuStifi ALIport via commercial aiz at 1, 26pm ifiignt
was delayed by 40 minuves and did not depart &t 12:40)t0 attend a neeting
20 o speakor to the Blackstone Bcholary in Washington, DC. He arrived at
S:30p= and secured hotel mccomodations. He attended meeting o promote
Governoy Abdott's priorities and also nstwork.
00-02-16 He departed via coamercial air at 5:40pm and arrived at Austin Headquartmrs
ar 7:50pm.
ROTE: Ailrfare and Hotel for I night werer dizect billed to Blackstons.
GGRD attachad
*Ehow pot-o-poirt breakcown, nchaling intra-cRy milesge clams Tatal

VS B000OW R o 4 "DONTINUATICK BHEET," N sdssons 1ooce 1§ sesond
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Traveler:

\ :
Trave Requion CPHAECENES

, .
JUL 20 261
Andrew Oldham ZMWGKM--Q-MM
__ oard Steribu [1F moew ©n oo sttack Aot 354 wsonsind L-btﬂw()&
Division/Office: 000G Ot
Departure Date: August 1, 2016 Return Date: August 2, 2016 X RoustYrp
Travel From: AUS

Truvel To: gww e Oder (Do

Andy will be speaking (o the Blackstane Scholars aboat worksag fog Gavernor Abbon

TLs 1AZ 2
LU

Estimated Expenses: 477,90 0" 755 7.60 I?—OU
Aurface: ~se000 A’ 2 1385 _z'_‘m_oo RBP Paring_2 ......M gg
|Rental Cor:_ wangs - Business Cads POV Mileage.
TaCal 40007  Other Icidentals:
Registration Fea' Lodging 1 30000 30000  Lodging tax -t s
Purchase Voucher # Ele Ao
(Tols! AN Other Expenzes) 50300 Tolal Estimatod Exponses:
(For Accounting Use Onfy) Expenses paid by an outside entity enter the amount and attach 050? \
Estimate of Net Expenses to the Office of the Governgr: f;)
Ploass indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD travet:  1/11 [0 S4q
w $ 300.00 Hotei _{am Altare/Transpontation d l
Dyroct Blllodinvorced to Vendor

Meats
Conference ttinerary andior registraton fee information s attached

: I
Muttiple person justification

|Benafit of Travel to the Governor's Office:

Othet
- e l \@’BC’QS
"Actuat xponsa” s required. "Actidl expensa® justicabon s attached

\

Andy witl promote Governor Abbotl's priontes and aiso natwork with Blackstans Stholers

Additional Comlems

Adninstnbos:
ESep 1O F@U*QW
7
id k19, 2%
Diniy Dete o Adsxirmsraos Dutz
7 f ° Vo Apgroval’
Prepared By: Otgham 18, 2018
|Phone &: Jun-36 of ¥ Senezes Date v Statl Dacs
|For further information reperding travel, vee travel guldelimes or you muy contaot Financiol Services at ($13) 463-7445.
syt UL
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor
Donations to the Office of the Governor (OOG) by slate agencias, stote universities, and siate colleges do not have 10 be roported on this form.
DONOR INFORMATION - This section is to be filled out by the Donor,

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: Alliance Defending Freedom
Billing Address: 15100 N. 8™ Street, Scottsdaig, Arizona 85260

Phone Number: 480-444-0020 Email Address: hgalioway@ADFlegal.org
The Donor is a(n): {check all that apply)

Clindividual [ For-proftbusiness (X Non-profit entity or charity  [7] Local or Federal Government
COParnership  [CJLP [J WC [JComporation  [] Other (axpiain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the lasttwo years? [JYes [ No

If yes. will this donation be reparted on a lobby activities report filed with the Texas Ethics Commission? []Yes [INo
Donation value: §_715 Detailled description of the donation: Donation covers airfara and one night's hotel stay.

Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing O0G for Incurred costs?
X Direct payment q Reimbursement

| acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that If this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither | nor any entity that | represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment, consideration,
or benefitas a of this donation; and that [ acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behaif of this entity.

Printed Name: <R Date; Qliﬁli
[—

EMPLOYEE Né&RHAﬂON- This section is fo be filled out by the requesting OOG employse.

Employee Name and OOG Division: Andrew Oldham, Office of General Counsel
Wiil the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? [ Yes [INo
If yes, does the donation cover the entire cost of the trip? [ Yes [XINo
If no, what Is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 00G? §_1ge 854, F(s
Number of OOG employees (including yourself) that will make this trip: 1
Dates of travel: August 1, 2016 to August 2, 2016
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financlal Services Division.

/)

APPROVALS
el i1 ith—  9[,5/17 0
irbctor of Administration / Date Ethics Advisor [ Date

April 2017
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STATE OF TEXAS
EIFILE COPY -
Document Agency 301 Agency Number 301 Voucher ao.-wom»
Payment Due Date 0610212016 \ Agency GL
POT Orig. Paymesd Dato Purchase Order 30160722
Order Date 05092016 _~~  Raqd. Payment Date 1099 Flag indicator
Begin Date
Vendor No. 70002415449PR1 ic \CIRC Total $435,08
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
SEX | IC | BCC ﬁ AY AporNo | SOBJ | PCA | ORG |PGM| Grant Cede | Customer Qrdar Contrast USAS KD ) Amcunt
225 ocot 18 1000 7111, 01001 1391 999 99999999 30160722 el
P 0001 16 13800 7H16_° 01001 . 1291 - %99 99909999 N N 30160722 n!.s*
3 25 000t 16 13500 7115 01007 1391 999 99999999 N 30160722 SwU\
DolServe Date Description .
§e§.\_ B/ R _.\\
T160754 Chicago 05/09/16-05/10/16 Oonporl =
Travel Out-Of-State - Ground Transportation U $94.44
Meals and Lodging O.ph_h@ $284.80|
Expenses ~la lue P:.. $55.00
\OQBQNO“O Invoice Number T160754 435.04

Contact AnnDu  (512)463-1020 Ertered by &8:8:%
e Q/ ol %b&ﬁ&& .



Comptom
@ R AL ‘A
Avies e e |} 1aw -

TRAVEL VOUCHER | FORM Page 1 of
T Chovt FEIRTOrCE T 5. AQency et Rgercy Name r———
TPy e
Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counsel
(1 Deagrmed Peasgarters
1100 San Jacinto, Austin, TX 78701
EY Tams Corlfcaion natber AT Y GoF
— X ™ —TOR A T8 P L
T— T 114 11T | 94.9%
1 | 1391 7? 99 l 1 |
LN 52 . A b FURD % ML ) L)
L lopor 1171l | 29%.50
: 1 1 12979991 E—1
N ™ TORD PR Ry tou) PRTNY
1 ool [ IS5 | 5590
WVOICE NOWOLR = X
124911999 | | |
[ AGETCVUSE | l '1 b7 4
S R T T TR TR YT
5101 Uarosg 1L
18 OVSTIGELTION ———— AMOUNT
Exponse [tamization for in-state travel:
Fares. Public ransportabion ™ | | wersca] | 0.00
Parsonal car mileage |  0.00 Mses @ (Rate set by Logaiature) | 054 | 0.00
Meals and / o¢ lodging 0.00
Paking | 0.00
Incidental expenses (temae) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense iternization for out-of-state travel:
Fares, Public transportation teof 9444 | arren] | mesecel { 94 44
Personatcarmieage | 0.00 Maas @0 {Rae sot by Legntaiume) 0 0.00
oo e e P . 022 ) T
Parkirg JAustin Airport 21.00
Incidental expensos (lfomize) |
[Hotel taxes 3480 Lo
mm&-\-ﬁg\lmmif
WIWMNWWsmmumwnaaMuM o
e ,...’_ dd— 511 [y | Setts
Lucy Villarreal 512) 463-1948 P
rowey  SIGN l'on
7 ks here B




Page of

T304 (Bah)Rey 3-14%)
|.STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
Lo 1= Arvive F weas  |= Mees e toope |t
I s al Hegdgaren B et A et e h
e ceel e TOTAL v; Mewms Lodpty TOTAL
S N W ) Toar ] eceer 338 | Masimum Raoe] Manruam Raw
FOTAL WHALS RIN SOTAL MEALS & LODWNG TOTAL ACTWAL LArTASS
T-OF -STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
Loows Avve tawr Mestt [ Loopeg
HEestUONY o Hesoganes nor-oeermgh ntn iR TOTAL . "
el e read cacmw) L2 Ledgtyg oTAL
r-ul.—"'#‘ T oo W] wceed $30 | Maspum Rac
6 | A | )V 70.00{ /200.00 27000
> | 051016 | 1p] 3 s 70 00
TOTAL WRALE NER WALS & LOOONE bamumum-u
y MReag0
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Point to Point
- o ’
Adrew Oldham traveied via comsercial sir from Austin, Texds To Chicago,
5« 09+16 111inols to give a speaoch promoting the Governor's Texas Plan. Mr. Oldhan
ey returned to Austin via commercial air. The Federalist society will
-10-56 reimburse the State for the coat of the alrfare and hotel.

Totad

mmwmmm.mm«qmmm

\ Lnm arsaned form o 8 "CONTINUATION SHETT." 1 a8Stonet ioce 5 faodes
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' Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition [ 0,
SV IR Y a e
Trayeher: Andeew S Oldham EMWW-“M-»“ME-&;L’&:\S&J LA
_Mmav.m Do e smach 2 A6 eShenaiad ENpaTELL)
Divighor Office: OGC/O0G _Ooe
Departure Date: May 9, 2016 Return Date: May 10, 2016 X RowdTrp
Travel From: Austin Travel To: Chicago Crtags (D) bebir)

Maywﬂl;mamlownmug(‘mmoﬁTmle

Estimated Expenses:
a g 800.00 Meals: 70 smng: 200 140.00 ABIA Parking: 2 wweas _10.00 20.00

Rentai Car___w~st : Business Cam - POV Mieage Y -

Taxi Cab. 10000 Other incidentis: A
Registration Fae - Lodging 200 weas_ 100 20000 Lodging tax: Py .
Purchase Vouchar #
(Tolat Ak Other Expanges) 4£0.00 Tota! Estimated Expenses:
(For Accounting Use Oriy) Expenses pald by an outside entity entor the amount and aftach GGRD 51 19

1sase Indicate If any of the following apply to GGRD travel:

Direct Billod/{nvoiced 1o Vendor_$ 20000 Hoel §80000  AidwoTranspotaton () lOOl\ \,?t;%“

Direct Bitled/levoiced to Vendor Meals

Other
Conferenca Ainerary and/or registration fea information i altached. [ | —(\60}5
*Actusl expense’ is tequired. "Actusl expense” justification is attached e \"(

e = ToxI6O722

Mof Trave! to the Governor's Office;
This teip will promote the Texas Plan. one of Governor Abbctt's signature injlatives

Additional Comments: [Reqeees Admnstatios

Propared By:  Andrew S Oinam thsy 16,2016 | - shslu

Phone #: 512-936-7236 {Director of ia! Services Execative Staff Date

For further information segarding travel, see travel guidetines or you may contact Financiel Services at (312) 463-7445,

Upowen S04
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Govemor
Donations 1o the Offics of the Gaevernor (OOG) by stale agencies, state unkveraitias, s slale collogas do rot hive 1o be roporfed on this form.
DONOR INFORMATION - This section [$ to be filled out by the Donor.

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Faderalist Socely
Billing Address: 1776 | St, NW, Washington, DC 20008

Phone Number: 202-822-8138 Emall Address: info@fed-soc.org
The Donor s a(n): (check all that apply)

[Jindividual  [] For-profit business  [X] Non-profit entity or charity  [[] Local or Federal Government
[dPartnership  [CJLLP ] LLC [ Corporation  [] Other (exptain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the lasttwo years? [ IYes [DINo

If yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filed with the Texas Ethics Commission? [[]1Yes []No

Donatlon value: $4.542 17 Detailed description of the donation: This donalion covers the costs of airfare and hotel
accommodations for five trips: the October 2015 trip was a Second Amendment debate hosled by the Dallas Lawyers
Chapter; the January 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the Duke Student Chapter; the March 2018 trip was an
Article V speech hosted by the Houston Lawyers Chapter; the April 20186 trip was an Aricle V speech hosted by the
Oklahoma City Lawyers Chapler; and the May 2016 trip was an Asticle V speech hosted by the Chicago Student Chapter.
Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing OOG for Incurred costs?

(] Direct payment [ Reimbursement

I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the 0OG, In its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
naither | nor any entity that | represent is seeking, is entitied to, or will receive any special treatment,
conslideration, or benefit as a resull of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of
this entity.

Printod Name: Safad~ V. Laundeene pate: $= 1A= o

Signature:

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This section s to be filled out by the requesting OOG empioyee.

Employee Name and QOG Divislon: Andrew S. Oidham / OGC
WIill the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? X Yes [INo

If yes, does the donation cover the entire costof tha trip? [JYes [INo

If no, what i the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 00G7 $1,000

Number of OOG employaes (inctuding yourself) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of travel: October 16-17, 2015; January 27-29, 2016; March 17, 2018; April 12-13, 2016, May 8-10, 2018
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS
ggdov{#v/zs/ N )
e al Services / Date Ethics Advisor / Date Chief of Staff / Date

Ranuary 201%
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FHFILE CCrY O RAVEL ounen -
Document Agericy 301 Agency Number 301 Voucher 10160723
Payment Dus Date 061022016 \ Agency GL
eoT Orig. Psyment Dute Purchass Order 30160723
Order Date 041122016~  Rqd. Payment Date 1099 Flag indicator
Bogin Daty
Vendor No. 70002415449PRY ic Total $851.12
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
SEX | IC | PCC b& AY ApprNe | CORJ | PCA | ORG |PGM| Grant Coie| Customer Contract USAS n <ea Amount
1 228 o001 16 13900 7111 01001 1391 999 99999990 N 30160723 $554,.97]
2 2 0001 6 13900 716 01007 1391 999 99999999 N 30160723 $286.00|
3 s 0001 18 13900 7115 01001 4391 999 99999099 N 30160723 s40.15
DeUServcDate  Description
041132016
\ T180755 Okishoma City OK 04/12/16-04/13/16 | e
Travel Out-Of-State - Airfare Sk s $554.97
Meals and Lodging QL.?T(FI $256.00]
Expenses $4015

\oma.soa Invoice Number T160755 851.12

Contact AnnDu  (512) 4631920

P




Cwgrr— N
@ o Pl TS
e Nev b rew)

e

"IRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM Page 1 of
T Toway Nars PREETS TS VLRY - d v
301
006G 2018 $824,97 /r I wr‘55
LRI T ioe
Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counsel
12 Devigraned Neodaarien
1100 San Jacinto, Austin, Texas 78701
RRCT Y — TRV USE
T ™ TORD ) Ay O AN
B} \DO\ \lg AR 5549
=TT PMT DUE DATE =
l\’if’l [ | I I [
I
[T T T v TR AV TOR TRSORY
0Ol 1V 1\ A5 6.D0
WVOR £ NUMBER e, g
1 | CE TR — I
(V6 9P % [Ezd . () TOND AV ToM RSN
[ NVORLE NOWBER OUE DATE "‘O‘OO{ ‘Lﬂ "”5 \{'QE)
= EC T — I 1
I I
[TI ST TN LAk 20w O YT
D CA N (:.;I-L /
| — 04-13-16 k. I \\ D K
Expense itemization for in-state travel:
Fares, Publc iranspornation Tae: | | fwemcw] 0.00
Personalcarmieage | 0.00 Mies g (Rate sal by Lopsiature) | 054 | 0.00
Meals and / of Sodging - 0.00
Parking | 0.00
incidentsl expenses (temize) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense itemization for out-of-state travel: .
Fares, Publc transpertation Tows | acren] 55497 | mewsice] | 554.97
Personai carmisage | 0.00 Mics £ (Raty 3ot oy Legalsture) 0| 0.00
Meals and / o¢ lodging 255.00
Parking [Austin Airport . 1466 1\.00
Inuihnwexpom memze) | Neote | —toxes ‘lq\\ﬁ mm"
rorad RS |, 12 588497 OM
19. mm,mmmamumummmum. cotrect and unpad.
sl il - sign
[N G-/ S
Lucy Viilameat (512) 463-1948 -
s ) =




