
39 

HEARING—NOMINATIONS OF ANN M. RAVEL 
AND LEE E. GOODMAN TO BE MEMBERS 

OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 24, 2013 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:06 a.m., in Room 

SR–301, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles E. Schumer, 
Chairman of the committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Schumer, Durbin, Udall, King, Roberts, Coch-
ran, and Blunt. 

Staff Present: Jean Bordewich, Staff Director; Kelly Fado, Dep-
uty Staff Director; Stacy Ettinger, Chief Counsel; Ellen Zeng, Elec-
tions Counsel; Sharon Larimer, Assistant to the Staff Director; 
Abbie Sorrendino, Professional Staff; Nicole Tatz, Legislative Cor-
respondent; Matthew McGowan, Professional Staff; Adam Topper, 
Staff Assistant; Mary Suit Jones, Republican Staff Director; Shaun 
Parkin, Republican Deputy Staff Director; Paul Vinovich, Repub-
lican Chief Counsel; Sarah Little, Communications Director; Trish 
Kent, Republican Professional Staff; and Rachel Creviston, Repub-
lican Professional Staff. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SCHUMER 

Chairman SCHUMER. Now we will begin for two nominees to the 
Federal Election Commission. I ask the witnesses to please take 
their seats at the table, and on today’s agenda is the consideration 
of nominations of Mr. Lee Goodman and Ms. Ann Ravel to be mem-
bers of the FEC, Federal Election Commission. Before anyone sug-
gests that I might have overlooked the common courtesy of ladies 
before gentlemen, we have introduced the nominees in alphabetical 
order for simplicity’s sake. So, Mr. Goodman and Ms. Ravel, I 
would very much like to welcome you here today, congratulate you 
on your nomination. 

Mr. Goodman, I understand you are accompanied by your family 
members, your wife, Paige Pippin, your daughter, Piper, and your 
son, Kemper. Maybe they can stand so we can say hello. It is such 
a nice family. 

[Applause.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you. And I know the three of you are 

proud of your husband and dad, so thanks for coming. 
Ms. Ravel, I understand you, too, have brought family and 

friends your husband, Steve Ravel, your son and daughter-in-law, 
Gabriel Ravel and Katie Marcellus Ravel, your daughter, Shana 
Ravel, and your good friend, Elaine Mielke, and they are a very 
nice family and friends, too, so will you please stand so we can rec-
ognize you and thank you for coming. 

[Applause.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you. 
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I also want to welcome FEC Chair Ellen Weintraub and Commis-
sioner Caroline Hunter, along with FEC Director Alec Palmer. 
Thank you all for coming, and since you do not have your adorable 
families with you, we are not going to ask you to stand, although 
I know they are adorable. 

[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. The nomination of new Federal Election 

Commission members comes at a critical juncture. Originally envi-
sioned as an independent Federal watchdog agency, the FEC of 
today seems to be stuck in its own version of partisan gridlock. As 
we know, by law, no more than three Commissioners can be mem-
bers of the same political party and at least four votes are required 
for any Commission action. This structure was encouraged to cre-
ate nonpartisan decisions. We also recognize that three-three dead-
lock votes are not always unexpected. 

The problem, however, is in recent years, deadlock votes are oc-
curring with increasing frequency, and as a result, enforcement of 
existing campaign finance laws is down significantly. Violators may 
go unpunished. Others may be emboldened to cross the line on our 
campaign finance laws and rules, and that is unacceptable. So, at 
a time when the amount of money in politics, as Senator Udall ably 
noted, is reaching new highs, we must have a functioning FEC. 

The Commission is designed to play a critical role in our cam-
paign finance system. Almost 40 years ago, Congress created the 
FEC to administer and enforce the Federal Election Campaign Act, 
and that is the law that governs the financing of Federal elections. 
The agency is tasked with investigating and stopping financial 
campaign abuses. It also ensures disclosure of legally mandated 
campaign finance information, and it audits campaigns and organi-
zations to ensure compliance with our nation’s laws as enacted by 
Congress and interpreted by the courts. The search for compromise 
on each of these functions, we know, is difficult, but it is worth the 
effort. 

I am encouraged by the nomination of two well-qualified can-
didates testifying before the committee. Your experience with cam-
paign finance issues suggests that both of you have the ability to 
find workable compromises. I hope to hear from both of you that 
you also have the will and desire to do so. 

I strongly urge both nominees to work diligently to restore the 
role of the Federal Election Commission as a fully functioning inde-
pendent Federal watchdog for the nation’s campaign finance laws. 
It is my hope you will work together with your FEC colleagues to 
find common ground and that the FEC will move past the current 
partisan gridlock. With that, let me turn to Senator Roberts for an 
opening statement, if he wishes to make one. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERTS 

Senator ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for 
calling this hearing. 

We do have with us today two very well qualified nominees be-
fore us. I have to apologize to both. I know we were to have a per-
sonal visit, a courtesy call, and unfortunately, things did not work 
that way with votes. We had the Bob Dole 90th birthday celebra-
tion last night, which took a lot of preparation, but at any rate, I 
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apologize for that. But you have both answered the questions that 
I submitted to you and I really appreciate that. 

