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From: Tracee OBrennan

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:00:47 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit

charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,

Tracee O'Brennan



mailto:traceeob@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Pam

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (Rin: 3209-AAS0)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:00:25 PM

nnnnnnnnnn

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

* place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:pslee.pl@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.










Sent from my iPad





From: Zachary Garland

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:00:14 PM

To whom it may concern,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

- Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,

Zachary Garland



mailto:zchrygarland@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

William Weiss

USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 7:59:33 PM

Attachments: 28DOE5C2-40C9-4CB0-98C1-2578D2DC1805.pna

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

William Weiss
Dayville CT 06241



mailto:wweiss53@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

« remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Hart Wilson

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:56:47 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

The proposed language makes a mockery of the whole idea behind the regulation. We need
more ethical accountability, not more self-reporting, self-dealing misconduct.



mailto:wilsonh@sou.edu

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Mary Beth Theisen

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:17:25 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;
- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:mbtheisen@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Erankie Patman

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:54:49 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Frankie Maguire
520 Habitat Blvd
Osprey, FL 34229

Sent from my iPad



mailto:fdpatman@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Scott Paddock

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:53:31 PM

Hello,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Get it right, you bunch of cheaty weasels.

Scott

Cheers,

Scott



mailto:paddock.scott@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Chloe Humbert

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:53:14 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Chloe Humbert



mailto:watermelonpunch.com@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Anne Burrowes

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:51:29 PM

Dear OGE,

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should 1)
remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional; 2) replace
the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests; 3) remove
the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and 4) place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing
them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thanks for your attention to this matter,

Anne Burrowes



mailto:annenjerry@aol.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Ann Tirrell

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:50:42 PM

Attachments: B13CFB64-4819-41D5-BC3B-99BEF1C74D54.png

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,

Ann Tirrell

Ann Tirrell

707 477-7416
Ann.tirrell@gmail.com

Connect directly with me on Facebook
http://m.me/anntirrell

Let’s connect on LinkedIn

http:/www.linkedin.com/in/ann-tirrell/



mailto:ann.tirrell@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:Ann.tirrell@gmail.com

http://m.me/anntirrell

http://www.linkedin.com/in/ann-tirrell/



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Janette Wysocki

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:50:15 PM

Dear OGE,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

o remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

¢ replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

¢ place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Janette Wysocki

Get Outlook for Android



mailto:jsocks@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

https://aka.ms/AAb9ysg




From: Nina Padovano

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:50:10 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
S-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

This Regulation must be revised! It is makes it very easy for corruption and Pay to Play scenarios to exist.
Sincerely,
Nina Padovano



mailto:padonina@me.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jennifer Bort Yacovissi

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:49:41 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

What possible value are "optional" ethics? We require mandatory ethics rules in all branches
of government.

Jennifer Bort Yacovissi



mailto:jbyacovissi@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:vwrevet@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Margaret Iwanicki

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:48:26 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,

Margaret Iwanicki
Golden, CO

Sent from my iPad



mailto:maipost99@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Mara Franceschi

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:10:48 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
S-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser: and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Mara Franceschi

Sent from my iPhone
(917) 304-0636



mailto:marasfranceschi@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jill

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:46:34 PM

Hello,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Ethics is NOT an OPTIONAL equation.

Thank you,
Jill Zarensky

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
Get Outlook for Android



mailto:jlzny@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

https://aka.ms/AAb9ysg




From: Rebecca Weaver

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:44:57 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Respectfully,
R Weaver
Decatur GA



mailto:rbeccweaver@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Ken Schirado

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:42:19 PM

| oppose OGEs proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.
OGE should:

e Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional’

e Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests’

e Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e Place non-profit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Best,
K. Schirado
Oakland, CA 94611



mailto:kschirado@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: John McKendry

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:39:33 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year

recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from

influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the

industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal

footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel

for whistleblowers.

Yours truly,
John McKendry



mailto:john.mckendry@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Joyce Bolton

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:36:45 PM

| oppose OGEs proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1. Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

2. Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year requirement that prevents
donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the
industries in which they have substantial interests;

3. Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

4. Place nonprofits charities (501)(c)(3) organization(s) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from Mail for Windows



mailto:Joycebolton@msn.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986




From: Robert Rout

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:35:31 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE
should:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation
optional;

e replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing
decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in
which they have substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;
and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing
with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for
whistleblowers.

Thank you for your kind attention,
Robert Rout
Greenwich, CT



mailto:rob.rout@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Andy Wells

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:34:57 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Regards,
Andrew Wells

—Andy Wells
werkingwells@gmail.com

Andy Wells
werkingwells(@gmail.com

Andy Wells
werkingwells@gmail.com



mailto:werkingwells@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:werkingwells@gmail.com

mailto:werkingwells@gmail.com

mailto:werkingwells@gmail.com




From: Nancy Gross

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:32:44 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
-remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;
-replace the proposed recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts

from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries
in which they have substantial interests;

-remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

-place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large
law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely
Nancy Gross



mailto:nmgross0307@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Kyle Hodgkins

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:32:38 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Regards,
Kyle Hodgkins
Cincinnati, OH



mailto:kdhodgkins@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:sylviawaltoncoffee@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.














From: JC

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:05:32 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

o Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

o Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions,
policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

o Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

¢ Place nonprofit charities (Internal Rev. Code Sec. 501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for
whistleblowers.

Sincerely,

Joe Crawford

PO Box 1209

Rockport TX 78381-1209
361-239-8001



mailto:crawfordlaw@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Joe Chlebanowski

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:23:29 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;

and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Best regards,

Joseph M Chlebanowski



mailto:okiejoeski@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Eric Seshens

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:22:31 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

e replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Eric Seshens



mailto:eseshens@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Rachael Rider

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:21:24 PM

To whom this may concern,
I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

o remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Yours,
Rachael Rider
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From: Joann Wayman

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:16:51 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1. Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional.

2. Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirements that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interestsw.

3. Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser.

4. Place nonprofit charities(501©(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistle blowers.

The Waymans

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Chris Tuten

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:15:52 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the
requlation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal
footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal
counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:ctuten@outlook.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Joe Collevecchio

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:15:31 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional.

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a 5-year recusal requirement that prevents
donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies or regulations

- allow nonprofit charity 501 (¢) (3) organizations to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Edward J Collevecchio



mailto:joe.collevecchio@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Chris Tedder

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:15:30 PM

Attachments: C3C02D4F-6804-4A6F-AEE1-E423D990EFF8.png

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

» remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

» place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Chris Tedder
Winfield, MO



mailto:eldertedder5@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Andrew

To: Contact OGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:13:43 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should instead: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents
donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in

which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit charities

(501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel
for whistleblowers.



mailto:ask233448@aol.com

mailto:contactoge@oge.gov




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carol Anderheggen

USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Friday, June 17, 2022 7:13:29 PM

Attachments: image.png

ATT00001.txt

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

L]

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:carolmaeray@cox.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

+ remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

+ remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

+ place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.
















From: Jean MacFarlane

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:12:25 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Jean MacFarlane
Narberth, PA 19072

Sent from my iPad



mailto:maxinemac@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Ingrid Bond

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:55:01 PM

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:ingridbond5@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




Ei .
USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation RIN3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 11:17:19 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:bethkinn@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.








Beth Kinn





Sent from my iPhone





From: Mary Rork-Watson

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule:Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:38:15 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them
to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Mary Rork-Watson
2014 2nd Avenue SE
Altoona, IA 50009

Mary Rork-Watson
515-306-3722



mailto:mrorkwatson2014@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:

To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Cat Schultz

USOGE

Proposed Rule:Legal Expense Fund Regulation RIN 3209-AA50
Friday, June 17, 2022 7:45:53 PM

Image.png

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from my iPhone
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| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

« remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Regina Occhiogrosso

uuuuu

Proposed Rules:Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN3209-AA50)
a 17, 2022 11:56:49 PM

To:
Subject:
: Frid

Date:
Attachments:

imaa
ATT00001.txt

OGE,

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

» place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:reginaocch@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.






Regulations need compliance.

Regina Occhiogrosso





From: Denise S

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:26:04 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Denise K Skladany
745 Circle Dr
Harrisonburg VA 22801



mailto:aasystemsds@yahoo.com
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From: Laura M. Flegel

To: USOGE

Subject: RE: Office of Government Ethics Proposed Rule—Legal Expense Fund Regulation; RIN 3209-AA50; 87 Fed. Reg.
23769-23780 (April 21, 2022) -- CORRECTED SUBMISSION

Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:11:03 PM

Attachments: OGE Legal Expense Fund Rulemaking Comments. NELA FINAL.06.17.22.pdf

To whom it may concern:

My first submission was incorrect! (I inadvertently submitted our saved copy of the notice in the
Federal Register).

Attached please find the actual written comments of the National Employment Lawyers Association
commenting on the following proposed rulemaking-- Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation
/ RIN 3209-AA50; 87 Fed. Reg. 23769-23780 (April 21, 2022)

Please feel free to reach out to me if you have questions or difficulty opening the proper file—our
comments, attached here.

From: Laura M. Flegel <Iflegel@nelahq.org>

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:05 PM

To: usoge@oge.gov

Subject: Office of Government Ethics Proposed Rule—Legal Expense Fund Regulation; RIN 3209-
AA50; 87 Fed. Reg. 23769-23780 (April 21, 2022)

To whom it may concern:

Attached please find the written comments of the National Employment Lawyers Association
commenting on the following proposed rulemaking-- Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation
/ RIN 3209-AA50; 87 Fed. Reg. 23769-23780 (April 21, 2022)

Please feel free to reach out to me if you have questions or difficulty opening the attached file.

Laura M. Flegel

Legislative & Public Policy Director
National Employment Lawyers Association
Washington, DC

(ph) (202) 674-6552

[flegel@nelahg.or

National Office
Concord, CA
(415) 296-7629

www.nela.org
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—] National Employment
f— Lawyers Association

June 17, 2022

Office of Government Ethics
1201 New York Avenue NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20005

Re: Office of Government Ethics Proposed Rule—Legal Expense Fund Regulation; RIN 3209-
AA50Q; 87 Fed. Reg. 23769-23780 (April 21, 2022)

To Whom It May Concern:

The National Employment Lawyers Association (NELA) respectfully submits the
following comments concerning the Office of Government Ethics’ (OGE) Proposed Rule—Legal
Expense Fund Regulation, as published in the Federal Register at 87 Fed. Reg. 23769-23780 (April
21, 2022). NELA is the largest professional membership organization in the country comprised of
lawyers who represent employees in labor, employment, wage and hour, and civil rights disputes.
Our mission is to advance worker’s rights and serve lawyers who advocate for equality and justice
in the American workplace. NELA and its 69 circuit, state, and local affiliates have a membership
of over 4,000 attorneys who are committed to working on behalf of those who have faced illegal
treatment in the workplace. NELA has filed numerous amicus curiae briefs before the United
States Supreme Court and other federal appellate courts regarding the proper interpretation of
federal civil rights and worker protection laws and comments on relevant proposed rules. NELA
also engages in legislative advocacy on behalf of workers throughout the United States. A
substantial number of NELA members’ clients are federal employees. NELA, therefore, has an
interest in regulations affecting both federal employees and the operations of NELA members who
represent federal employees.