Fomm T3 174 [DachyBov. )-140)

Page of
e ]
IN.STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
a Leave F Kive | R MR e
T AR oGt ot sel o 18 "
=t0 soed sacoed 10T, e Lodgny TOTAL
_— s | W | & T Tima | e [ | eeceed 50 | Mamey ftate| Maceus Ka
wvummmuq JTOTAL MEALS & LORGS g POTAL ASTUAL Lrinsd L

QUT-OF-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE

N Lone . ~oea e Mo Wasis |3 loogeg |t

Hras ey VeaapaTey renovemight T retis 1OTAL IF T
\ % oceel e Mave Lodgrg TOTAL
== 7 W [ | soceed 538 | Masgn Aate] Maomom flate
04-12-16 Ib‘\ t 7 58.00] 13800 167.00
1 04136 | O] ia / 59.00) 59 00
\
TOTAL MEALS Mok Svamean Ty COTAL WEALS & LOGOIN - 25600 ACTUAL EarTise
Y INFORMA TION REQUIRED BY TEXTRAVEL Viieage
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATICON Foil 1o Poinl
C v .
Andy traveled from Aostin, TX ta smercidl aiz and back,
04-12-1¢ The purpose of the trip wias. 1o participate in legdl and policy discussicny
thru concetning Covernor's DEfice initiatives
4~13~
fy 13708 The State will beo reimbursed for the cost of the flight ($5354.97), hotal
{8157.15)by the Federalist Society,
*Show point-to-poinl breakdown, INCuding Ina-cly mieage dains Total:

Une scissonmt ferre of o CTONTINGATION SHEET  ff s08000e 40808 I8 needd.
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Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition

Traveler: Andrew Oldham X St Mamaar (1) mve o toe b= d daindiin (kb Sl |

_ Bewd Mamber's (If ssore thar oo, aomsh Lt and sesmted expenses)
Division/Office: Deputy General Counsel Ol
[Departure Date: April 12, 2018 Return Date: April 13, 20186 X Rowd Yrp
Travel From: Austin, TX Travel To: Oklahoma City, OK Ot (Det! b))
[Bescroton of Dubes 16 Be Perormed: '

Asdy will participate tn legal snd policy duscessions regarding the Governor's Texas Plan

Estimated Expenses:
rnm 55497 Meals 2 wear 5000 11800  ABAPakiog. 2 swes 700 _ 14.00
Rental Car.___ west - Busness Calis. . POV Menge: 0te -

Taxi Cab = Ofhe Incidentals -
Registration Fee: - Lodgng_ 1 swes: 13800 13800  Loogingiex ) awes 1815 1918

rchasa Voucher @

(Total AV Other Expanses) 26915 Total Estimatod Expensas:
(For Accounting Use Only) Expenses pald by an outside entity enter the smount and attach GGRD

Estimate of Net Expenses to the Office of the Governor:

|Picase indicate it any of the following apply 1o GGRD travel:
Direct Blled/invoiced to Vendor: $ 157.15 Hotal $554.97 Aifare/Transportation Oml \%(
Direct Blled/Invoicad to Vandor: Meatz

Conference finarary andior regisiration fee information is attached. Wt] ﬂGO}SS

"Attual expense” is rquired. *Actual expanse” [ustification Is attached. 1

Multiple persen justitzation 1 Ww

26

|Benefit of Travel to the Governor's Office:
The event wi raise awareness of the Govemor's call foe a convention of States,

Additional Comments: Adnun o
5/7//&( ke 2310
Date. of Adm=rtmties Dhae
Prepared By: Lucy Villarrea! 5, 7 ,/g-‘ = [ /
p 26,
Phone #: ($12) 463-1948 mur i Dale Execwtve Sull z 505

For furthet information regarding travel, see travel guldelimes o yow may cowtacs Financial Services af ($12) 463-7445,

042



& S OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
= /e

w Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor
+ , Donations to the Office of the Govemor (OOG) by state agencivs, siate universities, snd stale collsgos do not have fo be reported on this form.
DONOR INFORMATION - This section s to be filed out by the Donor.

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Society
Billing Address: 1776 | St, NW, Washington, DC 20006

Phone Number: 202-822-6138 Emall Address: info@fed-soc.org
The Donor Is a(n): (check all that apply)

O individual [ For-profitbusiness B3 Non-profitentity or chartty [ Local or Federal Govemment
Ol Parnership [JLP [ LLC  [OCorporaion [ Other (explain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the last two yoars? [JYes X No

If yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filed with the Texas Ethics Commission? []Yes [INo

Donation value: $4,542.17 Detailed description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of airfare and hotel
accommodations for five lrips: the October 2015 trip was a Second Amenidment debate hosted by the Dallas Lawyers
Chapter; the January 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the Duke Student Chapter; the March 2016 trip was an
Article V speech hosted by the Houston Lawyers Chapter; the April 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the
Oklahoma City Lawyers Chapter; and the May 2016 trip was an Aricla V'speech hosted by the Chicago Student Chapter.
Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing OOG for Incurred costs?

[] Directpayment [ Reimbursament .

| acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the Intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the QOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neithar | nor any entity that | represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment,
consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and that I acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of
this entity, ¥

Printed Name: S8-S0~ v- L‘-’\CLCQJ'\L Dam:S'lq'uo

Signature:

-

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This soction is o be filed oul by the requesting OOG employee.
Employee Name and OOG Division: Andrew S, Oldham / 0GC
Will the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? [ Yes [CJne

If yes, does the donation cover the entire cost of the tip? [JYes & No

If no, what is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 0OG? $1,000

Number of OOG employees (including yourself) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of trave!: October 16-17, 2015; January 27-29, 2016; March 17, 2016; April 12-13, 2016: May 9-10, 2016
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitied to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS '
Croudo-dizs 5231 YWl 5T
Fi 20 | Services / Date Ethics Advisor [ Date Chief of Staff / Date

anusry 2045
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STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
m% _ep.m cery TRAVEL VOUCHER .
Documeet Agency Number 301 Voucher 10168724
Payment Due Date 06022016 _— Agency GL
pPOT Orig. Payment Date Purchase Order 30160724
Order Date 8.:!&:.\ Ragd. Payment Date 1099 Flag indicatcr
Begin Date
Yendor No. 70002415449PR1 Ic ICRC Total $543.96
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
nmuwnmﬂm_ﬁ&gnn!n&gnnﬁg Ower | Contract [ WSAS| RO | gcPa Amount
1 225 0001 1% 13000 7101 01001 1391 980 908699999 N 30160724 $643.96
~ s s A
DoliServc Dascription
0O¥17/2018
T180756 Houston 03/17/16 O
Travel In-State - Aifare and Ground Transportation $843.96|
] 3
05/25/2016 Invoice Number T160756 64396 " il
- !-/ u/ ( o}

Contact AnnDu  (512) 463-1520

Approved




Comprsties
wraw  are
- L Lt S e
R

» L
TRAVEL VOUCHER /| FORM

[T R Tve (W' o8 P o

Rowcy unte

Y iGercy Rame
chomor Exocutlvu :

03-17-16

| san TT16DT5

T8 Poy o
Andrew Oldham

Deputy General Counsel

12 Dusgristed heaccquanen
1100 San Jacinto, Austin, Texas 78701

[TY Tonas OPircabon riasber
TG L1 TORD ) AT o063 L[
_ ;Q; DO [l T LA3.90
\29199G | | T
| |
220 115 ~TORD L EA TOB) TRSIHT
T VOIS R ~PuT DUL DATE mjﬂm
| |
| |
[TE EFX TN ™ TUND A L\ [ols” 7] ANSUNT
INVOIGE %Wm RGENCY s
1 | |
| ]
TS SN T I e T YT 7
03-17-16 \"\‘0\15‘\‘ D)
1S DeSTAUBUTION AMOUNT
Expense temization for in-stato travel:
Faves, Publc iransportation Tl | Aeres] | T | 0.00
Personal carmiiesge | 0.00 Mies @ (Raln st by Logiature) | 054 | 0.00
Meals and / or lodging 0.00
Paking | 0.00
Inckiantal expenses itemaze) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense itemization for out-of-state travel: .
Fares, Pubic transponaton te] 17000 ] wrsws] 47396 | wemuce] | 543 96
Personalcarmilvage | 0.00 |  wies @ (Rate set by Lepsiature) | 0 | 0.00
Men’s and / o¢ lodgieg 0.00
Patking | 0.00
Incidentsd axpenses (Hemize) |
| 0.00
TOTAL $643.96

15 | cortify that the expense account shawn abiove i true, comect. Ind unpaio

oy LACH -
Lucy anlameal

T;'//é/'é

Agency slgn
aw hon

LLE )




o

Fomn T17a (BacsiRer. 2-128)

Page of
IN-STATE MEALS AND LOOGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
« Lavew s Avier e Meahy |5 Mesie Lodgng |t
e Hepom Ay o vwm g b ot 88 B
"te oaceed el oA Meas OGrg 10728
I T O N L B N B T o T,
FOTAL MLALS WON lmumam ) TUSAL AUTUAL EXPEsas
QUT-OF-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
m Lowve . At o, Mwen  fo M f&  toopg |
AU S0y 0N Gvermge oot o oty 10TAL 03 {I o
-3 e e et Mansz Loagng TOTAL
[ Tas Tou | e Im (<) Tor | UR 15| secead 30 | Macinem Race] Samon R
TOUAL SEALS MOM OvERSeG| v [YOTAL WEALY 3 L DGO | w {TOTAL ATTUAL EXPeie .
v INFORMA TION REGQUIRED BY TEXTRAVEL WSicage
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Pontol-‘dm
' e 1V} 05 B s
i , AL X, - Tz % A o L= , ! : e
Andy traveled from Austin, TX to Houston, TX via commercial asyr, and back
03-17-18 to Austin, TX via cosmmercial air, The purpose of tha ctrip was to
participace in legal and policy discusnsions regarding the Governor's
Qffice initiatives. The Federalist Society will reimburse the State for
che ceat of airfare, 5471.56.
*Show point-1o-poiit breakdown, Including intra-city mileage daima Teml:

Use sidsong! et or & TONTINUATION SHEET " F 2000000 50008 1t A9aded.
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Office of the Governor e

Travel Requisition
Traveler: Androw Oldham lmummunuwﬂuw
e Marbonts (3 meoce s dw, iiach bt s peswensnd cigebanf S0 E L
Divisian/Office: Genaral Counsel Division Ot
[Departure Date: March 17, 2018 Return Dite: March 17, 2018 X Roud Tiip
Travel From: Austin, Texas Travel To: Houston, Texas Oy (Dt S

(sserplan o B o be Partormed:

Andy will participats i degal and poficy Slscussions teganimg the Govemor's Texas Plar

Estimated Expenses:
Avtare A73.66  Meals: o - ABIA Parng: Py -
Rental Car___ wnas - Business Cais - POV Misage e 'O -

Taxi Cab: 170.00 Othar Incidentsls. -
Registralion Fee; . Lodging @y - Lodgey tax: -—ai -
Purchass Vouche( 8
[Totad All Othar Expanses) 170 00 Total Estimated Expenses: 543 96
(For Accounting Uise Onvy) Expenses paid by an outside antity enter the amount and sttach GGRD

Estimate of Net Expenses 1o the Office of the Governor:
|Ploase indicate if any of the following apply 1o GGRD traved:

Drect BaadTnvoiced to Vendor: Hotel $473.96 “"‘:‘"“"“"’"“ Ol GAl l \39/

Direct Bded/invoiced to Vendor. Mea's

Othe
Conferance Rinarary andior regairation fee information is attached { | "l'—[c O:?f::f)
"Actual expense” is requiced. “Actual expense” justificaon s attached, C—1

G —  TOIE0N

NJ

Bonefit of Travel to the Govermnor's Office:
The evert will rase swamnness of the Governor's call lor & convention of States

Additional Commeats: [Requeess: Admis siratice
A o Heli 5/23)
D rector Date of Admamsuntion Dste
. 3_, >, |Execemive Aopeovel
Prepared By: Lucy Villarreal L~ Z E 5 /JJ' [l‘
Phope £: ($12) 463-1948 {m«% 7 ; ; Execative Staff Date

For furthee lnformation regarding travel, vee travel puldelines or you muy contact Fimanclal Services at (512) 463-7445,

VRS DU

047
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor
Donations 1o the Office of the Governor (OOG) by state agencies, siate universiies, and stale colleges do not have o be raported on this foem.
DONOR INFORMATION - This section is fo be filed out by the Donor,

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Society
Billing Address: 1776 | St, NW, Washington, DC 20006

Phone Number: 202-622-8138 Emall Address: info@fed-soc.org
The Donor is a(n): (check all that apply) .
[Jindwvidual [ For-profitbusiness [ Non-profitentity orchardty ] Local or Federal Government
(JPanership [JLLP [ e [JCorporation  [] Other (explain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the last two years? [JYes [{No

If yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report flled with the Texas Ethics Commission? [[]Yes []No

Donation value: $4,542.17 Detafled description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of airfare and hotel
accommaodations for five trips: the October 2015 trip was a Second Amendment debate hosted by the Dallas Lawyers
Chapter: the January 2016 trip was an Adicle V speech hosted by the Duke Student Chapter; the March 2016 trip was an
Asticle V speech hosted by the Houston Lawyers Chapter; the April 2016 trip was an Arficle V speech hosted by the
Okiahoma City Lawyers Chapter; and the May 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the Chicago Student Chapter.
Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing OOG for Incurred costs?

[J Direct payment  [X1 Relmbursement

| acknowledge: that this donation is being made to tha OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that If this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the OO0G, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither | nor any entity that | ropresent is seeking, is entitled to, or will recelve any special treatment,
consideration, or benefit as a result of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of
this entity.

Printed Name: 8-Sk \Z- \—M\AC&I\Q Date:s']q"b

Signature:

-

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This section is to be fitfed out by the requesting O0G employee.

