




















































 
 

 
 

           

           

            

         

             

             

            

             

     

            

           

              

               

             

             

        

           

             

              

             

strengthened. As the district court recognized, ñthe discovery of additional disclo-

sure violations by the President could influence whether Congress strengthens public 

reporting requirements or enhances penalties for non-compliance.ò J.A. 290. 

Moreover, Congressôs consideration of the Presidentôs potential conflicts of 

interest relates to Congressôs power to pass legislation that addresses those conflicts. 

Again, as the district court explained, ñ[o]btaining records to shed light on whether 

the President has undisclosed conflicts of interest is therefore entirely consistent with 

potential legislation in an area where Congress already has acted and made policy 

judgments.ò Id. at 291. 

Importantly, Congress need not point to any proposed legislation to justify an 

investigation. ñThe very nature of the investigative functionðlike any researchðis 

that it takes the searchers up some óblind alleysô and into nonproductive enterprises. 

To be a valid legislative inquiry there need be no predictable end result.ò Eastland, 

421 U.S. at 509. Congressôs investigatory power ñis as penetrating and far-reaching 

as the potential power to enact and appropriate under the Constitution.ò Barenblatt, 

360 U.S. at 111 (emphasis added). 

Nonetheless, the existence here of specific pieces of legislation that Congress 

is considering underscores the validity of this investigation. For instance, H.R. 1 

would require the President to file a new financial disclosure report within 30 days 

of taking office and would prohibit the President from contracting with the United 
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States government. See Press Release, House Comm. on Oversight & Reform, 

Chairman Cummings Issues Statement on H.R. 1 (Jan. 4, 2019), https://ti-

nyurl.com/CummingsHR1PressRelease. Moreover, the bill would require the Pres-

ident to “divest of all financial interests that pose a conflict of interest” by converting 

those interests to cash or placing them in a blind trust, or disclosing information 

about them. H.R. 1, 116th Cong., tit. VIII, § 8012 (2019). The House is also con-

sidering a bill to strengthen the Office of Government Ethics. See H.R. 745, 116th 

Cong. (2019). 

Plaintiffs insist that this Court should disregard these plainly valid legislative 

purposes because “courts must discern for themselves what the Committee’s actual 

purpose is through the available evidence.” Appellants’ Br. 29. And here, they say, 

Congress’s actual purpose is “law enforcement.” Id. at 43. This argument contra-

venes longstanding Supreme Court precedent, which “make[s] clear that in deter-

mining the legitimacy of a congressional act [courts] do not look to the motives al-

leged to have prompted it.” Eastland, 421 U.S. at 508. Said another way, “[s]o long 

as Congress acts in pursuance of its constitutional power, the Judiciary lacks author-

ity to intervene on the basis of the motives which spurred the exercise of that power.” 

Barenblatt, 360 U.S. at 132. This Court is “bound to presume that the action of the 

legislative body was with a legitimate object, if it is capable of being so construed.” 

McGrain, 273 U.S. at 178 (quoting People ex rel. McDonald v. Keeler, 99 N.Y. 463, 
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CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the judgment of the district court should be af-

firmed. 
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