NELA previously commented on November 5, 2019, in response to OGE’s Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, RIN 3209-AA50 84 Fed.Reg. 15,146-15,147 (April 15, 2019).
NELA stands by its prior comments and further wishes to raise the following concerns based on
the experience of NELA members in representing federal employees

NELA opposes the proposed rule (in particular, proposed 5 C.F.R. 88 2635.1007,
2635.1009), which requires the disclosure of terms of representation and funding sources for most
subject employees, because it forces disclosure of this privileged and confidential information.
NELA believes that the proposed rule, as written, improperly invades the privileged attorney-client
relationship and the power of the judicial branch to govern the bar, by interfering with the structure
of the attorney-client relationship and requiring disclosures of confidential information to the very
agency, that in the context of such disclosure is the opponent of the federal employee client(s).
Such confidential information includes the terms of retainer agreements between attorneys and
clients and the client’s funding arrangements for paying for representation. NELA is committed to
the preservation of the attorney-client privilege and the work product doctrine and opposes
governmental policies, practices, and procedures that have the effect of eroding these protections.
Information concerning the financial arrangements underlying legal representation implicates







issues of privileged attorney-client communications and attorney work product privilege, which
must be protected from disclosure.

The requirement under proposed 5 C.F.R. 88 2635.1007(a)(2) to publicly disclose to the
opponent party agency the “date(s) of distribution, amount, and purpose of any distribution from
the legal expense fund exceeding $250 during the quarterly reporting period” is also problematic
because it requires the subject employee to report to the opposing party agency a portion of
confidential billing statements, which often contain privileged and confidential attorney-client
communications and attorney work product.

Compounding the problems set out above, the disclosures under proposed 5 C.F.R. §
2635.1007 are to be placed in a publicly searchable database under proposed 5 C.F.R. §
2635.1007(g). Thus there would be no restriction whatsoever on this financial disclosure
information being provided directly to the attorneys representing the opposing party agency (to be
then used to the benefit of that agency and the detriment of the employee). Disclosure of such
privileged information to the client’s opponent (here, the employing agency of the client) puts the
client at strategic disadvantage, especially while representation is ongoing. For example, if the
opposing party agency learns that a hypothetical client is on an hourly representation basis and has
limited funds available for representation, that information can be used to prejudice the client in
the opposing party agency’s litigation and settlement strategy.

Additional formal regulation (in the form of amendments to the Code of Federal
Regulations) is not necessary to address OGE’s concerns. OGE’s core concerns—corruption or
the appearance of corruption caused by payments being made by improper sources to federal
employee recipients—are thoroughly addressed in existing OGE regulations. Present OGE
regulations (for example, the definitions for gifts under 5 C.F.R. 88 2365.203(b, f)) already cover
many “legal expense fund” situations because they cover situations where a federal employee is
given money, irrespective of whether or not the money is allegedly for use in covering legal
expenses (or any other purpose). The present OGE regulations address OGE’s core concern about
improper sources of gifts creating (the appearance of) corruption, while avoiding unnecessary
regulation of the means of provision of those gifts (sensibly, as regulations focused on payment
methods rather than sources could be more easily circumvented). If corruption or appearance of
corruption is the concern animating the proposed rule, a simple restriction focused on prohibiting
donations from impermissible donors (for example, prohibiting acceptance of funds from those
funding sources who fail to meet the definition of “permissible donors” under proposed 5 C.F.R.
8 2635.1006(b), or alternatively from prohibited sources as defined in present 5 C.F.R. §
2635.203(d)) would be sufficient to address OGE’s concern without violating attorney-client
privilege. Thus, there is absolutely no need for this rule or for these disclosures to address the
stated concerns of OGE.

If the OGE wishes to focus on the purpose for a gift in order to restrict it, OGE should
consider use of subregulatory guidance as the best vehicle for addressing its concerns, by
explaining in layman’s terms the proper application of preexisting OGE restrictions on payments
from improper sources to legal expense funds, rather than creating unnecessary new regulations.
An example of this sort of guidance document is OGE Legal Advisory LA-19-01, “Ethics
Guidance for Employees in Non-Pay Status During a Lapse in Appropriations” (February 15,







2019). OGE Legal Advisory LA-19-01 provides guidance based on current OGE regulations,
contextualized in a form accessible to federal employees. OGE Legal Advisory LA-19-01 also did
not require a formal revision of the CFR, instead explaining how the preexisting OGE CFR
provisions applied to the situation of concern. A plain-language guidance document similar to
OGE Legal Advisory LA-19-01—such as, for example, a more expanded and plain-language
version of OGE Legal Advisory LA-17-10 (September 28, 2017)—would also have the advantage
of plain-language drafting contextualized to the relevant circumstance of “legal expense funds,”
making OGE’s guidance more accessible to lay federal employees and thus helping to facilitate
compliance.

The proposed rule further creates a moral hazard (if not an outright conflict of interest) by
delegating approval authority for legal expense funds and for pro bono representation agreements
in most cases to agents of the opponent party agency, who must approve such arrangements in
most cases prior to representation commencing. See proposed 5 C.F.R. 8§ 2635.1004(g)(1),
2635.1009(b). This creates a conflict of interest that would incentivize the opposing party agency
to withhold or delay approvals under the regulations to benefit its position in litigation, especially
in cases where the subject employee may be facing imminent deadlines.