Employee Name and OOG Division: Andrew S, Oldham / OGC
Will the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? XYes [JNo

If yes, does the donation cover the entire cost of the trfp? [JYes [ No

If no, what is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the OOG? $1,000

Number of OOG employees (including yoursel!) that wili make this trip: 1

Dates of travel: Ociober 16-17, 2015; January 27-29, 2016; March 17, 2016; April 12-13, 2016; May 9-10, 2018
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS

Sfesliec Wiltn— 515t e

Finangial Services /| Date Ethics Advisor / Date Chief of Staff / Data

lansary 2015
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STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

»a.mrm.—_.m ﬁo.m< TRAVEL VOUCHER )
Documbd Agwricy Number 301 Voucher 10166510
Payment Due Date 06022016 \ Agency GL
FOT 0. Payment Date Purchase Order 30160510
Ordor Date 03/05/2018 Rad. Payment Date 1094 Fiag Indicator
Bogin Dale \
Vendor No. 70002415448PR1 c i ICRE Total $380.70
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
SEX | IC | BCC bmﬁ AY AppeNo | COBY | BCA | ORG |PGM| GrantCode | Customer Order Contract USAS BTl CPA Ameunt
1 225 0001 18 13900 7116 01001 1391 999 99999099 N 20160510 $340.00}
2 s 0001 16 13900 THS 01001 1391 999 99999999 N 30160510 «Squ ‘
DeVServe Date Description /
0310772016 /
\ T160449 Annapolis MD 03/05/16-03/07/16
Meals and Lodging $340.00
Expenses $50.70

_~052612016 Invoice Number T160448 390.70

Comtact AnnOu  (512) 463-1920 DAR7I2016

- \;Hi




Canves %

whass PN

Accwom Mow (e
row

@

TRAVEL VOUCHER / FORM

[T, A0 AR OrGe T Koy hamtal

Governor - Executive

T 1649

$513.54
g
Andrew Oldham Deputy General Counsel
EF NI —
1100 San Jacinto, Austin, Texas 78701
[T Tatas Serideaen mavoe [ACEREV I
Ty ] Yo ~FORG " A . ARRSORT |
oloof T Ji ["Tille | 340 8
WNOICE Y& JAGENCY USE , v M
13911295 1
1 |
LR Laal ™ TORD lased Y (w4 5] RASUAT
[/} / .
Lo it 17115 150,75
129 'qu 9 | [
[ AGENCY D f
l |
15 SFR APTN ™ TURY Lt L TO TRIUNY
NAOICE NUMBER DD GATE GENGY USE
| l
| | .
[T S S TR O S Ty T O TR A Y
03-07-16 Aﬁl Pg&/ M
18 DISTRELTION i AMOUNT
Exponse itemization for In-state travel:
Fares_ Pubic transpoctabion Taad | aere] | rewscel | 0.00
Personafcarmisags | 0.00 Mies G Rato sat by Legaialud) | 054 | 0.00
Meals and / of lodging 0.00
Parking | 0.00
Incidental expensesfitomize) | 0.00
| 0.00
Expense temization for out-of.state travel:
Faces, Pubdc transportation Toal | aeven] | mewece] 19284 | R
Personal carmileage | 0.00 Mins @ (Rstw set by Legialaure) | 0 | 0.00
Meats and / or lodging 34000
Parking |Austin Airport 21.00
Incidertal expenses (emaze) |
|Gas & Motel Tax 2970
YOTAL 3_90.% #Se
16, 1 certify that the expense accoun! shown ubove s true, cormect. and unpakd
alon Cham = I
» S [ 1 il jli//f
are Pt}
Lucy Vilkarreal (512) 463-1948 N
rowey  SIGN o ]‘m 050




Page of

Form 73974 [BaceRey, 714W)
IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
B e = Are lo wem o weas teagng .
Hesdgueew [ ) rom-everigt s oot T
ntie aod aoead TOTAL \ cagng oA
| o - Tl | Fod | W W] estees 338 | Maorun Rew| Mesmsey Rioe
TORAL MEALS WOX SV tasanT]| 10TAL Wy & LOOw g JTOTAL ACTUAL EXFENas p
QUT-OF-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
- [ n ] o Wwer b wess |o ressn |
e ] Pwasguanay o avere gt o wot ke TOTAL = ==
AR eatwod wnooed Loagmy oA
T T E 0 ™ d 4% i Mavel Rate
03-05-16 A 11 ./}5.20 101 00} 156.20|
03-06-16 \ A w /8500 10100 170.00)
03-07-16 \Q _)“ % A380 13.80
\ v
THIAL MEALS WO N R o 340 00 frorm acrus exremss 8
' L
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Point o Point
Andy traveled from Austin, TX TO ADDAPOlLS, MD via commerciasl Wir, Lo
D3-0%-16 participate in legal and policy discussions regarding the Covernor's
thry Office initistives, Andy returped to Austin, TX via commayrcial air.
03-07-16
*Show poini-te-poin| beeakdown, Ckiding intri-ty milsage clalms Total
Une a3cbtonat o o 8 CONTINUATION SERET * ¥ 500000l space s needed
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Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition

Traveler: A’l Qq QL‘)“’AM %ﬁmau-uun—mmw

C  Dowrd Membar's (1f rseee thae e amach bt 20 smmmnd dagwrd)
Divishan/Office: Qé Ot

Travel From: AUS Travel To: M i M

Departure Date: Q}hlefa Return Date: 0510? llj /;.n..

Octr (Dwead! btbew)

[Bescrintion of Dubes o be Pedormed:

niale -»‘e.. k‘\ aj U Un‘s)
f.\L{ %S Nwwf‘) by ff:.u.f »{wi “67

Estimate of Net Expenses to the Office of the Governor:
Please Indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD travel: Lo
Direct Biled/iavoiced t Vandor Hotel HO® “AidaeTansporaton NO GAED .

“Actual expense” is requend  "Aciual oxpense® ustification s sitached

Benofit of Travel to the Governor's Office:

Poacats Ha Toas ﬂm , o .'F Ho Govtormers

st v e ves,

Direct Balad/1nvoicad to Vendor: Moals Othar
Conforonce minerary and/or registraton fee informaton o attached. t— Olm‘ ‘FQI

Multiple person justiication E ﬂ&(}u

5[0/ |

C

|
|&thmdexpomn: g7 m 32‘ f l.[—
Airtace A0 mors L was 3* ‘E ABIA Parking _ Zowmas ;g‘ Q IR
Rental Cat:_2~amgs _ b0 (20 - Business Cails: . POV Mileage:

Taxi Cab; (ol - Other Incidentals.
Regiatration Feo: - Lotpng_ Ceear (2 ;7 Lodging tax: 7V ames LLY gg, 30 | (v
Purchass Voucher 8 rd e ¢
(Tota AU Other Expenses) - & Total Extimated Expenses: | (ot ] BT
(For Accounting Use Onfy) Expenses paid by an cutside entity enter the amount and attach GGRD $

N‘”f
o
D

Additional Comments: TRequess. Admimstnton

' Zé«ém& 21914 m%ﬂyﬂ\o.?v?bayu

Iw ]'S-acac-wr

v X

Prepared By ﬂ 29348
Date

Phone #: Q 323 é Butget Mamge: Evvcunve Sulf

Far further informuation regording travel, see traved guidelines or you muxy contact Financlal Services at (512} 463-7443.

Vpcaes UL

052
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STATE OF TEXAS
v< OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
m:: co KA ]
Document Agancy Agancy Numbet 301 Voucher 10166726
Payment Dus Date 06/02/2016 \\ Agency GL
PDT Otig. Paymart Dato Pufchase Order 30160726
Order Date 01212016 Rad. Paymont Date 1099 Flag [ndicater
Begin Date
Vendor No, 70002415443PR1 Ic ICRC Total $1,794.60
‘A
ANDREW S OLDHAM
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TX 78739-2204
gFX | IC | PCC bm“ﬂ AY ApprNo COBJ | BCA | ORG |PGM| Grant Code | Customer Order Contract USAS R1l cPA Amount
Y 228 0001 16 13900 7111 01001 1381 999 99999999 N 30180726 $1,049.96
2 225 0001 18 13900 T2, 01008 1391 999 90990999 N 20160725 $216.22|,
3 22 0001 16 13500 7916 01001 1391 999 59999999 N 30160726 $460.15
4« 225 0001 1 13900 715 01001 1391 999 99099098 N 30160726 s.rzﬂ
DolfServe Date Description
sgq\
T160758 DurhamiMorrisville NC 01/27/16-01/20/16 - v
Travel Out-Of-State - Airfare - — $1,049.96,
Travel Out-Of-State - Mileage - — $216.22
Meals and Lodging J ) $460.15
Travel Out-Of-State - Hotel Tax and Parking . . r W o4 $68.27

Contact AnnDu  (512) 463-1920

Approved

Emtered by &oorsshw

O~ b~ 16

Q57312016

& .@%&If b\v\\\




& .o .
TRAVEL VOUCHER | FORM i Page 1 of
[T JVTIVE A0 8Na8 NumDer FQNTy e S Agsocy N
301
01-27-16
10 Pay o
Andrew Oidham Deputy General Counsel
12 Desgrated beodgueners
1100 San Jacinto
[T5 Tenan \Sernioaion mamber
X PPN T FONIT A L T ANUNT
TR NRRER mm—m%o / 'l;! il L.m(‘—
V291999 [ [ 1
1 l
AFPR YO TON0 rod TOB) TR ‘
129) ‘1‘1'1 | [ |
I [
R TR T FORS 0_6 AV [597] AECIRT
i
= — W OU% OATE .az-.i ! ? 2! LAY H00.15
L 541 l 3 | [ I
| I
TSR T TR I TR v
01-29-15 D.\.Ltm Nore s ville NU
T DISTRESUTION m'/M rlsﬁ AMOUNT
Expense itomization for In-state travel:
Fares. Public bansportaton Fass | avras) | Ravest o] | 0.00
Personalcar mieage | 0.00 Mins @3 (Rate set by Logisiature) | 054 | 0.00
Moats and [ of lodging 0.00
Parking |3 days Dailas Airport 24 79
Inodental expenses (lemize) | 0.00
|POV with justdicanon 21622
Expensa ltemization for out-of stats travel:
Fares, Publc transpartation Two) | arrws] 1,048.96 | neroco | 1,049.96
Personal carmiesge | 0.00 Mies @ (Ratw set by Logaiaur) | 0 | 0.00
Meais and / or lodging 45015
Parking | 0.00
Incidental expenses (tomas) |
|Hot! tax 4348
TOTAL) $1,784 60
19 wuwmum panse account shown ubove IS true, corredy, and unpaid
“""» }/‘(l/ T’g. b fren ) | Zmé
tucy Vmarreat (512) 453-1948
Agwey  SIGN ’ o F. 05%
22 Apooew HETEC




STATE OF TEXAS

&
- e >
. Aoty e 305
- Hage o
TRAVEL VOUCHER | FORM CONTINUATION TR L G et
' 300 |Tllws 758
PR AR —y— e — = £ I |
DgDD I IS (»8.27 |
WAVOICE NIMBER PMT DUE DATE | AGENGY 1
291299
ARV S din b
- o — =SLEN AT ]
1.
VoK PAE DUE DATE | |AGENCY ST
T |

S SPTY,

T 'ﬂt__-":t‘_‘iﬂit—'v

PIT CUE DATE

IR,

FUIIT OUE DATE

T

RN\ A0

SO A T oA

P N Rl AT

INVORCE NINDER PMT OUE DATE  [ASENCY USE
ACENCY USE .
= A
BVOICE PALT DUE DATE | AGENCY USE

AY

{RAET DU DATE

AGENGY LSk
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'ré- THITA Bk N 2.947) Pm of
IN-STATE MEALS AND LODGING 3 ACTUAL EXPENSE
. Leww ‘ Active 1z Mans . Nay Loagey 1
¢ isedo.anet Freacgoenes St - o # ~o® 3 I
ots n0esn nteed oA Moz Loogrg TOTAL
{_ Cew L R N T Y R L [ Vo s Rate
TOTAL MRALS W OV Tl TOTAL WRALS § LODGINS 3 ACTUAL SXPosse }
QUT-OF-STATE MEALS AND LODGING ACTUAL EXPENSE
adl L. ’n v 0 Neas b Mexs Jo Lespeg |
Veanyuanes (LT PoO-Overnrt ol ko ot OTAC 0 0 e
ne srmes azeed Vansy Loog O
T Tam ] e | Un Im] Dew ] Tow ] W Ja | exess 8 | Massee faed Madoum A
1-2718 8 _QL_V At 5900 L—181.35 240.35
01-28-16 = 58.00f 14900 208.00
01-29-16 | o 11.80| 11.80
VOTAL WEALS NON SR EmONT ¢ [roraL weacs & cocems o 480,15 {rotas et exrewee o
v INFORMATION REGUIRED BY TEX TRAVEL Wisags
DATE AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION Foint t0 Posed
T 4 ‘
Andy traveled fxom Augtin, TX tc Dullas, TX via perscnal vehicle to catch
D1+27-16 s flight from Dallas, TX to Durham, NC. The purpose of the trip was to
£ hru pacrticipate in legal and policy discussions regarding che Governor's
01-29-16 initiatives. Andy returned to Dallas, TX from Durham, KC via commercial
air, chen drove pevsonal vehicle back to Austin, TX. Mileage from office
(3100 San Jacinto, Austin, Tx) to the Dallam airport (6900 Cedar Springs
Road, Dalias, Tx) zound trip way 400.6 miles X .54 cente por mile «
$216.22. Cost comparison of rental car « 5151.04, The cost-comparisen
£00l mhows that a rental car would have been $6%.18 cheager than the
traveler's use of a personal vehicle. Given tha exigencies of the travel
schedule, the traveler did not have the time of flexibllity 20 tent a zarc.
Federaliat Society will reimburase the State for coat of wirfare and hotel.
*Show poiet-1o-poled bresidoan, induding intra-city mieage claims Yol

Use aadtana koo of 3 "CONTRNUATION SHEET.” £ 30000 50008 18 Doeced
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Office of the Governor
Travel Requisition

© Traveler: Andrew Oldham X Sl Sleesber (3 rocn than 300 10 vame desteilhon, smuk plimmion) /1 7y 08
 Boond Marbats (I mve D oo, atstck Lat and sptameted sxpussed)
Division/Office: Ganeral Counsel Division Do
Departure Date: Januacy 27, 2016 Return Date: January 28, 2016 X RasdTrp
Travel From: Austin, Toxas Travel To: Durham, NC Other (Dot biow)
(Sescrplon oT Bulies 1o be Pardormen.

Andy will partisspae o legal 2ad policy discutvans reganding the Governor's Toxas Plan. Andy will srave! ks pecsonal vehicle from Amu‘n.—ﬁm o Dallas, Tex
and then oo commerciad s 10 Raleigh/Derham, North Carolime.

Estimatod Expenses:

Axfare; 104556  Meals; p— 129.80 ABIA Parvng: “-nal 2479

JRertad Car___ wnas - Busness Cais POV Masage: - 0x 216.22
Taxi Cab: - Othar Incidantals:

Regstrabon Foo: - Lodging: «nal 330.35 Lodging tax: P 43 48

|Purchase Voucher #

{Total Al Othar Expansas) T44 B4 Total Estimated Expenses:

|For Accounting Use Only) Expenses pald by an outside entity enter the amount and attach GGRO

Estimate of Net Expenges to the Office of the Gavernor:
|Please indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD travel:

Direct Bdlacimvoiced 1o Vendor $ 373.83 Hotel $1,049.96 ::ﬂnwm O"m{ ‘ \?ﬁ}

Direct Blled/Invoiced o Vendor. Moeals

Conforance Rinervy and/or registration fee formaton is altached. l | T S

"Actual expense” is requirod. "Actial expense” [ustification & attached 1 l@‘ %
Muttple person justhicanon 1 - qu

Benefit of Travel 10 the Governor's Office:
The evert will raise swamness of the Governar's call for & convention of States

v/

Additional Comments:

s 7271t

of Adsmosygirasice Dhate

Prepared By: Lucy Villarreal @D A ”' ¢
Phomne #: ($12) 463-1948 Deector of Setvice [ Exacutive Stall Dute

For further information mnﬂagmvd.mnvdm or you may confact Finencial Services at ($12) 463.7445.
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor
" Donations to the Offico of the Govemoar (OOG) by state agencios, state uiversities, and stale coleges do not have (o be roporied on this form
DONOR INFORMATION - This section is to be filled out by the Donor.