Each brings an impressive legal background, Mr. Chairman, as 
you have said, in the field of election law. And in their prepared 
remarks, they each have expressed a commitment to follow exactly 
your admonition, Mr. Chairman, to follow the law, administer the 
campaign laws in a nonpartisan way. No party can have a majority 
on the FEC. This does require each party to work with the other 
for the Commission to act. It prevents either party from using the 
Commission to target and harass any political opponent. It compels 
collaboration and allows the public and the regulated community to 
have confidence that regulations will be developed and complaints 
considered by a panel that neither party controls. Critics of the 
FEC frequently claim it has been designed to fail. I understand 
that, but I think the critics are wrong. The FEC is not designed 
to fail. It is designed to prevent abuse. That can only be assured 
when each party has an equal voice in its decisions. I hope the 
nominees before us today will recognize that for the Commission to 
function, they must work together to achieve consensus, a tough 
job. 

Should they be confirmed, they will be joining a Commission that 
is now grappling with many important issues. Their decisions will 
impact our citizens’ ability to exercise fundamental constitutional 
rights, the rights to speak and to participate in our democratic 
process. I hope they will approach that task with the seriousness 
it deserves. I am sure they will. I look forward to hearing their re-
marks. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Roberts. 
Senator Udall. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR UDALL 

Senator UDALL. Thank you very much, Chairman Schumer. Mr. 
Chairman, we really appreciate you holding this hearing today. As 
you know, I am a strong supporter of reforming our campaign fi-
nance system. I believe one important step is to have a functioning 
FEC where all six seats are filled with Commissioners in terms 
that have not expired. Regrettably, that has not been the case for 
quite a while. I hope we can begin to change that with today’s 
hearings. 

Comprehensive campaign finance reform is crucial to our democ-
racy, but at the very least, we need to make sure that the FEC is 
enforcing the laws that are on the books. Unfortunately, recent Su-
preme Court decisions have gutted many of those laws and we 
have seen the devastating impact on our elections. In the Repub-
lican Presidential primaries alone last year, super PACs spent over 
$100 million. More than half of that was for negative TV ads, fur-
ther poisoning our political process, by groups that did not even 
have to say who was paying for all that venom. By billionaires hid-
ing in dark corners with checkbooks open. 

The Supreme Court laid the groundwork for this broken system 
in 1976 with Buckley v. Valeo. Ruling that a restriction on inde-
pendent campaign spending violated the First Amendment right to 
free speech. In effect, it said money and free speech were the same 
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thing. I do not think we can truly fix this broken system until we 
undo that false premise. 

That is why I have again introduced a constitutional amend-
ment. We need to overturn Buckley and the subsequent decisions 
that relied on it. We have also tried to pass more modest reforms, 
such as Senator Whitehouse’s Disclose Act. That bill had 40 co-
sponsors but could not overcome a filibuster last year. 

Campaign finance reform historically has been a bipartisan 
issue. I hope it will be again. In the meantime, the FEC has a vital 
role to play by diligently enforcing existing laws, and I welcome our 
nominees and look forward to hearing their testimony today. 

Thank you very much, Chairman Schumer. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Udall. 
Senator Cochran. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COCHRAN 

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join you and 
the other members of the committee in welcoming the witnesses 
and am looking forward to our discussion at the hearing. 

Thank you. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Cochran. 
Senator King. 
Senator KING. No statement, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Senator Blunt. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BLUNT 

Senator BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, for eight years, I was the Sec-
retary of State in Missouri, which is the chief election official in our 
State. We dealt with the FEC often and with good results during 
that period of time. I am glad to see these two individuals with 
strong backgrounds. An FEC that can meet the hopes of the organi-
zation when it was formed is something I think we have not accom-
plished yet. I’m hopeful with the addition of these two new people, 
we will get a step closer to making the FEC the functioning and 
refereeing group we hoped it would be when it was created. 

I am glad to be here. Thank you for having this hearing today. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Blunt. 
And now, since we have more than two members here, we can 

swear the witnesses in, so will the witnesses please rise and raise 
their right hand. 

Do you swear that the testimony you are to provide is the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. GOODMAN. I do. 
Ms. RAVEL. I do. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Please be seated. 
We will now hear from our nominees in alphabetical order. First, 

Mr. Goodman, and then Ms. Ravel. Your entire statements will be 
read into the record, so if you can limit your statements to five 
minutes, we would appreciate it. 

Before Mr. Goodman begins, I want to thank a member of this 
committee, Senator Feinstein, who could not be here this morning 
but submitted a statement in support of Ms. Ravel. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Feinstein inserted for the 
record:] 
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Chairman SCHUMER. I also want to express my appreciation for 
the letters of support for Mr. Goodman and Ms. Ravel sent in by 
colleagues and friends, so without objection, I will ask Senator 
Feinstein’s statement and letters of support be included in the 
record. 

Chairman SCHUMER. Mr. Goodman, you may proceed. 