The proposed rule is further objectionable in requiring approval of the opposing party
agency of any pro bono representation under proposed 5 C.F.R. 8 2635.1009(b). This is extremely
problematic because it creates an unfair and unnecessary hurdle for litigants receiving pro bono
representation. It would deter provision of pro bono representation and is thus objectionable.
Further, the definition of “pro bono” legal services in proposed 5 C.F.R. § 2635.1003 is even more
problematic due to its vagueness. For example, the present definition does not make clear whether
or not it is limited to direct provision of legal services in a representational capacity. Without that
limit, the definition would appear, for example, to extend to ethically unobjectionable matters such
as provision of amicus briefing in federal employment matters, if those amicus briefs happen to be
favorable to the subject employee’s position in litigation. Thus, this proposed rule (in addition to
being unnecessary, as noted above) if finalized would impede provision of pro bono
representation.

Another significant problem with this proposed rule is that it does not clarify whether it
includes contingent fee representation within the definition of “legal services provided without
charge to the employee beneficiary or for less than market value as defined in § 2635.203(¢c).” A
contingent fee is a common and widely recognized form of market valuation for legal services; it
is not a form of discounted service even when the client does not pay due to lack of recovery from
the opposing party in the legal matter. Accordingly, the proposed rule should be clarified to
exclude contingent fee representation from any reporting requirements.

The present proposed rule further fails to adequately justify why the regulation is restricted
to just those legal matters which are “arising in connection with the employee’s past or current
official position.” As employment lawyers, NELA objects to placement of this disparate burden
on employment law litigation. Selectively hindering a federal employee’s ability to fund litigation
because the opposing party happens to be the subject employee’s employing agency Iis
indefensible. If the corruption concern is that the subject employee would then misuse their







position to benefit legal expense donors, presumably the same concern would apply to donations
for non-employment matters to the same degree as it would apply to employment matters.

The proposed rule is extremely vague in describing what OGE considers funds which must
be routed through a “legal expense fund.” This lack of clarity renders the proposed rule
objectionably over-broad as it requires non-gifted funds to be routed through regulated “legal
expense funds.” In practice, federal employees use a wide variety of funding mechanisms to fund
their legal representation, including but not limited to commercial borrowing (including credit
cards, commercial personal loans, and mortgages); private borrowing from family members and
close friends; private legal insurance plans and prepaid legal services plans which provide legal
representation as benefit of coverage; and loans from litigation finance companies. None of these
sources would create or open the door to corruption or the appearance thereof, so long as the
funding sources meet the definition of “permissible donors” under proposed 5 C.F.R. §
2635.1006(b) (or alternatively so long as the funding sources are not prohibited sources as defined
in present 5 C.F.R. 8 2635.203(d)), and so they should not be covered by any “legal expense fund”
regulations. Cf., e.g., 5 C.F.R. §§2635.203(b)(3), 2635.203(c) (excluding “Loans from banks and
other financial institutions on terms generally available to the public” from gift restriction
regulations).

The vast majority of all NELA members, including those that represent federal employees,
are attorneys who work in solo practices or small firms. Most attorneys who represent federal
employees are part of small businesses. The addition of regular reporting requirements concerning
the financing arrangements of these solo and small firm practitioners with their federal sector
clients would be highly onerous. Representation of federal employees is a specialized niche
practice. Especially outside of the Washington, D.C., metro area, there is already a dearth of
attorneys who will represent federal employees. If this rule becomes final, it would make it even
more difficult for federal employees to find representation. Such an outcome would be simply
harmful and unfair to federal employees who need legal representation. Further, deterring
representation of federal employees is contrary to the public policy concerns that are at the heart
of the fee-shifting provisions in statutes that cover numerous categories of federal employees, a
public policy long recognized by the courts. See generally, e.g., Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 886,
892-96 (1986); Raney v. Federal Bureau of Prisons, 222 F.3d 927, 931-38 (Fed.Cir, 2000).

The requirement in proposed 5 C.F.R. § 2635.1004(a) creates an additional unacceptable
and unfair financial burden employees — a regressive burden — by requiring that any “legal expense
fund” be constituted as a trust under applicable state law. Public employees must not be burdened
with the additional legal expense of setting up a trust in addition to their ongoing litigation
expenses. This financially onerous regulation will deter and will further hinder federal employees
from securing representation to protect their basic employment rights.

Finally, the definitional vagueness described above renders the proposed rule’s estimates
of the number of affected employees or the level of burden involved-- unrealistically low. It is
implausible that there would only be “110 Respondents annually” or “an average of five legal
expense fund trusts in existence each year,” affected by such a rule change. Similarly, the proposed
rule does not take into account the burden of seeking approval for every pro bono representation
agreement, nor does it factor the expense in setting up trusts (as noted above) into its burden







analysis. It seems clear that this proposed regulatory structure—if implemented—would be far
more administratively burdensome for employees, for agencies and for OGE itself than what is
depicted in the proposed rule. This additional burden far outweighs any plausible benefit achieved
by adding this unnecessary addition to OGE’s preexisting regulations of prohibited sources, an
addition (which as discussed supra)_appears likely to cause severe constitutional, public policy
and administrative problems.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have questions or wish to discuss these matters,
please contact Laura Flegel at Iflegel@nelahqg.org.

Sincerely yours,

m M@Q

Laura M. Flegel
National Employment Lawyers Association
Director of Legislative & Public Policy















From: Rona

To: Contact OGE
Subject: Recommendation
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:18:02 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: — remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

— replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

— remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and — place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them
to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Rona Brandell



mailto:kimcopper@aol.com

mailto:contactoge@oge.gov




From: Ms. Finver

To: USOGE
Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:27:07 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

Remove the exemption that makes compliance with the regulation optional. This is
unacceptable.;

Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, politics or regulations affecting them
or the industries in which they have substantial interest;

Remove the example involving an accused sexual harasser - this is so offensive and
irresponsible; and

Place non-profit charities 501(c)(3) organizations on an equal footing with large law firms by

allowing them to hire legal counsel of whistleblowers.