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Society
Billing Address: 1776 | St, NW, Washington, DC 20006

Phone Number: 202-822-8138 Emall Address: info@fed-soc.org
The Donor is a(n): (check all that apply)

[ mnowidual [ For-profit business [ Non-profit entity or charity [ Local or Federal Government
[DParnership [JLLP [J LLC [JCorporation [] Other (expiain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the lasttwo years? [JYes X No

If yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filad with the Texas Ethics Commission? []Yes [[INo

Donation value: §4,542.17 Detailed description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of airfare and hotel
accommodations for five trips: the October 2015 trip was a Second Amendment debate hosted by the Dallas Lawyers
Chapter; the January 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the Duke Student Chapter; the March 2016 Irip was an
Article V. speech hosted by the Houston Lawyers Chapter; the April 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the
Oklahoma City Lawyers Chapter; and the May 2016 trip was an Article V speech hested by the Chicago Studant Chepter.
Will donor be directly paying for services or will donor be reimbursing OOG for incurred costs?

[ Direct payment [ Reimbursement

I acknowledge: that this donation is being made to the OOG with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose In accordance with Texas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation cannot be used as
originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other lawful public purpose; that
neither | nor any entity that | represent is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment,
consideration, or benafit as a result of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authorized to sign on behalf of
this entity.

Printed Name: Sa.SalA V“ w&.’\& pate: S+ 4=l

‘Signature:

\

EMPLOYEE INFORMATION - This sectiof: is to be filed out by the requesting OOG employse.

Employee Name and O0G Division: Andrew S. Oldham / OGC
Will the donation pay for travel costs of a state business trip? [dYes [INo

If yes, does the donation cover the entire cost of the tip? []Yes [ No

If no, what is the estimated remaining cost of the trip to the 00G? $1.000

Number of OOG employees (including yourself) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of travet: October 16-17, 2015; danuary 27-29, 2016; March 17, 2016; April 12-13, 2016; May 9-10, 2016
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Division.

APPROVALS
%«Mm Slegie YWl Uil e
2 al Services / Dale Ethics Advisor / Date Chief of Staff / Date

Rnaery 2015
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mz_.m cOPY O TRAVEL voucrER .
301 Agency Number 301 Voucher 10166725

Payment Due Date 0610212016 P Agency GL
POT Orig. Payment Date Purchsse Order 30160725

Order Date ,SSSa\ Rad. Payment Dato 1009 Fiag Indicator
Begin Date
Vendor No. 70002415449PR1 ic ICIRC Total $807.80

ANDREW S OLDHAM \

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

AUSTIN TX 78739-2204

o HECT UFR ST
SEX | IC | PCC Dm"“ AY Appr No COBJ | PCA | ORG |PCGM| Grant Cosle | Customer Qrder Contract USAS BN CPA Amount
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2 225 0001 18 13900 7106 01001 1391 008 99000989 N 20160725 $406.00
3 25 0001 16 13900 7108 01001 1381 999 99999999 N 30160725 $71.80

Del'Serve Date Description
10/182015
\ T160757 Dallas 10/16/15-10/18/15 O?./qchﬁ -y 3T
\ $430.00

Travel In-State - Airfare and Ground Transportation

Meals and Lodging ~r = $406.00
Expenses 5 T.r fbbbfA $71.80|

— 05I25/2016 Invoice Number T160757 607.80
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Angy téavclce ound-trip from Austin, Texas ro Dallam, Toxas via
10-16-15 commarcial air, o participate in a debate on the Second Amendment and gun-
10-1%-1% contrel {ssues, on behalf of the Governor's Office. RAlrfare and hotel
10-18-1% will be reimbursed by the Federalist Sociaty, hosts of thiw event. Andy
took one personal day during travel, Ne expenses were claimed for that
day.
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Office of the Governor

Travel Requisition A
Traveler: Androw Qidham X SoulT Moo {1 moce tha oot 1 save & Eat ust,
_Imu—dom-'&--al!pnm, qm =5
Division/Office: General Counsal Oivision Ot —o LRSS
Departure Date: Octobar 16, 2015 Return Date: October 18, 2015 X Roesd Trip
Travel From: Austin, Texas Travel To: Dalles, Toxas Odver (Dl bedow)

[Ceschption of Butles (o be Performed:

Andy will participate in & Schate on e Second Amemudment aed guncontrol tisues  The debale will B hosted by the Fodoralint Sockety at the Belo Mamson und
will be attendid by numeroas influential lawyers snd public officisls

Estimated Exponses:
Autae 37800 Moals: 15 wemr_ 6400 _ 9600  ABAPMKNG 2 wear 700 _ 1400
Rectal Car.____ st = Business Calis . POV Miesge: o -

Taxi Cav: 5200 Other Incidentals: .
Registratan Foe: - Looging_ 1 weei 31000 _ 31000  LodgnQlax _ 1 aees 4730 _ 47.30
1Pur:mu Voucher ¥
(Total Af Gther Expansas) 51930 Total Estimated Expenaes: 53730
(For Accounting Lise Only) Exponses paid by an outside entity enter the amount and attach GGRD

Estimate of Net Expenses to the Office of the Governor:
Please indicate if any of the following apply to GGRD travel:

Direct Bitedimvoiced to Vendor, $ 367.30 Hotel $I78.00  Akdere/Transportalion Dl wl 1 \’BC”

Direct Biled/liwoiced 10 Vendoc: Mosis

Conferance tinerary and/or registration fea information is attachad | | ’ ‘ ‘m'z_)l
"Actual expense” s required, “Actual exponse” justiicstion s attached, [:]

e it - = O350 75
|8enafit of Travel to the Govemor's Office:

The event wit promate I1he Governor's legal and policy views on Second Amendmant issues.

Additional Comments: F"M

.

Prepared By: Lucy Villarreal ,\%dﬁ EE
Phone #: {512) 463-1948 of Fiaancal Servi

For furthet information regarding travel, se¢ trevel guidetines or yow muy contact Fimancial Services at ($12) 463-7445,

Liacenst OI016
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Request for Approval for a Gift, Grant, Reimbursement, or Donation to the Office of the Governor

SN
DomrlonuorheOlﬁaoollMGomm(OOG}bymomu w:ewmma.mdmmsdanahmtoboww«tmm
DONOR INFORMATION . This section (s to be filted out by the Donor.

Legal Name of Entity Making Donation: The Federalist Scdaty
Billing Address: 1776 | St, NW, Washington, OC 20006

Phone Number: 202-822-8138 Emall Address: info@fed-soc.org
The Donor is a(n): (check all that apply)

[CJindividual ~ [] For-profitbusiness  [X] Non-profit entity or charity ~ [] Local or Federal Government
OParnership [JLLP [ LUC [ICorporation  [[] Other (explain):

Is the donation being made by a person who has been a registered lobbyist with the Texas Ethics Commission at
any time during the last two years? [|Yes [No

If yes, will this donation be reported on a lobby activities report filed with the Texas Ethics Commission? [} Yes [[INo

Donation value: $4,542.17 Detailed description of the donation: This donation covers the costs of alrfare and hotel
accommiodations for five trips: the October 2015 trip was a Second Amendment debate hosted by the Dallas Lawyers
Chapter, (heJanuatyzmsmpwasaandveeedw hosted by the Duke Student Chapter; the March 20186 trip was an
Atticie V speech hosted by the Houston Lawyers Chapler; the April 2018 trip was an Arficle V- speech hosted by the
Okfahoma City Lawyers Chapter; and the May 2016 trip was an Article V speech hosted by the Chicago Student Chapter,
Will danor be dlmcuy paying for services or will donor be reimbursing OOG for Incurred costs?

[ Direct payment - 54 Reimburssment

lackoowudae that this donation Is being made to the 00G with the intent that it be used for a lawful public
purpose in accoganco with Toxas Government Code Section 401.101; that if this donation canpot be used as
originally intended, the OOG, in its discretion, may use this donation for any other tawful public purpose; that
nelther | nor any cnﬂty that | represent Is seeking, is entitled to, or will receive any special treatment,
consldetaﬂon, or benefit as a result of this donation; and that | acknowledge | am authoﬁmd to sign on behalf of
this entity,

Printed Name: Sa_m}«j_ Landeene Date: §+ “_{-Hc

EMPLOYEE JNFORMATION - This secfion is to be Medoutbymemquosw:gooeomplgwo

Employo, Name and OOG Division: Andrew S. Oidham / OGC
Will the donation pay for travel costs of a state business tip? DJYes [INo

lfyes aoalhedonatlon cover the entire cost of the trip? [ Yes @No

i no, whallsthoesﬂmaledremamlngoostofmmpmmooos?ﬂ 000

Number of OOG employees (Including yourself) that will make this trip: 1

Dates of travel: October 16-17, 2015; January 27-29, 2016; March 17, 2018; April 12-13, 2016; May 9-10, 2016
A travel requisition form for the trip must be submitted to the Financial Services Divislon,

APPROVALS

Qododle e P 5131 ==
Fu[{aj al Services / Date Ethics Advisor / Date Chief of Staff / Date

lanuary 7045
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Senate Judiciary Committee
“Nominations”
Questions for the Record
April 25, 2018
Senator Amy Klobuchar

Questions for Andrew Oldham, Nominee to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals
While you were Deputy Solicitor General of Texas, your office submitted an amicus brief in
support of Shelby County, Alabama’s challenge to section 5 of the Voting Rights Act in Shelby
County v. Holder.
e In your view, what is the proper role of the judiciary in protecting citizens’ constitutional
right to vote?

The right to vote is one of our citizens” most precious rights. Judges play a vital role in
protecting the right to vote, as they do with protecting other rights guaranteed by law.

e | have been deeply troubled that many states have moved to restrict access to voting since
the Shelby County decision. If you are confirmed as a federal judge, will you commit to
upholding the other provisions of the VVoting Rights Act?

If confirmed, | will uphold all federal statutes insofar as they comport with the
Constitution and binding Supreme Court precedent.

As Ranking Member of the Antitrust Subcommittee, | have some questions about your views on
the federal antitrust laws. In 2007, you wrote an article in which you argued that the “federal
antitrust regime” under the Sherman Act — the foundational federal statute that underlies much of
our antitrust law — is unconstitutional.
e Do you still hold the view that the body of judicial precedent interpreting the Sherman
Act — which you called a “common law monstrosity”— is unconstitutional?

Please see my response to Question 8(a) from Senator Durbin.



Nomination of Andrew S. Oldham, to be United States Circuit Judge for the
Fifth Circuit
Questions for the Record
Submitted May 2, 2018

QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR COONS

1. With respect to substantive due process, what factors do you look to when a case requires
you to determine whether a right is fundamental and protected under the Fourteenth
Amendment?

If confirmed, | would look to the factors articulated by the Supreme Court over many
years and in many different circumstances. See, e.g., Pierce v. Soc’y of the Sisters of the
Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, 268 U.S. 510 (1925); Skinner v. Oklahoma, 316 U.S.
535 (1942); Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967); Cruzan v. Dir., Mo. Dep’t of Health,
497 U.S. 261 (1990); Washington v. Glucksberg, 521 U.S. 702 (1997); Obergefell v.
Hodges, 135 S. Ct. 2584 (2015).

a.  Would you consider whether the right is expressly enumerated in the Constitution?
Yes.

b. Would you consider whether the right is deeply rooted in this nation’s history and
tradition? If so, what types of sources would you consult to determine whether a right is
deeply rooted in this nation’s history and tradition?

Yes. Under Glucksberg, the inquiry focuses on historical practice under the common
law, practice in the American colonies, the history of state statutes and judicial
decisions, and long-established traditions. See 521 U.S. at 710-16.

c.  Would you consider whether the right has previously been recognized by Supreme Court
or circuit precedent? What about the precedent of another court of appeals?

Yes. | would look first to Supreme Court precedent, then to Fifth Circuit precedent, and
finally to the precedent of other courts of appeals. The first two would be binding, and
the last one would be persuasive.

d. Would you consider whether a similar right has previously been recognized by Supreme
Court or circuit precedent?

Yes.

e.  Would you consider whether the right is central to “the right to define one’s own concept
of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and of the mystery of human life”? See
Planned Parenthood v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833, 581 (1992); Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S.
558, 574 (2003) (quoting Casey).

Yes, both Casey and Lawrence are binding Supreme Court precedents. And | would



f.

apply both of them, along with all Supreme Court precedent, fully, faithfully, and fairly.
What other factors would you consider?

I would consider any other factor required by binding precedent from the Supreme Court
and the Fifth Circuit.

2. Does the Fourteenth Amendment’s promise of “equal protection” guarantee equality across
race and gender, or does it only require racial equality?

The Fourteenth Amendment applies to both race and gender. See United States v.
Virginia, 518 U.S. 515 (1996).

a.

If you conclude that it does require gender equality under the law, how do you respond to
the argument that the Fourteenth Amendment was passed to address certain forms of
racial inequality during Reconstruction, and thus was not intended to create a new
protection against gender discrimination?

From the perspective of an inferior court judge, this argument raises a purely academic
question. If confirmed, | would be bound to apply—and | would fully, faithfully, and
fairly apply—all Supreme Court precedent, no matter what historians or academics said
about it.

If you conclude that the Fourteenth Amendment has always required equal treatment of
men and women, as some originalists contend, why was it not until 1996, in United States
v. Virginia, 518 U.S. 515 (1996), that states were required to provide the same
educational opportunities to men and women?

I am familiar with Justice Ginsburg’s landmark opinion in that case. But I am
not familiar why that case did not reach the Supreme Court until 1996.

Does the Fourteenth Amendment require that states treat gay and lesbian couples the
same as heterosexual couples? Why or why not?

The Fourteenth Amendment requires same-sex couples to be afforded the right to marry
“on the same terms accorded to couples of the opposite sex.” Obergefell, 135 S. Ct. at
2607,

Does the Fourteenth Amendment require that states treat transgender people the same as
those who are not transgender? Why or why not?

It is my understanding that the lower federal courts currently are deciding the answer to
this question, and that the Supreme Court has not yet answered it. Because it is a matter
pending or impending before a court, Canon 3(A)(6) of the Code of Conduct for United
States Judges prohibits me from answering.

Do you agree that there is a constitutional right to privacy that protects a woman’s right to

use contraceptives?



Yes, the Supreme Court so held in Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965), and
Eisenstadt v. Baird, 405 U.S. 438 (1972). If confirmed, | would apply Griswold,
Eisenstadt, and all other binding Supreme Court precedent fully, faithfully, and fairly.

a. Do you agree that there is a constitutional right to privacy that protects a woman’sright
to obtain an abortion?

Yes, the Supreme Court so held in numerous cases including Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113
(1973), Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pa. v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833 (1992), and
Whole Woman’s Health v. Hellerstedt, 136 S. Ct. 2292 (2016). If confirmed, | would
apply Roe, Casey, Whole Woman’s Health, and all other binding Supreme Court precedent
fully, faithfully, and fairly.

b. Do you agree that there is a constitutional right to privacy that protects intimate relations
between two consenting adults, regardless of their sexes or genders?

Yes, the Supreme Court so held in Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S. 558 (2003). If confirmed, |
would apply Lawrence and all other binding Supreme Court precedent fully, faithfully, and
fairly.



C.

If you do not agree with any of the above, please explain whether these rights are
protected or not and which constitutional rights or provisions encompass them.

