
Dear Commonwealth Policy Center Readers: 

First, thank you for taking time to review my responses below.  I ask that you read them and 
prayerfully consider casting your vote for me on November 5th!  In the meantime, please keep 
my opponent and me in your prayers, and all the other candidates, as we criss-cross the 
Commonwealth in the homestretch of the campaign! 

1. Tell the voters about your family, education, and work experience 

Amanda and I live in Christian County, where we both were born and raised.  Amanda, a former 
teacher, serves as the Executive Director of Alpha Pregnancy Care Center in Hopkinsville, a 
Christian ministry for women facing unplanned pregnancy, aimed at encouraging women and 
families to choose life!  I practice law throughout West Kentucky, and since 2013 I have served 
in the Kentucky State Senate.  We have two beautiful children (5 and almost 2 years old), that 
God delivered through the miracle of adoption. 

I earned my bachelors in Communication at the University of Kentucky (2003, Cum Laude), and 
my juris doctorate at Southern Illinois University School of Law (2006).  I immediately returned 
to Hopkinsville to begin practicing law and in January of 2007 I began working as an Assistant 
Commonwealth’s Attorney, prosecuting cases from homicides to misdemeanors.  I currently 
practice strictly civil and administrative law (no criminal defense work), and serve as General 
Counsel for a large regional healthcare provider. 

2. Why are you running for the Kentucky Supreme Court? 

The Kentucky Supreme Court, the Commonwealth’s court of last resort, must be trusted to 
uphold and defend the rule of law. We cannot afford to let passion or prejudice cloud our 
judgment at this level. I believe the Court needs more Justices prepared to apply the law without 
contorting the law, or looking beyond the text of the law itself, to find their preferred outcome in 
a case. Justices should not legislate from the bench. 

3. Why are you qualified to be a Supreme Court Justice? 

In addition to my legal career before all courts in Kentucky, in both civil and criminal matters, 
for nearly a decade I have served as the Senate Judiciary Chairman; the committee of jurisdiction 
through which all policy matters pertaining to the judiciary must pass. I have carefully crafted 
dozens of pieces of legislation and considered hundreds more that directly impact the judiciary. I 
will bring this same careful, contemplative, deliberate work ethic to the work of Kentucky’s 
highest court. 

I have also demonstrated leadership in the Senate bringing together divided interests in service of 
a legislative goal, and just as often standing alone in a cause I believe in. I believe this 
experience and skillset would be of great use in conference with the other six justices on the 



Court, especially as I work to defend the rule of law on each case coming before the Court. I 
believe I may be able to convince other Justices to change their positions, but even if that effort 
fails I am prepared to stand alone in my dissent if I believe the Court has ventured beyond its 
duty to apply the law that exists. 

Finally, I believe the Supreme Court could use justices who have immediate and current 
experience with the everyday practice of law. Kentucky has an abundance of justices on the court 
who’ve been on the bench for so long they’ve never practiced law on the front lines in the age of 
the iPhone and the iPad, much less have an understanding of the present day value or practical 
effect of their rulings and their rule-making on the court system and its litigants. I believe the 
Kentucky Supreme Court desperately needs that fresh perspective, and I’m the only candidate 
that can bring that experience to the Court. 

4. What is your judicial philosophy? 

The Court must avoid the temptation to fashion a “fair” result based on implicit bias, prejudice or 
personal philosophy. I believe the Court is duty bound to apply the law of the Constitution and 
the statutes enacted by the legislative branch, and absolutely nothing more. A quote from then 
Judge Gorsuch during his Supreme Court nomination hearings rings true for me: “A judge who 
likes every outcome he reaches is very likely a bad judge…stretching for results he prefers rather 
than those the law demands.” I believe that venturing even into legislative intent (e.g., 
Constitutional Debates) can be dangerous, as it gives the Court license to move beyond the 
original intent. I would do my best to follow the Scalia brand of Constitutional interpretation. 
This is how I will approach my time on the bench, the law means what it means, nothing more, 
and certainly nothing less. 