Thanks for taking the time to read this. Now revise the draft and put some teeth in it because
it’s weak tea.

Sincerely,
Jody Finver

1660 Tigertail Avenue
Miami, F1 33133
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From: gina barnett

To: USOGE

Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:01:53 PM

Attachments: FBE63E65-6A2E-4397-AACD-8302B61FB091.png

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

« remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

GINA BARNETT
www.ginabarnettconsulting.com

www.ginabarnettconsulting.com

www.playthepartbook.com
TED: https://blog.ted.com/a-ted-speaker-coach-shares-11-tips-for-right-before-you-go-on-stage/
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| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Christopher Seebald

To: USOGE
Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:53:12 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Blatt

USOGE

"Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Friday, June 17, 2022 8:51:58 PM

Attachments: 364CD41F-A0A2-49EE-AFA1-046B86944E08.png

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From:

To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mikaela Rico Gonzalez

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AAS0)"
Friday, June 17, 2022 8:23:05 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

Best regards,

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Mikaela RicoGonzalez



mailto:shewchick@icloud.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: bob doe

To: USOGE
Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:15:08 PM

Sent from my iPhone
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From: William Klieber

To: USOGE
Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:39:06 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove
the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them
to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

William Klieber
2221 SW 1st Ave Unit 1521
Portland, OR 97201
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

GLORIA DEFALCO

USOGE

"Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 7:21:45 PM

Attachments: image.png

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

» remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

» remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

 place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Steven Weinmann

To: USOGE

Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:10:42 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should: - remove the exception that makes
compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal
footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal
counsel for whistleblowers.

This really needs to be changed for it to be meaningful.

Steven Weinmann
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From: Steven Blanchard

To: USOGE
Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:40:18 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1) Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

2) Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or

the industries in which they have substantial interests;

3) Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

4) place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Steve Blanchard



mailto:steveneb50@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

* place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Marilyn Bowes

To: USOGE
Subject: “Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation(RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:30:00 PM

-I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

-replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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From: Nancy Pred

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:13:42 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Nancy Pred
Los Angeles
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From: Chris Buyvid

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:12:53 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:cbuyvid@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Lonnie Marcum

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:10:55 PM

To whom it may concern,

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove
the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place
nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your time,

Lonnie & Grant



mailto:lonniegrant63@yahoo.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Lane

USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 9:06:27 PM

Attachments: A224639E-3704-49AA-AC55-8702B5F6A337.png

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Tonia Corbin

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:27:43 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Tonia Corbin

Disclaimer: This email message and any attachments are confidential
and may be

privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please

notify us

immediately by reply email and destroy all copies of this

message and

any attachments. Please do not copy, forward, or disclose the
contents

to any other person.
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From: K. Allum

To: JSOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:03:33 PM

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

» remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Karen Allum
Sent from my iPhone
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| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Sarah Goldstein

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:01:36 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;
replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing
decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in
which they have substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with
large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: al

<

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:59:59 PM

To whom it may concern:

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

Remove the exception that make compliance with the regulation optional

. Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement

that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations

affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests

Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser

4. Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

N —

(O8]

Please lead the way in putting integrity back into government service. It has been proven that
when sketchy people have a chance to line their pockets, they will.

Thank you for your attention.
Fearful for our democracy,
Valerie McDowell
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From: Judy York

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:57:24 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

As a retired federal employee, I find it is imperative that we keep our government employees
ethical and accountable.

Thank you,

Judy York
Retired USDA Forest Service employee
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From: Debra Hickey

To: Contact OGE; USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:52:30 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year
recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from
influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal
footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel
for whistleblowers.

Deba Hickey



mailto:debrahickey@hotmail.com
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From: Debra Hickey

To: Contact OGE; USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:52:30 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional,

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal
footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal
counsel for whistleblowers.

Deba Hickey



mailto:debrahickey@hotmail.com

mailto:contactoge@oge.gov

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Abigail Forester

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:51:56 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted! OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

No excuses!

Abigail Forester



mailto:abbyforester68@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Phyllis

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:42:31 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Phyllis Mervine
Ukiah, CA



mailto:greenleaf@mervine.us

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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Sent from my iPad





From: Leslie Reid-Green

To: Contact OGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:38:46 PM

Hello,

I oppose the Office of Government Ethics' proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

I am asking OGE to:

1) remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

2) replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

3) remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

-4) Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.
Leslie Reid-Green
Flemington, NJ 08822
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From: Sharon Cooper

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:27:01 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sharon F. Cooper

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them
or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

2
16
55
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From: Rob Gannon

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:36:35 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Robert Gannon
Charlotte, NC



mailto:robgannonmsme@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: g rider

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:34:25 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

*remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional,

*replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

*remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

*place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for registering my comments.
G Rider



mailto:earlegirl58@yahoo.com
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From: Bryan Haynes

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:28:05 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. You must remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional. What is the point, otherwise??