N/A

4. In United States v. Virginia, 518 U.S. 515, 536 (1996), the Court explained that in 1839,
when the Virginia Military Institute was established, “[h]igher education at the time was
considered dangerous for women,” a view widely rejected today. In Obergefell v. Hodges,
135 S. Ct. 2584, 2600-01 (2015), the Court reasoned, “As all parties agree, many same-sex
couples provide loving and nurturing homes to their children, whether biological or adopted.
And hundreds of thousands of children are presently being raised by such couples. . . .
Excluding same-sex couples from marriage thus conflicts with a central premise of the right
to marry. Without the recognition, stability, and predictability marriage offers, their children
suffer the stigma of knowing their families are somehow lesser.” This conclusion rejects
arguments made by campaigns to prohibit same-sex marriage based on the purported
negative impact of such marriages on children.

a.

b.

When is it appropriate to consider evidence that sheds light on our changing
understanding of society?

If confirmed as a lower court judge, 1 would follow all binding Supreme Court precedent
and all binding Fifth Circuit precedent. Where those precedents make it appropriate to
consider evidence that sheds light on our changing understanding of society, | would do
so in accordance with precedent.

What is the role of sociology, scientific evidence, and data in judicial analysis?

There is a burgeoning literature on this question. One of the books that the Federal Judicial
Center sends to all nominees is a 1000-page tome entitled Reference Manual on Scientific
Evidence. The first edition of that book was published shortly after the Supreme Court’s
Daubert decision in 1993, and it discusses numerous circumstances where science, data,
and expert testimony affect judicial analysis. While most of these questions arise in the
district courts, the role of scientific evidence occasionally arises in the appellate courts.

For example, in Kumho Tire Co. v. Carmichael, 526 U.S. 137, 148 (1999), the Supreme
Court cited an amicus brief from the National Academy of Engineering for its engineering
expertise.

5. You are a member of the Federalist Society, a group whose members often advocate an
“originalist” interpretation of the Constitution.

a.

In his opinion for the unanimous Court in Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483
(1954), Chief Justice Warren wrote that although the “circumstances surrounding the
adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868 . . . cast some light” on the amendment’s
original meaning, “it is not enough to resolve the problem with which we are faced. At
best, they are inconclusive . . . . We must consider public education in the light of its full
development and its present place in American life throughout the Nation. Only in this
way can it be determined if segregation in public schools deprives these plaintiffs of the
equal protection of the laws.” 347 U.S. at 489, 490-93. Do you consider Brown to be
consistent with originalism even though the Court in Brown explicitly rejected the notion
that the original meaning of the Fourteenth Amendment was dispositive or even



conclusively supportive?

I understand that this is an issue that academics frequently debate. See, e.g., Michael W.
McConnell, Originalism and the Desegregation Decisions, 81 Va. L. Rev. 947 (1995);
Michael J. Klarman, Brown, Originalism, and Constitutional Theory: A Response to
Professor McConnell, 81 Va. L. Rev. 1881 (1995); Steven G. Calabresi & Michael W.
Perl, Originalism and Brown v. Board of Education, 2014 Mich. St. L. Rev. 429; see
also Calabresi & Perl, 2014 Mich. St. L. Rev. at 432 n.7 (collecting other academic
debaters). From the perspective of a lower court judge, however, this is an academic
issue. Brown is obviously a landmark, binding precedent.

b. How do you respond to the criticism of originalism that terms like “‘the freedom of
speech,” “‘equal protection,” and “‘due process of law’ are not precise or self-defining”?
Robert Post & Reva Siegel, Democratic Constitutionalism, National Constitution Center,
https://constitutioncenter.org/interactive-constitution/white-pages/democratic-
constitutionalism (last visited May 2, 2018).

The Supreme Court itself has recognized this criticism. See, e.g., McDonald v. City of
Chicago, 561 U.S. 742, 854 (2010), Mclntyre v. Ohio Elections Commission, 514 U.S.
334 (1995). In all cases—whether arising under the constitutional provisions identified
in this question or some other source of law—the judge’s job is to identify the most
relevant legal authorities and to apply them faithfully and fairly to the case at hand.

c. Should the public’s understanding of a constitutional provision’s meaning at the time of
its adoption ever be dispositive when interpreting that constitutional provision today?

From the perspective of a lower court judge, the original public meaning of a
constitutional provision is dispositive when binding precedent from the Supreme
Court says that the original public meaning is dispositive. | would faithfully
apply all binding precedent, regardless of the particular methodology the
Supreme Court used in making its decision. Please also see my response to
Question 10(a) from Senator Durbin.

d. Does the public’s original understanding of the scope of a constitutional provision
constrain its application decades later?

Please see my response to Question 5(c).
e.  What sources would you employ to discern the contours of a constitutional provision?

If confirmed, 1 would apply all binding precedent, including precedent governing which
sources to employ in constitutional interpretation. The sources that precedent would
command me to employ might differ depending on the particular constitutional provision
at issue.

6. A 2014 report by Justin Levitt published in the Washington Post (available at
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2014/08/06/a-comprehensive-
investigation-of-voter-impersonation-finds-31-credible-incidents-out-of-one-billion-ballots-



cast/?utm_term=.dc645a28fb6b) found that since 2000, there were only 31 credible



allegations of voter impersonation, during a period in which there were 1 billion ballots cast.

Meanwhile, the Department of Justice has been involved in many successful cases against

jurisdictions that violate the VVoting Rights Act.

a. Do you agree that laws passed with the stated purpose of protecting “voter integrity” can
suppress the votes of racial minorities?

Canon 3(A)(6) in the Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from
commenting on any matter that is pending or impending in any court. It is my
understanding that challenges to voter ID laws are pending or impending in courts
across the country, including in the Fifth Circuit. See, e.g., Veasey v. Abbott, -- F.3d --,
No. 17-40884, 2018 WL 1995517, at *1 (5th Cir. Apr. 27, 2018) (upholding Texas’s
voter ID law). Therefore | cannot comment further.

b. The amicus brief you filed in Shelby County v. Holder, 570 U.S. 529 (2013), contended
that “[s]ection 5 protects the ability of minority voters to elect their candidate of choice ..
. yet DOJ has never attempted to connect its complaints about the alleged lack of voter
impersonation to this requirement.” Do you agree that it is possible for a voter ID law,
publicly justified as a response to alleged voter fraud, to disproportionately impact
minorities, resulting in minority voter suppression?

Please see my response to Question 6(a).

c. The Supreme Court in Shelby County did not strike down section 5 itself, but the Court
did hold that the Voting Rights Act’s coverage formula was unconstitutional and could
not “be used as a basis for subjecting jurisdictions to preclearance.” 570 U.S. 529, 557
(2013). The Court recognized Congress’s power to “draft another [coverage] formula
based on current conditions.” Id. at 557. Do you agree that Congress could craft a
constitutionally permissible coverage formula based on current conditions?

| agree that, under Shelby County, “Congress may draft another formula based on current
conditions. Such a formula is an initial prerequisite to a determination that exceptional
conditions still exist justifying such an ‘extraordinary departure from the traditional course
of relations between the States and the Federal Government.”” 570 U.S. at 557 (quoting
Presley v. Etowah Cty. Comm’n, 502 U.S. 491, 500-01 (2013)).

7. In Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 865-66
(1984), the Supreme Court stated:
Judges are not experts in the field, and are not part of either political branch of
the Government. Courts must, in some cases, reconcile competing political
interests, but not on the basis of the judges’ personal policy preferences. In
contrast, an agency to which Congress has delegated policy-making
responsibilities may, within the limits of that delegation, properly rely upon the
incumbent administration’s views of wise policy to inform its judgments. While
agencies are not directly accountable to the people, the Chief Executive is, and
it is entirely appropriate for this political branch of the Government to make
such policy choices — resolving the competing interests which Congress itself
either inadvertently did not resolve, or intentionally left to be resolvedby the
agency charged with the administration of the statute in light of everyday



realities.
a. Do you agree that the rationale and holding of Chevron remain good law?

Yes, the Supreme Court has not overruled Chevron. It is therefore a binding Supreme
Court precedent. As a result, if confirmed, 1 would be bound by Chevron, as well as by
subsequent Supreme Court decisions that followed it and built on it. 1 would apply those
precedents fully, faithfully, and fairly.

b. Are existing limits on the application of Chevron deference sufficient to prevent agencies
from overstepping their interpretative authority?

The Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from commenting on
whether existing limits on the application of Chevron deference are sufficient from a
political or legal perspective. If confirmed, | would be bound by the Supreme Court’s
opinion in Chevron and the cases that followed it. 1 would apply those precedents fully,
faithfully, and fairly.

c. If astatute is unclear, what is the appropriate level of deference that should be afforded to
an administrative agency’s interpretation?

The Supreme Court has articulated numerous different levels of deference, and different
levels apply in different circumstances. See, e.g., William E. Eskridge, Jr. & Lauren E.
Baer, The Continuum of Deference: Supreme Court Treatment of Agency Statutory
Interpretations from Chevron to Hamdan, 96 Geo. L.J. 1083 (2007-2008) (collecting
different deference doctrines). If confirmed, | would select the appropriate level of
deference demanded by Supreme Court precedent for the case at hand.

8. At your hearing, you confirmed that you worked on legislation allowing police to ask about
immigration status and creating criminal penalties for law enforcement officers who do not
comply with federal immigration detainers.

a. Please explain in detail your role in working on this matter.

I understand this question to pertain to Senate Bill 4, by Senator Perry, in the Regular
Session of the 85th Texas Legislature. | consulted with staff from the legislature, staff in
the Office of the Governor, and the Governor. The specific details of my counsel within
the Office of the Governor are subject to attorney-client privilege.

b. Did you perform or review any analysis of the increased risk of racial profiling created by
the legislation?

Any analysis | performed or counsel | provided would be subject to the attorney-client
privilege. 1 would note, however, that racial profiling long has been illegal in Texas. See
Tex. Code of Crim. Proc. art. 2.131 (“RACIAL PROFILING PROHIBITED. A peace
officer may not engage in racial profiling.”). Senate Bill 4 nonetheless went further and
imposed an additional prohibition on discrimination. See S.B. 4, 8 1.01 (adding Tex.
Gov’t Code 8§ 752.054, which provides: “DISCRIMINATION PROHIBITED. A local
entity, campus police department, or a person employed by or otherwise under the
direction or control of the entity or department may not consider race, color, religion,



language, or national origin while enforcing immigration laws except to the extent
permitted by the United States Constitution or Texas Constitution.”).



C.

Did you perform or review any analysis of the Fourth Amendment implications of
requiring compliance with federal immigration detainers in situations where there are not
arrest warrants?

Any analysis | performed or counsel | provided would be subject to the attorney-client
privilege. 1 would note, however, that at least two district courts in Texas have addressed
this Fourth Amendment issue. See Mercado v. Dallas Cty., 229 F. Supp. 3d 501, 512-13
(N.D. Tex. 2017); Santoyo v. United States, No. 5:16-CV-855-OLG, 2017 WL 2896021
(W.D. Tex. June 5, 2017). But on March 13, 2018, the Fifth Circuit abrogated both of
those decisions. See City of El Cenizo, Tex. v. Texas, 885 F.3d 332, 356 n.21 (5th Cir.
2018) (“[W]e also disavow any district court decisions that have suggested the Fourth
Amendment requires probable cause of criminality in the immigration context.” (citing
Mercado and Santayo)). In addition to the attorney-client privilege noted above, Canon
3(A)(6) in the Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from commenting
further.

9. At your hearing, you stated that you worked on legislation that would prevent transgender
students from accessing bathrooms corresponding to their gender identity.

a.

Please explain in detail your role in working on this issue.

I understand this question to pertain to Senate Bill 6, by Senator Kohlkorst, in the Regular
Session of the 85th Texas Legislature. | consulted with staff in the Office of the
Governor and the Governor. The specific details of my counsel within the Office of the
Governor are subject to attorney-client privilege. 1 would note, however, that no
legislation on this topic ever reached the Governor’s desk.

Did you perform or review any analysis of the application of Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex?

Any analysis | performed or counsel | provided would be subject to the attorney-client
privilege. 1 would note, however, that no legislation on this topic ever reached the
Governor’s desk.

10. On May 29, 2017, Governor Abbott signed into law HB100. This bill includes a
nondiscrimination provision that prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex, defined as “the
physical condition of being male or female.”

a.

b.

Please explain in detail your role in working on this legislation.

I understand this question to pertain to House Bill 100, by Representative Paddie, in the
Regular Session of the 85th Legislature. That bill preempted local ordinances that had the
effect of prohibiting certain ride-sharing services, such as Uber and Lyft. | recall reading
that bill at some point during the Regular Session. But I do not recall working on it in any
substantive way.

Was it your intention to allow discrimination against gay and lesbian individuals?

No. As I understand it, the Legislature’s intention was to restore ride-sharing services
across Texas.



c. Was it your intention to allow discrimination against transgender individuals?

No. As I understand it, the Legislature’s intention was to restore ride-sharing services
across Texas.

11. In 2007, in your personal capacity, you wrote a piece in the Tennessee Law Review inwhich
you noted:

Since 1935 . . . the courts have not struck down a single statute as an
unconstitutional delegation. Recognizing the practical necessity of delegating
power to executive agencies, modern courts have all but abandoned the
nondelegation doctrine. As a result, today’s version of the United States Code
is replete with vacuous statutes that empower agencies to make laws “in the
public interest” or out of “public convenience, interest, or necessity.”

Andrew S. Oldham, Sherman’s March (In)to the Sea, 74 TENN. L. Rev. 370 (2007).

a. Please explain your understanding of the nondelegation doctrine.

Under the Supreme Court’s nondelegation doctrine, Congress must provide agencies an
“intelligible principle” to guide administrative discretion. It is my understanding that the
Supreme Court last used the nondelegation doctrine and the “intelligible principle” test
to invalidate a grant of administrative authority in two cases from 1935—Panama
Refining Co. v. Ryan, 293 U.S. 388 (1935); A.L.A. Schechter Poultry Corp. v. United
States, 295 U.S. 495 (1935). Since 1935, the Supreme Court has rejected every
nondelegation or intelligible principle challenge it has faced—most recently in Whitman
v. American Trucking, 531 U.S. 457 (2001). As I testified at my hearing, it is my
understanding that Whitman is the leading case on this question today. And it imposes a
high bar for nondelegation claims: “[W]e have almost never felt qualified to second-
guess Congress regarding the permissible degree of policy judgment that can be left to
those executing or applying the law.” 1d. at 474-75 (internal quotation marks omitted).

b. Please explain your understanding of the outer constitutional limits of when
Congress can delegate power to executive agencies.

Please see my response to Question 11(a).



Questions for the Record
For Andrew Oldham, Nominee to the Fifth Circuit
Senator Mazie K. Hirono
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1. Several Senators and | asked you questions about speeches you gave in 2016 and 2017 in
which you advocated for proposed Constitutional amendments to address supposed
concerns with the federal administrative state by making significant changes to the
constitutional order, including the duty of states to follow Supreme Court’s decisions.
You distanced yourself from the substance of these speeches by claiming that you were
merely taking advocacy positions on behalf of Governor Abbott. I want to follow up on
these claims.

In the course of these speeches you described the EPA, Department of Labor, and IRS as
“illegitimate” and said:

“[o]ne of the reasons why the administrative state is enraging is not that you
disagree with what the EPA does, although | do disagree with a lot of what it
does...it’s the illegitimacy of it, and at least a process that ratifies its existence
would... in many ways redefine what it is to be an American. ”

a. Setting aside the issue of whether you were merely acting as an advocate for
the governor or not when you made these public statements, do you agree
with the statement expressed in this quote? What is your perspective?