TESTIMONY OF LEE E. GOODMAN, OF VIRGINIA, NOMINATED 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
FOR A TERM ENDING APRIL 30, 2015 

Mr. GOODMAN. Thank you, Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member 
Roberts, and distinguished members of the committee. It is an 
honor to be President Obama’s nominee for the Federal Election 
Commission. I appreciate Senator McConnell’s recommendation of 
me to the President and the decision of the President to nominate 
me. 

If you will indulge me, Senator Schumer, thank you for recog-
nizing my family. I would like to introduce them myself with a lit-
tle bit more detail. My wife, Paige, has been a public schoolteacher. 
She teaches civics in Albemarle County, Virginia, for over 20 years 
and she is a high school volleyball coach. 

My daughter, Piper, is a soccer and a volleyball player and she 
gets all As in Latin, which she started taking in the fifth grade. 

And my son, Kemper—we often call him Kemp after my favorite 
politician of the 20th century—he is a Little League all-star catch-
er. He is a goalie in soccer, and he loves Charles Dickens novels, 
especially Oliver Twist and Pip and Great Expectations. 

My wife and I met at the University of Virginia in the 1980s. We 
both were government majors. We both took classes from Larry 
Sabato, a rather renowned political scientist who, above all things, 
taught me a refrain, and it is on a bumper sticker on our car now 
and it says, ‘‘Politics is a good thing.’’ 

I got involved in politics about 25 years ago upon graduation, 
and since that time, I have worked in politics at virtually all levels 
of politics. I have been a policy and legal advisor to a Governor and 
a State Attorney General. I have been a campaign staffer. My first 
job out of college was working for Vice President Bush’s Political 
Action Committee, the Fund for America’s Future. And I have been 
a lawyer for political party committees and for campaigns, from 
school board members all the way to Presidential campaigns. 

And probably the most influential role I have played in politics 
is being a legal counsel to State and local political parties, where 
I have seen citizens from all walks of life come together to partici-
pate in our democratic process. And I know that you know these 
people. They are the people who knock on doors for you. They are 
the people who call. They are the people who put signs in their 
yards. They are the people who give you contributions. 

And what I can tell you from my experience and over 25 years 
of involvement in politics is that I have a deep and abiding respect 
for our American democratic process and respect in the virtue of 
the people who engage in civic participation. And so I have come 
to know what Larry Sabato taught me over 25 years ago, that poli-
tics is indeed a good thing. 
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Now, to keep it a good thing, Congress created the Federal Elec-
tion Commission. Senator Schumer, you summarized the history of 
the Federal Election Commission quite appropriately. But the dif-
ficulty that has arisen and permeated this field over the years has 
been the delicate balancing between the regulation of politics to 
prevent corruption of it on the one hand and the protection of the 
First Amendment rights of the citizens who participate in our polit-
ical process on the other. And this has proved a complicated enter-
prise, not just at the Commission, but for this Congress and for the 
courts who have dealt with these issues. 

If the Senate confirms my nomination, I commit to you that I 
will undertake this balancing role, of balancing First Amendment 
protections against protection of the political system against cor-
ruption, with several guiding principles in mind. 

First, the Commission must address legal and factual questions 
without partisan bias. I have represented both Democratic inter-
ests and Republican interests in my professional career. 

Second, the Commission’s procedures must be fair. 
Third, the Commission’s regulations must be clear. Many grass-

roots organizations cannot afford to hire lawyers to guide them 
through a complex set of regulations. 

Fourth, the Commission must fulfill its role to help people com-
ply. 

And, fifth, I will endeavor to serve with integrity, ethically, and 
with civility toward my colleagues on the Commission. 

In conclusion, it would be an honor to serve as a Commissioner 
on the Federal Election Commission. I hope it is the pleasure of 
this committee and the Senate to confirm my nomination, and I 
look forward to answering any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Goodman submitted for the 
record:] 

Chairman SCHUMER. You are a very precise man. You ended at 
exactly five minutes to the second. 

[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Ms. Ravel. 

TESTIMONY OF ANN MILLER RAVEL, OF CALIFORNIA, NOMI-
NATED TO BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COM-
MISSION FOR A TERM EXPIRING APRIL 30, 2017 

Ms. RAVEL. Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member Roberts, and 
distinguished members of the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, I am very grateful to you for scheduling this hearing 
to consider my nomination to serve on the Federal Election Com-
mission, and I also want to express my deep appreciation to Sen-
ator Feinstein for her letter of support and to President Obama for 
his confidence. 

I know you introduced my family that is here today, but I do 
have some family and friends watching in California very early in 
the morning and I would like to mention them, as well. My older 
son, Aaron, and his wife, Simone, and my gorgeous granddaughter, 
two-and-a-half years old, Sofia, are at home, as well as my brother, 
Paul Miller, his wife, Beth, and also my great staff at the Cali-
fornia Fair Political Practices Commission, who got up at seven to 
go to the office to watch this. 
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It is truly an honor and a privilege for me to be here today. I 
know, having lived in Latin America most of my life, how impor-
tant it is to live in a country in which the government is truly a 
representative one and in which every citizen has the opportunity 
to take part in the governing process. 