- Bryan Haynes



mailto:haynesbd@gmail.com
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From: james sluka

To: USOGE

Cc: Contact OGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:25:38 PM

To: OGE comment system
| oppose the OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting or
the industries in which they have substantial interests

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- Place nonprofit charities (501©(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers

-Jim S
jsluka@msn.com| 630.903.7436
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From: james sluka

To: USOGE

Cc: Contact OGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:25:38 PM

To: OGE comment system
| oppose the OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting or
the industries in which they have substantial interests

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- Place nonprofit charities (501©(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers

-Jim S
jsluka@msn.com| 630.903.7436
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From: Will Klein

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:21:45 PM

Hello,

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.
OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
William Klein



mailto:will@5kleins.com
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From: Andrew Dias

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:18:36 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation (RIN 3209-AA50) as drafted. OGE
should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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From: Laura Cooksey

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:18:23 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

V/R

Laura Cooksey

9960 Hemlock Woods Lane
Burke, VA 22015

Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device
Get Outlook for Android
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From: Consuelo Colon

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:18:09 PM

To whom it may concern:

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

- Remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

- Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your consideration.
Consuelo Colon

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Jennifer

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:13:47 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

e replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies,
or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial
interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large

law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for the consideration,
Jennifer Smith

1300 Quaker St #11

Eugene, Oregon 97402
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From: Mike Peaslee

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:18:06 PM

To the Office of Government Ethics,
I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

e Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

e Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

e Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and,

¢ Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

thank you,

Michael Peaslee
Brentwood, CA



mailto:mike.peaslee@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christine

USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 8:09:58 PM

Attachments: image.png

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:cfchumley@hotmail.com
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| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Mike Geist

To: Contact OGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:09:51 PM

Greetings,

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
1. Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional.

2. Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests.

3. Remove the example involving an accused sexual harasser; and place nonprofit charities
(501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Michael C Geist
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From: n

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:08:25 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents
donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries
in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit charities
(501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel
for whistleblowers.



mailto:ian.luster@gmail.com
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From: Cheri Haggerty

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:06:46 PM

I oppose OGEs proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE
should do as follows:

1) remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation
optional. An "optional" regulation is absurd and won't be followed;

2) replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader five-year
recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing
decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which
they have substantial interest;

3) remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
4) place nonprofit charities (501(C)(3) organizations) on an equal footing
with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for
whistleblowers.

Stand up for justice!
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From: Moonbeam Hanson

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 8:04:59 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests,

» remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Dusty Vernon

To: Contact OGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:17:29 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.

Sheryl Charron



mailto:dustydog807@gmail.com
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From: Christine 0"Connor

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:17:11 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should: - remove the exception that makes
compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal
footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal
counsel for whistleblowers.
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From: Pattie Jones

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:15:24 PM

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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From: Linda Dunbar

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:15:23 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have

substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Linda Dunbar

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jeff Lester

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:32:06 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- *absolutely* remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:pig.latin@gmail.com
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From: Pamela Hagen

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:14:55 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

-remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

-replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them
or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

-remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;

-and place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Why isnt this a no-brainer?
Ethics are NOT OPTIONAL!
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From: Leslie Beahm

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:14:16 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

-remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

-replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

-remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

-place nonprofit charities (501 (C)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.
Leslie Beahm
Parker, CO
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From: Lin Sims

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:14:00 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

The goal is to prevent bribery. Making compliance optional is counterproductive. Compliance
must be mandatory, or there's no point other than "make the proles feel good" theater.
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From: Pandapuff zee

To: Contact OGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:13:44 PM

Good Day,

I'm writing to you today to oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

I strongly urge the OGE to remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation
optional. Making such regulation optional would allow the rule to be skirted entirely.

Additionally, OGE should:

* Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

* Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

* Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your time.
JAMIE
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From: Michael Williams

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:13:06 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Very Truly Yours,

Michael P. Williams, Esq.
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From: Rudy Betancourt

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:13:00 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1. Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

2. Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

3. Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

4. Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Best,

Rudy Betancourt
Littleton, CO
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From: Lisa Wilcox

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:12:04 PM

Even though it includes a couple sensible provisions, I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense
fund regulation as drafted.

OGE needs to:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional; —I mean,
WHAT?

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

o remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers. (fergawdsakes, people,
we’re supposed to be fighting corruption here)
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From: Linda Dunbar

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:11:24 PM

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:dunbar1of6@hotmail.com
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| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:divajackson@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov





Thank you for you assistance.



Sincerely,



Julia A. McCready

Columbia, MD



Sent from my iPad





From: C Evans

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:10:29 PM

Dear Office of Government Ethics,

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regularion optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader (at least) 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or
regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for considering these objections.
Sincerely,

Cynthia Evans
Philadelphia, PA
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From: Layla Sharief

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:29:01 PM

Dear OGE,

I oppose the setting OGE’s proposed regulation re: legal defense funds.

I submit the OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Respectfully
Layla Sharief



mailto:laylasharief@gmail.com
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From: Rob Ferrara

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:10:07 PM

Hello,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulattion optional;
* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5 year recusal requirement that prevents donors of

cash gifts from influencing
decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interest;

* remove the offensive example involving an acused sexual harasser; and
*  place non profit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing then

to hire legal counsel for
whistleblowers.

Hank you,

Rob Ferrara



mailto:riferrarr@icloud.com
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From: Leslie Beahm

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:09:41 PM
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From: Donna Francis

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:09:36 PM

Attachments: image.png

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional,

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Donna Francis
Voter in IL



mailto:dlfrancis150@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Gaétan THABOT

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:09:30 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Gaetan Thabot

Gaetan Thabot
+1(415)624-5870
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From: Patricia Jones

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:09:06 PM

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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From: lehancock@cox.net

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:08:54 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions,
policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with

large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Lisa Hancock
El Cajon, CA 92020
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From: mark hutchins

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:07:19 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from my iPad



mailto:sparque86@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jackie Lumb

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:06:16 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should remove the exception that makes
compliance with the regulation optional; replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader five-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests; remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and - place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Jacquelyn Leatherman
408 W 63rd Street
Kansas City, MO 64113



mailto:jlumb@peoplepc.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Nick Latitude

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:06:08 PM

Previously, | sent the below comment to OGE's normal email address of contactoge@oge.gov

Because of the requirement to send my comment as a member of the public to this special email
address | am now resending this comment for OGE's consideration opposing the proposed legal
expense fund as drafted. | support the need for a legal expense fund regulation but oppose the draft

rule.
OGE should:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

e replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,

Matthew Brekus



mailto:mtbrekus@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov
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From: Michael Williams

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:05:12 PM

Michael P. Williams, Esquire

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Pallas Carter

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:02:56 PM

Good afternoon,
I'm writing to you today to oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

I strongly urge the OGE to remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation
optional. Making such regulation optional would allow the rule to be skirted entirely.