As | testified at the hearing, | delivered the speeches to which you refer in my
capacity as an advocate for Governor Abbott. Under the Rules of Professional
Conduct, “[a] lawyer’s representation of a client * * * does not constitute an
endorsement of the client’s political, economic, social or moral views or
activities.” Tex. R. Prof’l Conduct 6.01 cmt 4; ABA Model R. Prof’l Conduct
1.2(b). Attorneys owe a duty of loyalty to their clients, and | am ethically
prohibited from publicly disagreeing with a client’s position. Moreover, as a
nominee for judicial office, | am required to refrain from engaging in political
activity. See Code of Conduct for United States Judges, Canon 5.

As | testified at the hearing, however, the positions | previously advanced for
clients would have no bearing on my ability to be an impartial jurist. If
confirmed, | would leave behind those litigating positions; and | would work
every day to apply the law fairly, faithfully, and in accordance with Supreme
Court precedent.

Regarding the substance of the quotation, please see my response to Question 13
from Senator Feinstein and Question 5(a) from Senator Durbin.

b. Do you believe the administrative state is “enraging” or “illegitimate”? If so,
why and in what ways?

Please see my response to Question 13 from Senator Feinstein and my response
to Question 5(a) from Senator Durbin.



c. You said in this interview “I do disagree with a lot of what [EPA] does.”
What do you disagree with about what EPA does? Keep in mind, this was a
statement you made referring to your own view.

Please see my response to Question 13 from Senator Feinstein and Question 5(a)
from Senator Durbin.

d. When asked by Senator Whitehouse about your use of the word “enraging” in
these public statement, you said you were merely frustrated on behalf of your
client. Yet, as he pointed out in the hearing, you characterized your position as
“from the governor’s perspective and mine.” What did you mean by that
statement?

I meant my perspective as the Governor’s legal adviser and advocate. | articulated
the proposition in the way | thought best served my client’s interests. The full
context of my remarks makes clear that | was appearing as an advocate for the
Governor and that | was sharing an advocacy perspective. At these types of events,
the remarks of the person introducing me or my own remarks often include my job
title, which makes clear that | am a lawyer and an advocate for the Governor.
Similarly, in many past instances, the Governor asked me to speak at an event he
could not attend. My speaking engagements have been approved by the Office of
the Governor. Of course, the substance of my remarks generally focused on the
Governor’s initiatives and priorities. And when | speak for any client, | do so with
the understanding that “[a] lawyer’s representation of a client * * * does not
constitute an endorsement of the client’s political, economic, social or moral views
or activities.” Tex. R. Prof’l Conduct 6.01 cmt 4; ABA Model R. Prof’l Conduct
1.2(b).

Please also see my response to Question 1(a) and my responses to Question 13
from Senator Feinstein and Question 5(a) from Senator Durbin.

e. At the hearing I asked you how did you make it clear you were merely advocating
on behalf of the Governor’s position and you testified that when you appear
publicly on behalf of the governor you believe “it's always clear that [you're]
appearing as his advocate and as his lawyer. ” Doesn’t your use of the phrase
“from the governor’s perspective and mine” show that this is not the case,
and in fact it would not be clear or even reasonable to believe you were just
advocating the governor’s position?

Please see my response to Question 1(d).



2. One of the constitutional amendments for which you advocated would give individual
states the power to review and formally disagree with Supreme Court decisions.

a.

Is that something you still advocate?

As | understand Governor Abbott’s proposal and this question, the latter does not
accurately characterize the former. Please also see my responses to Question 4(a)
and Question 4(b) from Senator Durbin.

As | testified at the hearing, | have advocated for numerous clients in numerous
ways. But if confirmed, | would leave behind those advocacy positions and
swear an oath to uphold the law faithfully, fairly, and without regard to persons.
If confirmed, 1 would unflaggingly discharge that obligation every day and in
every case.

Setting aside the question of whether this is merely an advocacy position you
were taking on behalf of Governor Abbott, do you believe that our system
could survive if each state were able to make its own decision about following
Supreme Court decisions one by one?

As | understand Governor Abbott’s proposal and this question, the latter does not
accurately characterize the former. Please also see my responses to Question 4(a)
and Question 4(b) from Senator Durbin.

Did you take any part in developing, drafting, reviewing or advising
Governor Abbott on these proposed constitutional amendments? If so, what
role did you take and did you have an opportunity to agree or disagree with
the amendments or their purpose?

I provided legal counsel to the Governor while he was working on a 92-page
white paper, which is cited and hyperlinked in my response to Question 9 from
Senator Feinstein. As a general matter, “a lawyer shall abide by a client’s
decisions concerning the objectives of representation and . . . shall consult with
the client as to the means by which they are to be pursued.” ABA Model R.
Prof’l Conduct 1.2(a); see also id. 1.4(a)(2) (requiring lawyers to “reasonably
consult with the client about the means by which the client’s objectives are to be
accomplished”). To the extent the question asks whether | agreed or disagreed
with the Governor’s positions, | cannot disclose the advice that | gave the
Governor because that information is privileged and confidential under the Rules
of Professional Conduct.

Did you have any say in what positions you chose to advocate on behalf of
Governor Abbott?

Please see my answer to Question 2(c).

Did you counsel Governor Abbott on what positions to take and on the



legality and wisdom of those positions, including whether and when to defy
the Supreme Court’s decisions?

Please see my response to Question 2(c). To my knowledge, Governor Abbott
has never defied a Supreme Court decision. Consistent with the rules of
professional conduct and my understanding of the Constitution, I would never
counsel the Governor or anyone else to defy a Supreme Court decision. To the
contrary, | always counsel my clients to follow the law.

3. The Supreme Court’s unanimous decision in Brown v. Board of Education is rightfully
celebrated as one of the landmarks of American law. The Court’s decision that having
separate public schools for black and white children is an unconstitutional violation of the

Equal Protection Clause of the 14" Amendment laid the groundwork for the Civil Rights
Act, the Voting Rights Act and so many of the pillars of the civil rights movement. That
is why | was so surprised to see at your hearing that you would not say that you believe it
was correctly decided.

When asked by Senator Blumenthal whether you believe Brown was correctly decided,
you refused to answer, testifying that “even the most universally accepted Supreme Court
case is outside the bounds of a federal judge to comment on.”

All Supreme Court nominees who have been asked about Brown v. Board have testified
that they believe it was correctly decided, including Justice Gorsuch just last year. So it
is perplexing and troubling that you will not answer. In order to assess your commitment
to applying the law and the Constitution, we need to make sure that you understand it.
The work of judging is not merely a mechanical act.

a. Do you understand and agree with the Court’s interpretation of the
Constitution in Brown v. Board of Education, that racial segregation under
the law is a violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the 14t
Amendment?

Respectfully, | do not believe this question accurately characterizes my testimony.
As | testified at the hearing, Brown “corrected an egregious error in overruling
Plessy v. Ferguson and the separate but equal doctrine.” 1 also explained that
Brown “vindicated the dissent of the first John Marshall Harlan [in] Plessy v.
Ferguson.” 1 also agree that Brown is rightfully celebrated as a landmark decision
that laid the groundwork for many pillars of the civil rights movement. After the
hearing, | watched then-Judge Gorsuch’s testimony, and | am confident there is no
daylight between me and Justice Gorsuch on this issue.

b. As a matter of constitutional interpretation do you understand and believe
that racial discrimination is a violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the



14th Amendment, so that you would apply that legal understanding to
cases that come before you?

Yes, the Supreme Court has held that racially discriminatory state action is
subject to strict scrutiny and generally violates the Equal Protection Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment. If confirmed, |1 would fully, faithfully, and fairly
apply those Supreme Court precedents to any and all cases that would come
before me.

c. Just a few years ago Obergefell v. Hodges confirmed the right for people of the
same sex to get married by applying the precedent from Loving v. Virginia that
laws preventing black and white people from getting married violated the Due

Process Clause and Equal Protection Clause of the 14" Amendment. That case
was narrowly decided 5-4, so it is clear all the Justices did not agree with the

majority’s interpretation of the application of precedent interpreting the 14th
Amendment even though it is now the Supreme Court’s precedent. Do you
understand and agree that, as the Supreme Court decided in Obergefell, the
fundamental right to marry is protected by the Due Process and Equal

Protection Clauses of the 14th Amendment, and would you be able to apply
that precedent to the facts of cases that come before you if you are
confirmed?

I fully understand and agree that, under Obergefell, the Fourteenth Amendment
requires same-sex couples to be afforded the right to marry “on the same terms
accorded to couples of the opposite sex.” 135 S. Ct. at 2607. If confirmed, I
would apply Obergefell fully, faithfully, and fairly.

4. The work of judging is to apply the constitution and law to the facts of the case before
you. This process is, of course, guided and often determined by relying on precedent.
But precedent is not always squarely on point to the facts at hand, or judges have to
choose which precedent to apply and how to apply it. This is why it is not as simple as
merely “applying the law” and why we must understand your approach to the law and
Constitution. This is a particular concern with you given that your boss, Texas Governor
Greg Abbott issued a memo permitting state officials to defy the Supreme Court’s
decision in Obergefell v. Hodges.

a. Why should we vote to confirm you to the 5th Circuit if as deputy general
counsel you either advocated for, or didn’t step in to stop, a directive telling
Texas government employees not to obey a U. S. Supreme Court decision?

I understand this question to reference a memorandum that Governor Abbott
sent to the heads of state agencies on June 26, 2015. As an initial matter, | did
not draft that memorandum or discuss it with the Governor. | may have seen a
draft of it before it was sent, but I was not in the chain of command that would
have approved it at the staff level.

Second, | have refreshed my recollection by reading that memorandum in
preparation for answering this question. And it does not appear to direct anyone
to disobey Obergefell. To the contrary, it appears to be premised upon and
consistent with page 2607 of the Obergefell decision, which held that the



Constitution “does not permit the State to bar same-sex couples from marriage
on the same terms as accorded to couples of the opposite sex,” while also
“emphasiz[ing]” that the First Amendment affords “proper protection” for
religious liberty. Obergefell, 135 S. Ct. at 2607; see also Campaign for S.
Equal. v. Bryant, 791 F.3d 625, 627 (5th Cir. 2015) (noting “Obergefell, in both
its Fourteenth and First Amendment iterations, is the law of the land and,
consequently, the law of this circuit * * *),

In all events, the views expressed by the Governor in that memorandum would
have no bearing on my ability to administer justice, if confirmed. As noted
above in my response to Question 3(c), if confirmed, | would apply Obergefell
fully, faithfully, and fairly.

. Given your refusal to answer even basic facts about constitutional law or to
give any sense of your role in controversial positions you advocated as a
senior aide to the Texas Governor, what can you tell us about your approach
to applying precedent to facts that would give us a sense of how you would
interpret the law and the Constitution and whether, for instance, you
appreciate and understand the Constitution’s protects for individual rights?

If confirmed, 1 would apply all binding precedent fully, faithfully, fairly, and
with zero hesitation. There are many rules and doctrines governing the
application of precedent, and each would inform my approach to constitutional
law.

When a lower court judge confronts Supreme Court precedent, one of the most
important principles is that “it is [the Supreme] Court’s prerogative alone to
overrule one of its precedents.” State Oil Co. v. Khan, 522 U.S. 3, 20 (1997). A
lower court judge must apply Supreme Court precedent “despite disagreement
with” it. 1d. Of course, circuit judges are also bound by precedent from their
own courts. In the Fifth Circuit, “[i]t is well settled that one panel of this court
cannot disregard the precedent set by a prior panel even if it disagrees with the
prior panel decision. Absent an overriding Supreme Court decision or a change
in the statutory law, only the court sitting en banc can do this.” Girard v. Drexel
Burnham Lambert, Inc., 805 F.2d 607, 610 (5th Cir. 1986).

There are also important rules of precedent that Fifth Circuit judges in particular
must apply. For example, Fifth Circuit Rule 47.5 generally makes unpublished
opinions issued before January 1, 1996 precedential and unpublished opinions
issued on or after that date non-precedential.

| fully appreciate and understand the Constitution’s protections for individual
rights. To take just one example, the Supreme Court has described the First
Amendment as protecting many important individual rights: “If there is any fixed
star in our constitutional constellation, it is that no official, high or petty, can
prescribe what shall be orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or other
matters of opinion or force citizens to confess by word or act their faith therein.”
W. Va. State Bd. of Educ. v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624, 642 (1943). The federal
courts have an important role in protecting individual rights. As Chief Justice
Marshall recognized, “decid[ing] on the rights of individuals” is “[t]he province
of the court.” Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137, 170 (1803). If confirmed, I
would fully, faithfully, and fairly apply all binding precedent from the Supreme



Court and Fifth Circuit, including those precedents that protect individual rights.

5. I know the stated rationale for the position Gov. Abbott took in defying the Supreme
Court’s decision in Obergefell was religious liberty.

a. Do you think Texas state employees could be permitted to decline to issue
marriage licenses to inter-racial couples if their religion disapproved of black
and white people marrying each other?

No, the state cannot violate the Supreme Court’s decision in Loving v. Virginia,
388 U.S. 1, 12 (1967). In Loving, the Supreme Court held that “[u]nder our
Constitution, the freedom to marry or not marry, a person of another race resides
with the individual and cannot be infringed by the State.” As I noted above, | am
not aware of Governor Abbott defying any Supreme Court decision.

b. What if doctors in state-funded hospitals believed their god told them that
appendixes are sacred and should never be removed? Should they be
allowed to refuse to perform appendectomies?

It is my understanding that the Department of Health and Human Services recently
proposed a rule to address what protections if any are necessary for to protect
doctors’ “freedoms of conscience and of religious exercise.” 83 Fed. Reg. 3880,
3880 (Jan. 26, 2018). Canon 3(A)(6) in the Code of Conduct for United States
Judges precludes me from commenting on the merits of any matter that might be a
part of that docket or any judicial review of it.

c. How is what Governor Abbott did any different from the defiance shown by
George Wallace when he refused to admit African American students to the
University of Alabama?

Please see my response to Question 4(a).

6. You have spent a good portion of your career advocating for various controversial
positions that frequently come up in litigation in federal court. Despite your attempt at
the hearing to disavow having any personal view or stake in these positions Gov. Abbott
took and you articulated while his senior advisor, you chose to work for him and to
continue to work for him even as he staked out these controversial positions. You have
freely taken jobs that involve you arguing positions in cases about voting rights, abortion,
federalism, workers’ rights, immigration and more. You have been a very powerful voice
for your side, which has consistently been the more extreme conservative position.

a. Why would you want to become a federal judge on an appellate court where
you are duty-bound to follow the law and Supreme Court precedent as it is,
not as you wish it would be?

I want to be a judge because | am passionate about public service and the
opportunity to serve our Nation. Both of my grandfathers served in the United
States Armed Forces during World War 11; my paternal grandfather enlisted on
December 8, 1941 and served until his retirement in 1970. Both of them were
prepared to give their lives in defense of the same Constitution that our courts
are sworn to uphold. I never served in uniform, but both of my grandfathers
inspired me to serve in other ways. Contributing to that the work of the federal



courts as a judge would be an incredible privilege. Of course, | agree that the
role of a circuit judge is to follow the law and apply Supreme Court precedent as
it is, not as one might wish it to be.

. The day after your hearing, the Judiciary Committee held a markup to debate and
report a bipartisan bill to protect Special Counsel Mueller’s investigation. The
opponents of the bill called its constitutionality into question by not only citing
Justice Scalia’s dissent in Morrison v. Olson, but by predicting that his dissent
would not be the position of the majority of the Supreme Court, even though the
Court has recently affirmatively cited the Morrison majority. In other words, they
believe the fact that that the law might move and the Supreme Court’s precedent
might change raised enough of a constitutional concern to oppose a bill. Do you
recognize that courts’ interpretation of the law and constitution can change
over time and that even previously settled precedent may not always stay
good law?