I am the child of two orphans, both of whom grew up in poverty. 
They would have been so proud to see their daughter here today 
sitting in this beautiful chambers as a Presidential nominee to the 
FEC. My parents forever instilled in me a devotion to democratic 
values and public service. 

Through hard work and the opportunities that were afforded to 
him, my father was able to obtain a Ph.D. and ultimately become 
a professor. My mother was an immigrant from Latin America 
when they married and when she became a naturalized citizen, her 
proudest moment and the proudest thing in her life was that she 
could vote in this country and participate in the public political 
process. 

My parents always stressed to me the importance of engaged 
participation in our representative democracy. Throughout my ca-
reer, I have endeavored to fulfill that charge. I have worked at 
every level of government, as County Counsel, and I was there— 
I hate to admit this—32 years, and after that at the—as a Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General in the Department of Justice, then the 
California Fair Political Practices Commission. I have devoted dec-
ades to independently analyzing, adhering to the language and in-
tent of statutory and case law, and writing and interpreting regula-
tions consistent with law. 

As Chair of the FPPC, to your point, Senator Roberts, I have un-
dertaken an overhaul of complex and sometimes contradictory reg-
ulatory scheme to ensure that the regulations support the law 
which was enacted by the public, to make sure that everything is 
consistent with the original intent of the law. 

While at the Department of Justice, I helped to develop a regu-
latory structure to ensure that legislation that provided compensa-
tion to the first responders of 9/11 was properly implemented. I 
met with interested parties, listened to their concerns, analyzed the 
law, and worked to build consensus among stakeholders, particu-
larly consensus that was consistent with Congress’ intent that was 
enshrined in the legislation. 

Throughout my career, I have worked very hard to build con-
sensus and interpret and apply the law in a neutral and even-
handed manner. As County Counsel, I served a politically diverse 
board, and yet my advice was always, above all, clear, unbiased, 
and honest, and the same at the FPPC. I have worked with a very 
politically diverse board and have always achieved consensus. 

If concern—well, thank you very much. Thank you for the invita-
tion to appear, and I am happy to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ravel was submitted for the 
record.] 

Chairman SCHUMER. Mr. Goodman has set the model of precise-
ness—— 

Ms. RAVEL. Yes, he did. He did. 
[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER [continuing]. Which you ably followed. Okay. 
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Well, let me ask the first round of questions here, and we are 
going to try to limit the questioning to five minutes per member. 
So these questions are for both nominees. 

As I mentioned in my statement, I am extremely concerned about 
the FEC’s failure in recent years to enforce existing campaign fi-
nance laws and rules. What actions would you take as an FEC 
Commissioner to ensure effective enforcement of campaign finance 
laws? So, first, Mr. Goodman, then Ms. Ravel. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, Senator, as I mentioned in my opening re-
marks, I am committed to enforcement of the Act as written by 
Congress and I am committed to nonpartisan enforcement of the 
Act. I do not intend to call balls and strikes one way for one party 
and another way for a different party. 

As far as the experience that the FEC has undergone in recent 
years on an increasing number of three-three splits, I do not know 
what the number of those is. I have read some studies that indicate 
that approximately—in approximately 15 percent of the cases, the 
Commission appears to be splitting three-three. Now, we need to 
look at that as somewhat glass half full. That means in 85 percent 
of the time, the Commission is in agreement and there is con-
sensus. One of the reasons why the Commission was built to be 
three-three was so that there would be some consensus require-
ment between the parties in enforcement decisions. 

I think one reason we have been seeing an increase in three- 
three splits in recent years is not necessarily because of obstruction 
but because the law has been changing at a rapid pace. Just in the 
last ten years, from the passage of the bipartisan Campaign Fi-
nance Act and the McConnell, the FEC decision, we then saw 
changes in the law as applied challenges in Wisconsin Right to 
Life. We then saw Citizens United and we have seen several impor-
tant decisions that have altered the First Amendment jurispru-
dence in this area out of the U.S. Court of Appeals in the District 
of Columbia, particularly in the case of Emily’s List and then a 
case following up on Citizens United called Speech Now. 

And the changing First Amendment landscape, I think, has given 
rise to, in some cases, honest disagreements, and the Commission 
is trying to find its way in the wake of those decisions. 

Now, I am committed to making the FEC functional, working for 
compromise, working in a nonpartisan way, but I believe we do 
have to understand the three-three splits in that broader context. 

Chairman SCHUMER. Ms. Ravel. 
Ms. RAVEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The purpose of the FEC 

is clearly to instill confidence in the public in the political system, 
and one of the mechanisms for doing that is enforcement of our 
campaign finance laws. And I think that the public perception now 
is that because of some of the stalemate and the difficulty of reach-
ing agreement at the Commission, that those campaign finance 
laws have not been enforced sufficiently. 

I would commit, and I think this is a very important thing to the 
public, they expect the law to be followed as was promulgated by 
Congress and their intent, so I will commit, understanding, of 
course, that there are constitutional First Amendment issues that 
need to be observed and concerned about, but I will commit to work 
very closely with my fellow nominee if we are, in fact, confirmed 
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together, and the rest of the Commission, to work very assiduously 
at enforcing those laws. 