Additionally, OGE should:

* Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

* Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

* Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your time.
-Pallas Carter



mailto:pallascarter@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Kelly Kessler

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:04:46 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Do it for our country.

sincerely,
Kelly Kessler



mailto:kesslercodes@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Tom Weigman

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209 — AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:02:08 PM

Sirs and Madams,

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional.

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them
or the industries in which they have substantial interests.

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Tom Weigman

Thomas E Weigman
1361 Cross Water Cir
Leland, NC 28451

teweigman@gmail.com
(203) 451-3332 (m)



mailto:teweigman@gmail.com
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jil M Martinez

USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 6:02:06 PM

image0.ong

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Using 100% geen ink & paper.
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| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Meg Soens

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:00:47 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

I am aghast that such an important regulation would be made OPTIONAL, which effectively
GUTS the whole thing. Please reconsider this.

Yours truly,
Mary Soens

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:mmjsoens@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Michelle Dettmann

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 5:59:42 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should, at the very least, remove the exception
that makes compliance with the regulation optional. We've all
seen where optional ethics have taken us lately, and | no
longer trust that government officials will hold to the spirit or
tradition of any ethical standards and practices. PLEASE hold
everyone to the same standard and spell it out clearly. Cash
should not buy influence (or even the appearance of the
possibility of buying influence.) Criminals should not be able to
profit from doing crime.

Michelle Dettmann, citizen



mailto:mlynne23@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:
To:

Laura JH
USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 5:59:34 PM
Attachments: image.png

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:laura.joffe@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Gale Alcorn

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:01:10 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

¢ Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

e Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests

e Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser

e Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Gale Fernow



mailto:galefernow@yahoo.com
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From: Aaron Goldsmith

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:52:09 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

-Aaron Goldsmith



mailto:aaron@earlyapex.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Sherry

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:32:01 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

No ethics rules should be optional. Not for any elected, appointed or hired government person. It should not be
optional for lobbyists either. This week’s hearings should send fear for all Americans. The grift and lying has never
been greater. Taxpayers find all these positions. They deserve to know how their money is spent-every penny!
Sincerely,

Melanie S Nowak

620 Sunset Road

West Palm Beach, FL

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:snowak08@gmail.com
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From: electricchip

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:49:39 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Clifford Thomas
chip@chipthomas.com
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From: taryn kashani

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:45:18 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should: - remove the exception that makes
compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and - place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3)
organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Taryn Kashani



mailto:tarynkashani@gmail.com
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From: Carolyn Lantos

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:42:18 PM

Gentlemen:

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Carolyn Lantos

Sent from my iPhone - Go Giants!!
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From: brothercharlie@verizon.net

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:41:23 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents
donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the
industries in which they have substantial interests;

remove offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Laurie Pfeifer
Bethesda, MD 20814



mailto:brothercharlie@verizon.net
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From: Laurie Mendoza

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:38:40 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Laurie Mendoza
Amesbury, MA



mailto:lauriepmendoza@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Kath Clark

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:34:24 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Kathleen Clark
Leslie, Michigan

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Serena Sato

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:31:01 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

- Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser

- Place nonprofit charities (501(c)3 organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and taking steps to improve ethical standards.

Sincerely,
Serena Sato
Madison, WI



mailto:satossky@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: rodger.carterjr@gmail.com

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:29:43 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Rodger Carter Sr
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Donna Leach

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:29:05 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Donna Leach
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Rodger Carter

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:28:31 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Rodger Carter Jr

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Gary Byler

To: Contact OGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:28:03 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

o remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

o replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

GARY D. BYLER

Sent from my iPad
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From: loric2882@gmail.com

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:27:50 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Loretta Carter
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Lori Carter

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:22:17 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Lori Carter

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Rita Moore

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:22:12 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.

Rita Moore, PhD
8965 N McKenna Ave
Portland, OR 97203
971-222-4805
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From: Heather Palmer

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:19:55 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Heather Palmer
[llinois, 60440

Plamerama(@gmail.com
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From: Mike Kabakoff

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:19:46 PM

To whom it may concern:

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for considering this comment.

Mike Kabakoff
Charlotte, NC
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From: Andrew Langman

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:19:46 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.
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From: Todd Woodward

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:49:03 PM

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely
Todd Woodward
woodward.todd@gmail.com



mailto:woodward.todd@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Bob Purcell

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:48:34 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to

hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:bob_purcell@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: John Kiechel

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:47:56 PM

Dear USOGE,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them
to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,

John Kiechel

Sent via Superhuman



mailto:johnkiechel@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

https://sprh.mn/?vip=johnkiechel@gmail.com




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

Eileen Middleton

USOGE
Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)

Friday, June 17, 2022 10:49:25 PM
image.pna

Respectfully submitted by Eileen Middleton

Sioux City, lowa

Sent from my iPhone

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:eileenmiddleton15@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted OGE should:
remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Megan Motley

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:47:48 PM

To whom it may concern:
I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

o remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

¢ replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

o remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

¢ place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

If there is anything that we have learned in the last few years, it is that ethics rules must be
mandatory and apply broadly. Optional rules will not be followed by those most likely to
violate them, rendering them useless.