Yes, | recognize that a court’s interpretation of the law and the Constitution can
change over time. For example, the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v. Board
of Education specifically rejected its earlier interpretation in Plessy v. Ferguson.

Are you seeking this position on the Fifth Circuit so that in interpreting the
law and the constitution you might move how the courts apply precedent and
even change precedent so that it comes closer to your extreme conservative
position on legal issues in cases that come before you?

No. Respectfully, 1 do not believe this question accurately characterizes my
views. And as | testified at the hearing, | do not come before this Committee
with any agenda except a passionate devotion to public service and the law. A
lower court must faithfully apply Supreme Court precedent “despite [any]
disagreement with” it because “it is [the Supreme] Court’s prerogative alone to
overrule one of its precedents.” State Oil Co. v. Khan, 522 U.S. 3, 20 (1997). If
confirmed, | would fully and faithfully comply with that rule. And I would apply
the law in an impartial and even-handed way, without regard to persons, politics,
or previous positions | have taken as an advocate for my clients.

HHBHH
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BOOKER

1. According to a Brookings Institute study, African Americans and whites use drugs at
similar rates, yet blacks are 3.6 times more likely to be arrested for selling drugs and 2.5
times more likely to be arrested for possessing drugs than their white peers.* Notably, the
same study found that whites are actually more likely to sell drugs than blacks.? These
shocking statistics are reflected in our nation’s prisons and jails. Blacks are five times
more likely than whites to be incarcerated in state prisons.® In my home state of New
Jersey, the disparity between blacks and whites in the state prison systems is greater than
10to 1.4

a. Do you believe there is implicit racial bias in our criminal justice system?

As | testified, I believe that racism in various forms continues to exist in this country.
I think some forms of racism are explicit and that some forms could be implicit.
Please also see my response to Question 10 from Senator Whitehouse.

b. Do you believe people of color are disproportionately represented in our nation’s
jails and prisons?

My understanding is that people of color make up a higher percentage of incarcerated
individuals than they do of the population generally.

c. Prior to your nomination, have you ever studied the issue of implicit racial bias in
our criminal justice system? Please list what books, articles, or reports you have
reviewed on this topic.

As I recall, the first time | read about the concept of implicit bias was in Malcolm
Gladwell’s Blink. 1 am not a social science researcher or a criminologist, however,
and I am not as familiar with academic literature on implicit racial bias as a
researcher or a criminologist might be.

1 JONATHAN ROTHWELL, HOW THE WAR ON DRUGS DAMAGES BLACK SOCIAL MOBILITY, BROOKINGS INSTITUTE
(Sept. 30, 2014), available at https://www.brookings.edu/blog/social-mobility-memos/2014/09/30/how-the-war-on-
drugs-damages-black-social-mobility/.

21d.

3 ASHLEY NELLIS, PH.D., THE COLOR OF JUSTICE: RACIAL AND ETHNIC DISPARITY IN STATE PRISONS, THE
SENTENCING PROJECT 14 (June 14, 2016), available at http://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/color-of-
justice-racial-and-ethnic-disparity-in-state-prisons/.

41d. at 8.




2. According to a Pew Charitable Trusts fact sheet, in the 10 states with the largest declines
in their incarceration rates, crime fell an average of 14.4 percent.® In the 10 states that
saw the largest increase in their incarceration rates, crime decreased by an 8.1 percent
average.®

a. Do you believe there is a direct link between increases of a state’s incarcerated
population and decreased crime rates in that state? If you believe there is a direct
link, please explain your views.

I have not previously studied these particular statistics. As a nominee for judicial
office, I have not reached a conclusion regarding the statistical relationship between
incarceration rates and crime rates.

b. Do you believe there is a direct link between decreases of a state’s incarcerated
population and decreased crime rates in that state? If you do not believe there is a
direct link, please explain your views.

Please see my answer to Question 2(a).

3. Do you believe it is an important goal for there to be demographic diversity in the judicial
branch? If not, please explain your views.

Yes.

4. Since Shelby County, Alabama v. Holder, states across the country have adopted
restrictive voting laws that make it harder, not easier for people to vote. From strict voter
ID laws to the elimination of early voting, these laws almost always have a
disproportionate impact on poor minority communities. These laws are often passed
under the guise of widespread voter fraud. However, study after study has demonstrated
that widespread voter fraud is a myth. In fact, an American is more likely to be struck by
lightning than to impersonate someone voter at the polls.” One study that examined over
one billion ballots cast between 2000 and 2014, found only 31 credible instances of voter
fraud.® Despite this, President Trump, citing no information, alleged that widespread
voter fraud occurred in the 2016 presidential election. At one point he even claimed—
again without evidence—that millions of people voted illegally in the 2016 election.

> THE PEwW CHARITABLE TRUSTS, NATIONAL IMPRISONMENT AND CRIME RATES CONTINUE TO FALL 1 (Dec. 2016),
available at

http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/assets/2016/12/national imprisonment and crime rates continue to fall web.p
df.

61d.

7 JUSTIN LEVITT, THE TRUTH ABOUT VOTER FRAUD, BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE 6 (2007), available at
http://www.brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/legacy/The%20Truth%20About%20Voter%20Fraud.pdf.

8 Justin Levitt, A comprehensive investigation of voter impersonation finds 31 credible incidents out of one billion
ballots cast, THE WASHINGTON POST, Aug. 6, 2014, available at
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2014/08/06/a-comprehensive-investigation-of-voter-
impersonation-finds-31-credible-incidents-out-of-one-billion-ballots-cast/?utm term=.4da3c22d7dca.




a. As a general matter, do you think there is widespread voter fraud? If so, what
studies are you referring to support that conclusion?

As | testified, that factual question is litigated in cases all across the country. Canon
3(A)(6) of the Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from
“mak[ing] public comment on the merits of a matter pending or impending in any
court.” As a result, I cannot ethically opine on the issue.

b. Do you agree with President Trump that there was widespread voter fraud in the
2016 presidential election?

Please see my response to Question 4(a).

c. Do you believe that restrictive voter ID laws suppress the vote in poor and
minority communities?

Please see my response to Question 4(a). Please also see my response to Question 6
from Senator Coons.

5. While you worked for the Governor of Texas he signed House Bill 3859, which permits
faith-based groups working with Texas child welfare programs to deny potential adoptive
or foster parents “under circumstances that conflict with the provider’s sincerely held
religious beliefs.”

a. Did you play any role in drafting or editing House Bill 3859? If so, what language
of the legislation did you draft or edit?

I have no recollection of working on that bill. I have reviewed my notes and files and
have no record of having worked on that bill.

b. Did you advise state legislators in the drafting of the bill? If so, what advice did
you give to legislators regarding the bill.

N/A
c. Do you believe LGBT people are unfit to be parents?
No.
6. In 2016, the Texas Attorney General filed a lawsuit challenging Department of Education
guidance that states that schools must be a safe, respectful, and nurturing environment for

all students, including transgender students.

a. What role did you play in the filing of the lawsuit?



Please see my answer to Question 5(e) from Senator Harris. Please also see my
response to Question 2(a) from Senator Durbin.

b. Do you believe that schools must be a safe, respectful, and nurturing environment
for all students, including transgender students?

Yes, schools should be safe, respectful, and nurturing for all students.

c. Do you believe a school that requires a transgender student to use a restroom that
does not conform to their gender identity is a safe, respectful, and nurturing
environment for that student?

I understand this question to implicate the legal question at issue in Texas v. United

States, No. 17-00054 (N.D. Tex.). Canon 3(A)(6) of the Code of Conduct for United

States Judges prohibits me from “mak[ing] public comment on the merits of a matter

pending or impending in any court.” As a result, | cannot ethically opine on the issue.

d. Have you ever met a transgender person?

Yes.
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Questions for the Record from Senator Kamala D. Harris
Submitted May 2, 2018
For the Nomination of:

Andrew S. Oldham, to be United States Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit

In a radio interview on Jan. 28, 2016, you stated “the Supreme Court is supposed to be a
bunch of educated jurists who follow the law, interpret the law.” You went on to call
them “the most dangerous branch,” stating “[T]hey often fail to enforce our sacred rights
that are in the Constitution while creating ones that are not.”

a. Please detail which rights in the Constitution has the Supreme Court “failed
to enforce.”

b. Please detail which rights the Supreme Court has “created” that are not in
the Constitution.

Please see my answers to Question 10(a) and Question 10(b) from Senator Feinstein.

In Whole Woman’s Health v. Hellerstedt, the State of Texas argued that women’s access
to abortion needed to be restricted for their own health and safety.

The state also argued that 5.4 million Texas women were not unduly burdened by having
access to only 8 clinics in the state and those in New Mexico. As Justice Ginsburg noted,
if the concerns behind shutting down Texas clinics really were “legitimate health and
safety considerations,” those standards should have similarly applied to Texas women in
New Mexico facilities.

a. As a judge, how would you evaluate what is an objectively “legitimate health
and safety consideration” and what is a pretext, especially when fundamental
rights are at stake?

If confirmed, 1 would fully, fairly, and faithfully apply all binding precedent from the
U.S. Supreme Court and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, including
Whole Woman’s Health v. Hellerstedt.

In a presidential debate with Hilary Clinton on Oct. 16, 2017, President Trump stated, “I
am pro-life, and | will be appointing pro-life judges.”

a. Isitappropriate for President Trump to have a litmus test for judges?
Canon 5 in the Code of Conduct for United States Judges prohibits me from opining

on political issues. Therefore, I cannot comment on the appropriateness of President
Trump’s remarks or his practices regarding the selection of judges.
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b. Is your nomination by President Trump evidence that you met his pro-life
litmus test?

I do not know why the President nominated me.

c. Has the White House counsel, the Justice Department, or anyone you have
met on this nomination process ever ask you about your views on abortion?

No.

d. Has the White House counsel, the Justice Department, or anyone you have
met on this nomination process ever ask you about your views on the right to
privacy?

No.
e. Does the right to privacy exist?

The Supreme Court has recognized a right to privacy that is protected by the
Constitution. See Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479, 485 (1965) (“The present
case, then, concerns a relationship lying within the zone of privacy created by several
fundamental constitutional guarantees.”). If confirmed, I would apply Griswold fully,
faithfully, and fairly, as |1 would all Supreme Court precedent.

f. Is it protected by the Constitution?
Yes, please see my answer to Question 3(e).

4. During your Senate Judiciary Committee hearing, | asked whether you had worked on
“legislation allowing police to ask about immigration status and creating criminal
penalties for law enforcement officers who do not comply with federal immigration
detainers.” You affirmed that you had.

a. Please list the dates you worked on the legislation and approximately how
many hours you worked on it.

I understood your question to pertain to Senate Bill 4, by Senator Perry, in the
Regular Session of the 85th Texas Legislature. | do not recall exactly when 1 first
encountered that bill. The Governor signed it in May 2017. | do not have records
that would allow me to estimate my work on it. | would note, however, that | had
many other responsibilities around the time that bill made its way to the Governor’s
desk. According to the Legislative Research Library of Texas, more than 1,200 bills
reached the Governor’s desk in the Regular Session of the 85th Legislature. The bulk
of them would have reached his desk at the end of the session, along with Senate Bill
4.
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5. During your Senate Judiciary Committee hearing, | asked whether you had worked on
“legislation denying transgender students bathroom access to their corresponding gender
identity?” You affirmed stating, “I do recall working on that issue.”

a. In 2017, did you write, review, or analyze legislation or legislative drafts that
would have restricted or regulated transgender people’s restroom access, or
restricted local regulations and laws protecting transgender people from
discrimination?

I understood your question to pertain to Senate Bill 6, by Senator Kolkhorst, in the
85th Regular Session of the Texas Legislature. There were various other bills filed in
the House in the 85th Regular Session, but I do not remember their bill numbers. One
or more related pieces of legislation also were filed in the First Called Session of the
85th Texas Legislature, but again, I do not remember their bill numbers. The legal
work | performed for the Governor on this matter is protected by the attorney-client
privilege. 1 would note, however, that none of these bills became law.

b. If yes, list the dates you worked on the legislation and approximately how
many hours you worked on it.

I do not recall the first time | encountered these pieces of legislation. And I do not
have records that would allow me to estimate my work on it. | would note, however,
that none of these bills passed both houses of the Legislature, and accordingly, none
of them got to the Governor’s desk.

c. Did you write, review, or analyze House Bill 3859 (2017), legislation allowing
tax-payer funded child welfare organizations, including adoption and foster
care agencies, to turn away qualified Texans seeking to care for a child in
need, including LGBTQ couples, to whom the agency has a religious
objection?

I have no recollection of working on that bill. I have reviewed my notes and files and
have no record of having worked on that bill.

d. Ifyes, list the dates you worked on the legislation and approximately how
many hours you worked on it.

N/A

e. What role if any did you have in the lawsuit (Texas v. United States) a case
filed by the Texas Attorney General challenging guidance issued by the U.S.
Departments of Education and Justice recognizing that schools must be safe,
respectful and nurturing environments for all students, including those who
are transgender?
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I understand this question to pertain to Texas v. United States, No. 16-cv-00054 (N.D.
Tex.). The complaint in that case was filed by the Attorney General’s Office on May
25, 2016—more than a year after | left that office to join the Office of the Governor.
The first time | recall reading the complaint in that case was after it was filed by the
Attorney General’s Office. Please also see my response to Question 2(a) from
Senator Durbin.

f. Have you ever met a transgender student?
Yes.

6. Under current law, does the Religious Freedom Restoration Act exempt employers
from generally applicable nondiscrimination laws, including those protecting
LGBTQ people?

Canon 3(A)(6) of the Code of Conduct for United States Judges precludes me from
“mak[ing] public comment on the merits of a matter pending or impending in any court.”
Because this issue has been and continues to be the subject the litigation, the Code of
Conduct prohibits me from commenting on it.

7. Judges are one of the cornerstones of our justice system. If confirmed, you will be in a
position to decide whether individuals receive fairness, justice, and due process.

a. Does a judge have a role in ensuring that our justice system is a fair and
equitable one?

Absolutely. Upon taking the bench, every judge must “solemnly swear (or affirm)
that | will administer justice without respect to persons, and do equal right to the poor
and to the rich, and that I will faithfully and impartially discharge and perform all the
duties incumbent upon me as ____ under the Constitution and laws of the United
States. So help me God.” 28 U.S.C. § 453. It is every judge’s most solemn
responsibility to honor that oath every day and in every case.

b. Do you believe that there are racial disparities in our criminal justice
system? If so, please provide specific examples. If not, please explain why not.

Yes. Itis my understanding that there are racial disparities in arrest and incarceration
rates, for example. 1 also understand that Congress relied on sentencing-disparity
data in passing the Fair Sentencing Act in 2010. If I were so fortunate as to be
confirmed, | would work to ensure that racial bias does not affect the administration
of justice, as required by my oath of office.

8. If confirmed as a federal judge, you will be in a position to hire staff and law clerks.

a. Do you believe that it is important to have a diverse staff and law clerks?
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Yes.

b. Would you commit to executing a plan to ensure that qualified minorities
and women are given serious consideration for positions of power and/or
supervisory positions?

Yes.
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Senate Judiciary Committee — Questions for the Record
April 25, 2018

Hearing entitled “Nominations”
Questions for Andrew S. Oldham, to be United States Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit

1. A state passes a statute that mandates that “all printing undertaken by the state
government must be bid out to the highest bidder.” The state then decides that they want
to do the printing in house.

a. Would that be legal under the statute as written?