Chairman SCHUMER. My time has expired, so Senator Roberts. 
Senator ROBERTS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Piper, I 

am very impressed with your five year commitment to Latin. I had 
to take Latin. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ROBERTS. I think my comments indicate that was not my 

desire. My dad told me that if I took Latin, I would fully under-
stand—better understand the English language. I said, it is a dead 
language, and if I had put the amount of time that I had to study 
in Latin on English, I would get As in English. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ROBERTS. I had to take Latin. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator ROBERTS. Dale Kildee, a former member of the House of 

Representatives, was a Latin teacher, and every time I would walk 
down the aisle to see Dale again in the House, he would say, ‘‘Mica, 
mica, parva stella. Miror quaenam sis tam bella,’’ which you know 
is ‘‘Twinkle, twinkle, little star.’’ 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ROBERTS. It is the only thing I remember, so I wanted 

to commend you for that. 
All right. One of the questions I sent to the witnesses prior to 

the hearings, and Ms. Ravel addressed some of the statements that 
reflect my concern, I really appreciate the commitment that you 
have expressed to not prejudge matters that may come before the 
FEC. Here is my problem, or my real issue of concern. 

The mere filing of a complaint, even a specious one, will generate 
news coverage. That is just what happens. A political opponent can 
then point to the complaint as if it is somehow evidence of wrong-
doing. Senator so-and-so has been accused of, and you know the 
rest of it, as if the accusation itself somehow reflects poorly on the 
subject of the complaint. It is very important, it seems to me, that 
FEC Commissioners withhold judgment on complaints and not pub-
licly comment on them, even though all the pressure from the 
Fourth Estate, until the parties have had a chance to respond and 
all the facts are in. I am assuming you would both agree. Just nod 
your heads. 

Mr. GOODMAN. I do. 
Ms. RAVEL. Yes. 
Senator ROBERTS. I will, something like that. 
Ms. RAVEL. Yes. 
Senator ROBERTS. All right. So, I have your commitment that you 

will withhold judgment and comment while complaints are being 
investigated, and I also want to ask how we treat Internet commu-
nications. I understand that in California, and by the way, Ms. 
Ravel, thank you for giving the Chairman, myself, all members of 
the committee more California exposure than we have ever had—— 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ROBERTS. But at any rate, I understand in California, 

where everything happens first, there is some consideration of a 
regulation that would cover bloggers, requiring them to disclose if 
they have received payments from campaigns. Now, we debated 
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this in Congress a couple years ago. Our Majority Leader, Senator 
Reid, actually introduced a bill to exempt Internet communications 
from regulation. The FEC ultimately adopted a regulation that cov-
ered only Internet communications that are placed on another per-
son’s site for a fee. 

My question to you, ma’am, is how far are we going to take this 
full disclosure idea? Do we really need to start regulating bloggers, 
or for that matter, texters or tweeters or any other form of commu-
nication that is so popular today? Are new Internet regulations 
needed? 

Ms. RAVEL. Thank you very much for the question, Senator Rob-
erts. The California rule that is being proposed, and it has not yet 
been adopted by the Commission, does not regulate bloggers. It reg-
ulates the committees that are already regulated under our laws, 
and that regulation that is being proposed, and it is actually going 
to be heard in our August meeting of the Commission, requires 
committees to explain with specificity all payments that are being 
made to organizations and other groups for their political purposes, 
which is consistent with what is already being done in California. 
It is merely explaining more specificity with respect to Internet 
communications, and it does not apply to tweeting or other such 
events that are done on the Internet. 

Senator ROBERTS. I am an old newspaper man. I should have 
said, I am a newspaper man. 

[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Former. 
Senator ROBERTS. Former newspaper man. Former. Former. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The First Amendment covers journalists. 
Ms. RAVEL. Correct. 
Senator ROBERTS. Is a blogger a journalist? 
Ms. RAVEL. Well, there is some question about that, but most 

journalists—most newspapers do not get paid for political opinions 
that are placed in them, say, in their editorials—— 

Senator ROBERTS. Well, you have to have an awful lot of online 
connection to the newspapers, who are getting smaller and smaller 
and they are having a very difficult time to monetize the product. 
I just wonder if, in fact—I went to journalism school. We paid at-
tention to the canons of journalism that were issued by the Univer-
sity of Missouri some time ago. I doubt if any blogger does that, 
any common blogger, whatever that means. 

And that really gets to my question. How do you define a jour-
nalist today? Is it a blogger? Is it a tweeter, a texter, and so forth? 
And some of the blogs are extremely popular, as you know. And 
some, I think, would like to be considered as journalists. That is 
an open question. 

Ms. RAVEL. Right. 
Senator ROBERTS. I do not know what the answer is. 
Ms. RAVEL. I agree with you. I do not think that it is a simple 

question, and I have relied on counsel for their analysis in this 
matter. But, as I said, we have received public comment. We will 
receive more public comment at the meeting that we are having to 
discuss this issue—— 

Senator ROBERTS. Right. 
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Ms. RAVEL. and so there is no decision that has been made. 
Senator ROBERTS. I appreciate that. Mr. Chairman, I am over a 

minute-twelve, so we will have to call on Mr. Goodman to give me 
more time back. 