5. Name one U.S. Supreme Court Justice you admire. 

Justice Antonin Scalia is the member of the U.S. Supreme Court for whom I have the greatest 
admiration, perhaps because I feel closest to him. I agree with Justice Scalia’s judicial 
philosophy, and his reluctance to read into the Constitution or the law more than what was 
actually written, and his service on the Court coincides with my own life and most of my 
professional career. 

I also appreciate and admire those who have demonstrated independence when adhering to the 
law. Justices should be ready to make their rulings based on the law regardless of the outcome, 
and regardless of how unpopular their ruling may be in the then-current political environment. 
Justice Robert Jackson boldly offered a dissent in Korematsu v. United States, 323 U.S. 214 
(1944), defending the rights of an American citizen detained in a Japanese internment camp, in 
the face of World War II and the attendant public opinion in a time of war. Similarly, the 
willingness to be independent is also significant when it means breaking with your ideological 
brethren on the Court. In the case of Gamble v. United States, decided in the most recently 
finished U.S. Supreme Court’s term, Justice Gorsuch, by all accounts a staunch conservative and 



the first appointee to the Court by President Trump, broke with the Court’s conservative 
members in his dissent defending the constitutional protection against double jeopardy. 

A justice of the Supreme Court must always be prepared to stand alone so long as they have 
properly applied the law to the cases before them. Today’s lone dissent may be tomorrow’s 
majority opinion. 

6. Give an example of a State Supreme Court ruling that is a good example of good judicial 
prudence. 

2015-SC-00461-DG 
Louisville Gas & Electric (Appellant) v. Kentucky Waterways Alliance, Sierra Club, et. al. 
(Appellees) 

The Kentucky Supreme Court correctly reversed a ruling issued by Judges Nickell and Stumbo at 
the Court of Appeals that would’ve required LG&E to jump through additional hurdles not 
actually contained in the Clean Water Act to have a permit issued to operate a coal-fired steam 
electric plant along the Ohio River.  The Kentucky Supreme Court correctly, and unanimously, 
reversed Nickell’s ruling, stating “The permit writers are tasked with applying the Guidelines 
they are given, not with revising them, however justified revision might seem and however 
tempting shortcuts can be.”  In short, the Kentucky Supreme Court correctly spotted the Court of 
Appeals going beyond the law to impose additional requirements on a coal power plant that the 
law didn’t actually require. 

7. Give an example of a State Supreme Court ruling that is a good example of bad judicial 
prudence. 

2018-SC-000583-TG 
Whitney Westerfield in his official capacity as Senator, et. al. (Appellants) v. David Ward, 
Kentucky Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers, et. al. (Appellees) 

In 2018, the Kentucky General Assembly overwhelming passed a proposed Constitutional 
Amendment to create crime victims’ constitutional rights (commonly known as Marsy’s Law).  
Many months later, at the 11th hour, the Kentucky Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers filed 
a lawsuit challenging, among other things, the form of the ballot question presented to voters on 
their ballots.  The Supreme Court agreed with KACDL that the ballot question was insufficient.  
I disagree with this ruling, but the Court’s lack of prudence can be seen in its ruling.  First, the 
Court intentionally ignores decades of precedent to arrive at its ruling.  In the process, the Court 
has now created a complicated, risky and expensive ballot process that will confuse voters and 
make implementation a challenge for County Clerks and their staffs statewide.  Second, the 
Court relies on and quotes from the Kentucky constitutional debates, citing specific delegates 
from 1891.  This may seem reasonable, but it demonstrates a willingness to rely on subjective 
content outside the law.  No one voted on the quotes from those delegates.  No governor signed 



those quotes into law.  And citing two legislators (one from Boone and one from McLean) does 
not give an authoritative or reliable statement about the intent of the entire General Assembly.  
Original legislative intent must be discerned from the law alone.  This is a very dangerous 
practice. 

8. Why should the voters vote for you? 

As stated above, I believe my legal experience at all levels of the judicial system, as a practicing 
attorney and as a policy maker directly involved with all policies and budgets affecting the entire 
court system, along with my fresh perspective having not been on the bench for more than a 
decade, make me the best candidate.  Kentucky needs a Constitutional Conservative with a 
record of upholding and defending the rule of law to take the office and start correcting the 
course of the Kentucky Supreme Court.