At the hearing, I was inclined simply to answer “no,” because a plain reading of “bid out”
suggests the printing must be (1) offered for “bid” and then (2) given to an “out[side]” bidder. 1
paused, however, because under Texas’s Constitution and procurement laws—uwhich I regularly
confront and apply in my current job—the answer is more complicated. | am grateful for the
opportunity to explain these nuances in writing.

Starting with the text of the statute as written, the answer appears to turn on the phrase
“bid out.” One commonly used definition of “bid out” is “[t]o offer up work to contractors who
may submit bids.” Black’s Law Dictionary 193 (Deluxe 10th ed. 2014). But the hypothetical
statute might not use “bid out” in that sense. In the Black’s sense of the term, bidding out occurs
prior to the contractors submitting bids—it is a verb that means “to offer.” In the hypothetical
state statute, on the other hand, “bid[ding] out” appears to be an action that the state takes after it
has identified the highest bidder, which would presumably happen only after the bids had been
received and compared. Thus, the hypothetical state statute might use “bid out” to mean “award
the bid.”

To the extent the state statute uses the term “bid out” to mean “award the bid,” it may not
necessarily foreclose the state from determining that its own bid is best and hence deserves the
award. For example, the Texas Constitution provides that all public printing “shall be performed
under contract, to be given to the lowest responsible bidder * * * *” Tex. Const. art. 16, § 21.
Notwithstanding the mandatory language of that clause, however, the Texas Constitution has
been interpreted by the Texas Supreme Court and the Comptroller to allow the state to bring
printing in-house. See Dir. of Dep’t of Agric. & Env’t v. Printing Indus. Ass’n of Texas, 600
S.W.2d 264 (Tex. 1980); 34 Tex. Admin. Code § 20.382.

b. How would you go about that analysis?

Anytime a federal court is called upon to consider a state statute, a panoply of federalism
and deference doctrines come into play. | would faithfully apply all of them to ensure that the
federal proceeding takes full account of the state’s statutory prerogatives and the limited role of
federal courts in our federal system.

First, the Supreme Court has held that federal courts must defer to state court
interpretations of state statutes. “Interpretation of state legislation is primarily the function of



state authorities, judicial and administrative. The construction given to a state statute by the state
courts is binding upon federal courts.” Albertson v. Millard, 345 U.S. 242, 244 (1953) (per
curiam). If confirmed, | would also be bound by precedent of the United States Supreme Court
and the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Thus, as an initial matter, | would
research and analyze relevant precedent from the state courts bearing on the statute.

Second, to the extent no relevant precedent interprets the state statute, I would consider
whether it was appropriate to await an interpretation of the statute from a state court, either
through one of the abstention doctrines or through the process of certifying a question. See, e.g.,
Albertson, 345 U.S. at 245 (“We deem it appropriate in this case that the state courts construe
this statute before the District Court further considers the action.”); Swindol v. Aurora Flight
Sciences Corp., 805 F.3d 516, 522 (5th Cir. 2015) (discussing factors the Fifth Circuit has
identified as relevant to whether to certify a question to a state court).

Third, if precedent and prudence required interpreting the state statute, rather than
abstaining or certifying the question, I would be obligated to “apply the statutory analysis that
[the relevant state] court would apply.” LaSalle Bank Nat’l Ass’n v. Sleutel, 289 F.3d 837, 839
(5th Cir. 2002) (“The question presented involves the interpretation of a Texas statute. We apply
the statutory analysis that a Texas court would apply.”). States are certainly free to adopt
varying approaches to statutory interpretation. So my approach to a state statute might differ
depending on whether the statute came from (and was interpreted by state courts in) Louisiana,
Mississippi, or Texas.

But assuming the hypothetical state follows federal precedent regarding statutory
interpretation, the inquiry must start with the text. See, e.g., Limtiaco v. Camacho, 549 U.S. 483,
488 (2007) (“As always, we begin with the text of the statute.”). “When the statutory ‘language
is plain, the sole function of the courts—at least where the disposition required by the text is not
absurd—is to enforce it according to its terms.”” Arlington Cent. Sch. Dist. Bd. of Educ. v.
Murphy, 548 U.S. 291, 296 (2006) (quoting Hartford Underwriters Ins. Co. v. Union Planters
Bank, N.A., 530 U.S. 1, 6 (2000)).

Lastly, the Supreme Court has held that if the statutory text is not plain, then extrinsic
materials are relevant “to the extent they shed a reliable light on the enacting Legislature’s
understanding of otherwise ambiguous terms.” Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Allapattah Servs., Inc., 545
U.S. 546, 568 (2005). Such extrinsic materials include, for example, legislative history. Id.

2. If you are faced with a situation in which a state constitutional right conflicts with a
federal constitutional right, how would you analyze the conflicting interests?

In all cases, | would follow binding precedent from the Supreme Court and the Fifth
Circuit. At the hearing, | noted: “In general, where the State and Federal laws conflict, the
Federal law would control under the Supremacy Clause.” My testimony was based on Supreme
Court precedent holding that “[w]hen there is an unavoidable conflict between the Federal and a
State Constitution, the Supremacy Clause of course controls.” Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533,
584 (1964). The Supremacy Clause in turn provides:



This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in
Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the
Authority of the United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the
Judges in every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or
Laws of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding.

U.S. Const. art. VI. As a result, a judge cannot give effect to a state constitutional provision to
the extent it unavoidably conflicts with a federal constitutional provision.

But there are at least four important caveats to the general rule that comes from Reynolds
v. Sims. All four of those caveats play important roles in analyzing the conflicting interests
posited in this question. And all four ensure that federal courts recognize the proper role of
states and state laws in our federal system.

First, there is no conflict—and hence no role for the Supremacy Clause to play—where
an individual state provides greater protections under its constitution than the United States
provides under its Constitution. As the Supreme Court has held, “[u]nder [Michigan v. Long],
state courts are absolutely free to interpret state constitutional provisions to accord greater
protection to individual rights than do similar provisions of the United States Constitution.”
Arizona v. Evans, 514 U.S. 1, 8 (1995); accord Dean v. City of Shreveport, 438 F.3d 448, 464-65
(5th Cir. 2006).

Second, even where there is some tension between state and federal law, it is often
incumbent on federal courts to read both provisions to avoid a conflict. For example, in the area
of statutory preemption, the Supreme Court has imposed a presumption against preemption. See
Rice v. Santa Fe Elevator Corp., 331 U.S. 218 (1947). The reason for that presumption is that
preemption of state law can affect the vertical separation of powers in our federal system. The
Supreme Court therefore has held that if Congress intends to alter that balance of power through
certain kinds of preemption—for example, by using a federal statute to preempt a state
constitutional provision regarding mandatory retirement for state judges—it must do so in plain
and unmistakable statutory language. Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. 452 (1991).

While the Rice presumption and Gregory rule were articulated in cases involving
Congress’s preemption of state law in federal statutes, similar issues could arise when
confronting potential conflicts between state and federal constitutions. Some federal
constitutional provisions do not contain clear statements of federal preemption. That means it
falls to the judicial branch to determine the extent of any conflict posed by less-than-clear
constitutional text. And in discharging that obligation, judges are not subject to the traditional
“political safeguards of federalism” famously identified by Herbert Wechsler. See Herbert
Wechsler, The Political Safeguards of Federalism: The Role of States in the Composition and
Selection of the National Government, 54 Colum. L. Rev. 543 (1954). Therefore some—
including one of my law school professors—have argued that “judicial preemption” and statutory
preemption create similar separation-of-powers and federalism issues. Ernest A. Young, “The
Ordinary Diet of the Law™: The Presumption Against Preemption in the Roberts Court, 2011
Supreme Court Review 253, 278-83.



Third, it is possible that the state courts could narrowly interpret state law to avoid a
conflict. As the Supreme Court has held, “[i]Jn some instances, a state court may construe state
law narrowly to avoid a perceived conflict with federal statutory or constitutional requirements.”
Three Affiliated Tribes of Fort Berthold Reservation v. Wold Eng’g, P.C., 467 U.S. 138, 152
(1984). Because “[t]he construction given to a state statute by the state courts is binding upon
federal courts,” Albertson v. Millard, 345 U.S. 242, 244 (1953) (per curiam), such a construction
by a state court might prevent a federal judge from having to confront a conflict between state
and federal law.

And sometimes the federal courts should give the state courts the opportunity to make
such narrowing constructions. Pullman abstention is one example. See Railroad Commission of
Texas v. Pullman Co., 312 U.S. 496, 501 (1941). And the Supreme Court has cited Pullman for
the proposition “that the federal courts should not adjudicate the constitutionality of state
enactments fairly open to interpretation until the state courts have been afforded a reasonable
opportunity to pass upon them.” Harrison v. NAACP, 360 U.S. 167, 176 (1959).

The fourth and final caveat is that, even in the event of an unavoidable conflict between
state and federal law, a state law is not necessarily preempted in full. “State law is preempted ‘to
the extent of any conflict.”” Hillman v. Maretta, 569 U.S. 483, 490 (2013) (quoting Crosby v.
Nat’l Foreign Trade Council, 530 U.S. 363, 372 (2000)). According to binding precedent,
whether the portions of the state law that do not conflict with federal law are severable, and thus
still valid sources of law, would be a question of state law. See Voting for Am., Inc. v. Steen, 732
F.3d 382, 389 (5th Cir. 2013) (“Severability is a state law issue that binds federal courts.”); Love
v. Foster, 147 F.3d 383, 385 (5th Cir. 1998) (“Severability is a matter of state law * * * *”), As
with other questions of state law, for state law questions of severability, federal judges follow
state court precedent. See Love, 147 F.3d at 385 (relying on Louisiana authorities when
analyzing the severability of a Louisiana statute).

3. Can you explain the interplay of the Supremacy Clause in the U.S. Constitution and the
“adequate and independent state ground” legal doctrine?
a. What role does each play in protecting federalism?

Federalism is an important constitutional principle that is reflected in many constitutional
provisions and doctrines, including the Supremacy Clause and the adequate and independent
state grounds doctrine.

Arguably no clause in the Constitution is more important to federalism than the
Supremacy Clause. When asked to identify Supreme Court doctrines that protect federalism,
some point to Commerce Clause cases like United States v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549 (1995), or anti-
commandeering cases like Printz v. United States, 521 U.S. 898 (1997). But Justice Breyer has
argued that the most meaningful protections for federalism come not from high-profile cases like
those but rather from careful applications of the Supremacy Clause in mine-run preemption
cases. He argued:

[T]he Court has recognized the practical importance of preserving local
independence, at retail, i.e., by applying pre-emption analysis with care, statute by



statute, line by line, in order to determine how best to reconcile a federal statute’s
language and purpose with federalism’s need to preserve state autonomy. Indeed,
in today’s world, filled with legal complexity, the true test of federalist principle
may lie, not in the occasional constitutional effort to trim Congress’ commerce
power at its edges, United States v. Morrison, 529 U.S. 598 (2000), or to protect a
State's treasury from a private damages action, Board of Trustees of Univ. of Ala.
v. Garrett, 531 U.S. 356 (2001), but rather in those many statutory cases where
courts interpret the mass of technical detail that is the ordinary diet of the law,
AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utilities Bd., 525 U.S. 366, 427 (1999) (Breyer, J., concurring
in part and dissenting in part).

Egelhoff v. Egelhoff, 532 U.S. 141, 160-61 (2001) (Breyer, J., dissenting); accord Tafflin v.
Levitt, 493 U.S. 455, 458 (1990) (“[U]nder our federal system, the States possess sovereignty
concurrent with that of the Federal Government, subject only to limitations imposed by the
Supremacy Clause.”).

That is not to say that all Supremacy Clause questions turn on the “ordinary diet” of
statutory interpretation. To the contrary, the Supremacy Clause specifies that laws must be
“made in Pursuance” of the Federal Constitution to “be the supreme Law of the Land.” U.S.
Const. art. VI. Therefore, Joseph Story observed, an unconstitutional federal statute is “not the
supreme law.” 1 Joseph Story, Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States 695 (5th
ed. 1891). The Supreme Court has made a similar point: “As long as it is acting within the
powers granted it under the Constitution, Congress may impose its will on the States.” Gregory,
501 U.S. at 460 (emphasis added). Consequently, state laws cannot be overridden by
unconstitutional federal statutes.

The adequate and independent state ground doctrine also protects federalism interests.
The canonical case implicating that doctrine is Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032 (1983). In that
case, the Court explained that it “will not review judgments of state courts that rest on adequate
and independent state grounds.” Id. at 1041. The Supreme Court’s application of the adequate
and independent state grounds doctrine enables state courts to be the courts of last resort for
certain disputes. The doctrine is based on two “cornerstones”: (1) “[r]espect for the
independence of state courts,” and (2) “avoidance of rendering advisory opinions.” 1d. at 1040.

The first cornerstone—respect for state courts—implicates weighty issues of federalism.
For that reason, the Supreme Court’s application of the doctrine avoids “decid[ing] issues of
state law that go beyond the opinion that [the Court] review[s]” and avoids “requir[ing] state
courts to reconsider cases to clarify the grounds of their decisions.” Long, 463 U.S. at 1040.
“[B]ased upon equitable considerations of federalism and comity,” the Supreme Court has also
applied the doctrine “to bar consideration on federal habeas of federal claims that have been
defaulted under state law.” Lambrix v. Singletary, 520 U.S. 518, 523 (1997).

The second cornerstone—avoiding advisory opinions—recognizes “the limitations of [the
Supreme Court’s] jurisdiction.” Id. at 1042 (quoting Herb v. Pitcairn, 324 U.S. 117, 125
(1945)). If a state court would render “the same judgment * * * after [the Supreme Court]
corrected its views of federal laws,” then the Supreme Court’s decision “could amount to nothing



more than an advisory opinion.” Id. “[R]ender[ing] advisory opinions” is not within the
jurisdiction of federal courts under Article 111 of the Federal Constitution. Sierra Club v.
Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 732 n.3 (1972).

The adequate and independent state ground doctrine and the Supremacy Clause interact
in various ways that affect federalism. Perhaps the most common way is through Michigan v.
Long’s “adequacy” requirement. For example, in Speiser v. Randall, 357 U.S. 513 (1958), the
California Supreme Court interpreted the state constitution and state statutes to burden speech
protected by the federal First Amendment. The fact that the state court premised its decision on
an interpretation of state law did not bar the Supreme Court from deciding the First Amendment
question; under the Supremacy Clause and the conflict identified by the Supreme Court, the

judgment of the state courts had to give way.

The trickier adequacy questions arise when a state court rests its judgment on an
antecedent question of state law. For example, in Lee v. Kemna, 534 U.S. 362 (2002), the
Missouri state courts refused to entertain a federal Due Process Clause claim because they found
that Lee failed to comply with certain state procedural rules for raising that federal claim. The
Supreme Court noted that, ordinarily, a state court judgment premised on such state procedural
rules will bar federal review under the adequate and independent state ground doctrine. Id. at
376. “There are, however, exceptional cases in which exorbitant application of a generally
sound rule renders the state ground inadequate to stop consideration of a federal question.” 1d.
The Court found such exceptional circumstances in Lee, and as a result, it held that the state
court judgment did not rest on an “adequate” state ground. That result implicated federalism
because it rendered the state judgment vulnerable to collateral attack in federal court. And it
implicated the Supremacy Clause because, insofar as Lee’s federal Due Process Clause claim
was meritorious, it would vitiate the state court’s judgment.