Chairman SCHUMER. No, no, he used exactly the right amount. 
Senator ROBERTS. That is my point. 
[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Senator Udall, would you like to ask some 

questions? 
Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goodman, there was an editorial recently in the Washington 

Post, on July 14, that said, and I quote, ‘‘Fundamentally, the Re-
publican Commissioners seem not to believe in the campaign fi-
nance laws that Congress has passed and that they are bound to 
enforce,’’ and that is the end of the quote. I would ask, Mr. Chair-
man, that that editorial be put into the record. 

[The information of Senator Udall submitted for the record:] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Without objection. 
Senator UDALL. Can we receive your commitment that, if con-

firmed, you will fully enforce all existing campaign finance laws 
and FEC regulations, even if you have personal opposition to a law 
or FEC regulation? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, Senator, you can. I undertake this post with 
the solemnity of knowing that it is a law enforcement post. I would 
not undertake it with any intent to subterfuge the law that I am 
agreeing to enforce. 

Senator UDALL. And are there any existing campaign finance 
laws that you think should be repealed or not enforced, and if so, 
which ones and why? 

Mr. GOODMAN. Well, Senator Roberts addressed some questions 
to Chairman Ravel and to me that gave some examples of some 
that should be repealed, and those were the ones that were square-
ly and unequivocally held to be unconstitutional by the Supreme 
Court in the Citizens United decision. So, for example, if you look 
in the U.S. Code, and you can look in the Code of Federal Regula-
tions today, three years after the Supreme Court ruled in Citizens 
United, and you can see in 11 CFR Section 114.2(b) an express pro-
hibition against labor unions and corporations from spending 
money to make independent expenditures. There is a law that says 
they cannot spend their treasury funds to expressly advocate to the 
public the election or defeat of any candidate. That regulation, that 
rule of law, was held unconstitutional in Citizens United. 

It has historically been the practice of the Commission to elimi-
nate regulations that have been held unconstitutional, even by 
courts lower than the Supreme Court. So, for example, when the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia ruled three regu-
lations to be unconstitutional and to exceed the Act in a case 
brought by Emily’s List, the Commission thereafter repealed those 
three regulations. 

So that would be a case where I would feel prohibited by the rul-
ing of the Supreme Court from enforcing a law that is still on the 
books. 

Senator UDALL. The unfortunate thing about the Citizens United 
ruling, in my opinion, is that we have now, and the following 
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Speech Now ruling, is that we have now reached the point with 
that ruling that corporate treasuries are now in play in terms of 
campaign finance. And so, just to pick one corporation, ExxonMobil 
has $81 billion in its corporate treasury that now can go into the 
campaign system. As you know, in the last election, both the Presi-
dent and all the other Federal officials spent about $6 billion. So 
this is a huge amount of money flooding into the system, and I 
think it corrupts the system. So we are going to have to deal with 
that ruling. I have a constitutional amendment to deal with that, 
but you are also going to have to deal with that as an FEC Com-
missioner. 

The New York Times recently published an editorial titled, ‘‘Sab-
otage at the Election Commission.’’ I would ask that that editorial, 
Mr. Chairman, also be included in the record. 

[The information of Senator Udall submitted for the record:] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Without objection. 
Senator UDALL. The editorial opposed efforts to take advantage 

of a temporary three-to-two Republican majority on the FEC to 
change the agency’s enforcement rules, including how DOJ and the 
FEC can communicate. What is your opinion of the proposed 
changes to the FEC Enforcement Manual to change how DOJ and 
FEC can communicate? Do you think the Commission should at-
tempt to make substantial changes when there are only five Com-
missioners with nominees pending Senate confirmation? And I 
would ask you both to answer that. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Senator, I will have to defer judgment on the sub-
stance of the manual because there is a long history, there is a 
longstanding Memorandum of Understanding between the FEC 
and the Department of Justice that I have not been privy to. I have 
not read the extant manual and my knowledge of it is essentially 
what I have read in the New York Times and other publications. 

What I would want to be apprised of is the substance of the his-
torical MOU, historical practice within the Commission, and I 
would also want to be apprised of some things I have read in the 
newspaper about whether or not the General Counsel’s Office in 
the Federal Election Commission has been keeping the Commis-
sion, its client, apprised of communications with the Department of 
Justice, before I came to a definitive substantive position on how 
that Enforcement Manual should be changed, if at all. 

Senator UDALL. Thank you. 
Ms. RAVEL. Thank you, Senator Udall. I have some of the same 

concerns and views that Mr. Goodman has with respect to this 
issue. While I have read the articles in the newspaper, I do not 
know sufficient information relating to the Enforcement Manual 
and the rules of the FEC with regard to voting and what is appro-
priate in this particular matter. So I would hesitate to make a com-
mitment or a judgment at this moment. 

I would say that at the FPPC, we worked on the case involving 
a theft of a lot of money from 300 committees in California by the 
treasurer and we worked closely with DOJ and with the FBI on 
that matter because a couple Federal candidates were subjects of 
that fraud and that theft. So it would be important to me to see 
what the issues are in this case because I have had some experi-
ence in this and think that it worked out very well for California. 
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Senator UDALL. Thank you both very much, and we look forward 
to you sorting out this dysfunctional FEC. 

Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Udall. 
Senator Cochran. 
Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me ask the witnesses about a filing requirement of the Cam-

paign Disclosure Parity Act. I am a sponsor of an amendment that 
we were considering offering to this bill that would be equivalent 
to the Campaign Disclosure Parity Act, S. 375. I was a cosponsor 
with other Senators of this bill and it deals with the filing of the 
finance reports directly with the FEC. Currently, Senators file 
their reports with the Secretary of the Senate, and the procedure, 
as I understand it, is printing of the report and distributing it to 
the members of the FEC and others, and I am told that eliminating 
this extra step would save up to $500,000 a year and provide great-
er transparency in the campaign finance disclosure process. 

I am curious to know whether you think that is a good idea, to 
support that change, or not. Ms. Ravel. 

Ms. RAVEL. Thank you very much, Senator Cochran. I am a very 
strong advocate of e-filing and working very hard to do that in 
California, and I do understand that it saves time, it saves a lot 
of money for the agency, and also gives greater transparency to the 
public, which is one of the core reasons for the existence of the 
FEC. 

However, of course, whatever it is that Congress determines is 
what, if I were confirmed, I would implement. 

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Goodman. 
Mr. GOODMAN. Senator, I certainly defer to the Senate’s judg-

ment on how the Senate wants to regulate itself. But in the 21st 
century, I see local campaigns for House of Delegates and other 
campaigns using electronic filing quite effectively. It does eliminate 
steps. It does aid transparency. It is less expensive to deal with on 
the agency side. And Chairman Ravel and I have already discussed 
one area of agreement, which is to improve the transparency and 
reporting on the FEC’s Web site of campaign data. The Web site 
is a bit dated and a bit clunky. 

So I would, in concept, certainly support the—if it is the Senate’s 
desire to report electronically, I think it is a good idea. 

Senator COCHRAN. Yes. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Cochran. 
Senator Blunt. 
Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goodman, I thought actually citing your favorite politician of 

the 20th century was very shrewd because we are all competitive 
and it gives us all a chance to be your favorite politician of the 21st 
century. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. GOODMAN. For my third child. 
Senator BLUNT. Exactly. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator BLUNT. I had a number of people reach out to me about 

your reliable work over the years and your willingness to work for 
both Democrats and Republicans. One of them is, Harvey 
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Tettlebaum, a Republican lawyer in Missouri who has been the 
State Party Counsel among other things. I think you both are also 
involved in some of the same groups, as well. I am pleased you are 
here today. 

Ms. Ravel, the same with you. Your background is an excellent 
one to bring to the Commission. 

You mentioned there were examples of insufficient enforcement 
of campaign finance laws. Do you have some specific examples of 
that? 

Ms. RAVEL. I merely was saying, Senator Blunt, that I had 
heard, because, you know, clearly, I am in California and I do not 
know the specifics of what has transpired at the FEC. But I read 
news reports and that is what I am basing it on. I did not indicate 
that there were specific examples. What my view is, that the public 
perception is, as has been transmitted in some news reports, is 
that there has been insufficient enforcement. So I do not have any 
specific examples. 

Senator BLUNT. The FEC is equally divided, is that right? 
Ms. RAVEL. Yes, it is, sir. 
Senator BLUNT. So it is possible at the FEC to have a tie vote. 

In most agencies, not, but it is possible at the FEC. 
Ms. RAVEL. No question. It is possible. 
Senator BLUNT. And we all understand the reason for that, and 

I am not advocating. 
Ms. RAVEL. Right. 
Senator BLUNT. It is one of the few agencies where actually you 

can wind up with a disagreement with everybody participating, 
whether it is the current moment when there happens to be one 
more person from the other party. It is not usual, and one of the 
few agencies like that. We need the FEC to work, and those of us 
who run for office need it to work in a way that is fair and defends 
us from people doing things outside the law, but at the same time 
allows the discourse of the campaign to occur. 

Ms. RAVEL. Right. 
Senator BLUNT. Have you had any examples in your job in Cali-

fornia that you think would be particularly applicable to what you 
will be doing here? 

Ms. RAVEL. Well, I think the best example is that I absolutely 
agree with you that an important aspect of this job is to ensure 
that people participate in politics, and that is not just voters but 
that people can run and run in a way that is not encumbered by 
terribly cumbersome, difficult to understand regulations, and that 
enforcement should be only with respect to those matters that are 
serious and matters that evidence corruption, and not matters that 
are inadvertent mistakes. 

And in California, when I began as the chair, they were clearly 
enforcing against candidates, and, of course, California, these are 
candidates all the way from Water District and School Board to the 
Legislature and the Governor that we oversee. And many of those 
candidates do not have lawyers. They have treasurers who are 
their mother-in-law or, you know, somebody like that, most of 
them. 

And so when I began, I said, we need to make sure that enforce-
ment is fair and that we are not trying to trap people in inad-
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vertent mistakes, that we are actually regulating and enforcing 
only the most serious violations of people who are purposely trying 
to flaunt the law. So I believe that my views are consistent with 
yours, Senator, in this instance. 

Senator BLUNT. Well, they certainly are on that issue. One of the 
things we have done in the country in the last 20 years, and many 
of us here have participated in it one way or another, is pass laws 
that essentially criminalize politics and criminalize mistakes that 
people can make. I think that is such an important principle. 

Mr. Goodman, would you like to comment on that? This will be 
my last question here. 

Mr. GOODMAN. Yes, Senator. As I mentioned, in 85 percent of the 
cases, the Commission is in agreement and they are enforcing the 
law. And the area of disagreement is largely permeated by chang-
ing First Amendment jurisprudence. The three-three split not only 
protects one side against partisan bias in enforcement, but the 
three-three constitution and sometimes three-three splits also re-
spects philosophical disagreements on how to regulate the process. 
And I think we have to acknowledge that. 

To use a sports analogy, if one team has a great passing offense 
and also gets to set the rules, well, then the linemen are going to 
be able to hold. There will be no bumping by cornerbacks at all of 
the wide receiver, and you can never hit the quarterback. 

Senator BLUNT. Jack Kemp would be proud. 
Mr. GOODMAN. That is right. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I am done. Thank you. 
Chairman SCHUMER. And so would the Buffalo Bills. 
[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Are there any—does anyone wish a second 

round of questioning? 
Senator ROBERTS. I just want to ask unanimous consent that the 

five letters of support from very esteemed friends of Mr. Goodman 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

[Letters submitted for the record:] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Without objection. 
Senator ROBERTS. And just to follow up on Senator Blunt’s com-

ments, I think there is a comparability or a commensurate example 
between the FEC and the esteemed Senate Ethics Committee. I 
have been appointed to the Ethics Committee for all of my public 
service in the Senate. I do not know what I have done wrong. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator ROBERTS. I have resigned twice. The resignation has not 

been accepted by the leadership. 
And I worry about these ‘‘gotcha’’ opportunities that every cam-

paign, unfortunately, seems to use as a tool in their campaigning, 
and I mentioned this before in my statement. I do not even know 
if we need to ask you for a comment, because I think I know ex-
actly what you are going to say in terms of how you are going to 
hope that the FEC will comport themselves in a way that this does 
not happen, i.e., publicly stating something about somebody’s com-
plaint. Many times, they are specious. 

I will tell you that the Ethics Committee receives complaints 
every day. Most of them are about minutiae. But when that hap-
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pens, anybody can file an ethics complaint, and as a result, it gets 
press coverage immediately, and the Senate Ethics Committee then 
sees it in the public domain, whether it be a blog or whether it be 
in print or whether it be anything, and we will investigate it. And 
then that takes about three months, and during that time, why, 
the person who lodged the complaint just pounds the living you- 
know-what out of his or her opponent. 

We cannot comment on anything. I mean, there are no leaks in 
the Senate Ethics Committee. That has been the way for, what, 14, 
15 years that I have been on it—16. I just do not think that is 
right, and I have always been trying on the Ethics Committee to 
say, let us be very selective about what really is an ethics violation 
as opposed to just open season. 

If people who are looking to run for office, and we are looking 
for good people to run for office, both parties, Independents, whom-
ever, whatever level, my Lord, if they really realized and went 
through the entire Ethics Manual, which I defy anybody to ex-
plain—we used to try to do that at the beginning of every Con-
gress. Harry Reid and I tried to do that. Harry Reid and I tried 
to simplify it, the regs on the Ethics Committee. That was a bad 
mistake. We went to the Republican Conference and Harry went to 
the Democratic Caucus and it grew bigger. You open it up and you 
have people putting more stuff in there. 

And now, you have a situation that I think if candidates would 
really take the time for a couple of days to look at all the stuff that 
they have to do and what could happen to them and how much 
they have to reveal, I am not sure they would run. I think there 
is a hindrance there, and I think that factor, there again, of what 
people do with the FEC and with House Ethics Committee—the 
House has two Ethics Committees. What is that all about? We have 
an Ethics Committee first to determine whether or not it should go 
to the Ethics Committee. It is that bad. 

And so I think there is a lot of common sense here that we could 
apply and I hope you both—I know you will, because you have a 
very rich background and you have already declared that. I just 
wanted to express my concern on the record for that, Mr. Chair-
man, and I thank you for that. 

Chairman SCHUMER. Well, I thank you, and knowing your record 
on the Ethics Committee, I think you would make an outstanding 
nominee to the FEC. 

[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. And I think I might urge Senator McCon-

nell to consider you. 
[Laughter.] 
Chairman SCHUMER. Anyway, all kidding aside, I thank the wit-

nesses for their outstanding testimony. We are going to look for-
ward to working with you for our goal of swift confirmation by the 
full Senate. 

The record is going to remain open for five business days for ad-
ditional statements and post-hearing questions submitted in writ-
ing for the nominees to answer. 

Being there no further business before the committee, the com-
mittee is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 10:57 a.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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