Sincerely,
Megan Motley



mailto:mhickey1@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Robert Rowell

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:47:48 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely

Robert Edward Rowell



mailto:rowell_robert@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Thomas Meixner

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:46:44 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed Legal expense Fund regulations as drafted.

OGE Should:

1) remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

2) Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial intersts

3) remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harraser, and

4) PLace nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers

Thanks,

Thomas Meixner
resident and citizen Tucson AZ



mailto:thomas.meixner.ua@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Christen Cieslak

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:46:13 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Chris Cieslak
LTC, Army, retired
Pittsburgh, PA



mailto:christencieslak@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Chris Karlin

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:45:34 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions,
policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the example involving an accused sexual harasser;

 place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large
law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

It is critical that this not be optional. Let's set the standard so that ethical people can
serve the public interest.



mailto:bc_karlin@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Ruth Einstein

To: Contact OGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:45:09 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:einstein899@gmail.com

mailto:contactoge@oge.gov




From: Walter Wrona

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:44:48 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Walter Wrona

Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device



mailto:walterwrona@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Connie Laventurier

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:44:06 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Connie Laventurier



mailto:connie.laventurier@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jane Dennison

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:40:55 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;
replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing
decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in
which they have substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with
large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Jane Dennison
Myersville, MD



mailto:janedennison27@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Kyle Foddrill

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:40:33 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.

Kyle Foddrill



mailto:foddrill51@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jon Peirce

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:41:14 PM

To whom it may concern:

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as currently drafted. Here are the changes I believe
appropriate:

1. Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulations optional

2. The recusal requirement should be replaced with a 5-year recusal requirement which prevents cash donors from
influencing decisions, policies or regulations that affect them or the industries in which they have substantial
interests.

3. Non-profit 501(c)(3) organizations should be placed on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Jon Peirce



mailto:jdpeirce@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Estibaliz Castillero

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:40:32 PM

To whom it may concern,
I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thanks,

Estibaliz Castillero



mailto:estibalizcastillero@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:

To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Sarah Zeigler

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 6:40:27 PM

nnnnnnnn

To Whom It May Concern:

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:szeiglerdvm@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.












Also, ethics should NEVER be “optional”.



Thank you,

Dr. Sarah Zeigler 



Sent from my iPhone





From: Jennie Pitney

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:40:20 PM

June 17, 2022
To whom it may concern:

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or
regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you for your attention.

~ Jennie Pitney



mailto:jenniepitney@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:

Subject:
Date:

Susan Peck

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AAS0)
riday, Jun

ISOGE

e 17, 2022 6:40:19 PM
JEb.png

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:speck@peak.org

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From:

To:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Karen Daykin
USOGE

posed Rule: Legal Exp
Friday, June 17, 2022 6:39:53 PM

ense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (601(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:kbdaykin@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Frank Scap

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:38:32 PM

What kind of ethics are we talking about here? This is ridiculous.

I VERY STRONGLY oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE
should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

What good is a department of ethics that eschews ethics?



mailto:fdscap@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Cath Fisher

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:36:11 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

-replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

-remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Catherine Fisher



mailto:mogdog2@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: JoAnn

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:35:49 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1. remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

2. replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

3. remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

4. place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Patricia Jennings

pjajennings@gmail.com

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:pjajennings@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




o

From: ineSt

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:35:24 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE
should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;
- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions,
policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with
large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Respectfully.



mailto:pinestreetwv@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Kevin O"Reilly

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:34:02 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1. remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation
optional;

2. replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal
requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing
decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in
which they have substantial interests;

3. remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;
and

4. place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing
with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for
whistleblowers.



mailto:oreillykg@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: joel gelb

To: Contact OGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:38:51 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.
OGE should:

e remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

e replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

e place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal
footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal
counsel for whistleblowers.

| say no to optional government ethics.

thank you.

Joel Gelb

224 Clearwater Drive Ponte Vedra Beach, FL 32082
(904) 207 0542 cell

jpgelb@yahoo.com



mailto:jpgelb@yahoo.com

mailto:contactoge@oge.gov




From: Hotmail

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:30:15 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.
OGE should:
remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;

and place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

John Wheeler
johnwwheeler@hotmail.com

Sent from my iPad



mailto:johnwwheeler@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:johnwwheeler@hotmail.com




From: Kesa Tsuda

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:26:29 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers

Sincerely,
Kesa Tsuda



mailto:kltsuda@msn.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Donna Mills

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:26:08 PM

Ethics regulations should not be optional.
I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

o remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

¢ replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or
regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have

o substantial interests;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

¢ place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.
.. Donna

Donna Schwartz Mills



mailto:socalmom@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: James Zucker

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:20:54 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

James Zucker
Aurora, Ohio



mailto:jim_zucker@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Kenneth Peress

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:20:07 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

1) remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

2) replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader five (5) year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

3) remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser: and

4) place non-profit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.

Ken Peress
10110 N Twin Lake Road
MancelonaMI 49659

Ken Peress, D. Ed.
Vice President for Student Affairs (retired)
Lake Superior State University

"The fact is I don't drive just to get from A to B. I enjoy feeling the car's reactions, becoming
part of it."
Enzo Ferrari



mailto:kperess@lssu.edu

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Bob Jenness

To: USOGE

Cc: Carol Jenness

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:18:36 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

I’'m quite upset that I need to spend time in my precious retirement to point out these obvious
corrupt compromises in this regulation to bureaucrats who have sworn an oath to do better
than this.

I can’t help but suspect that it was created by supporters of insurrection and election big lie
fraud or just corrupt co-grifters with our unindicted criminal former so-called president.

As a novel creative solution to this and similar corruption and grift, I’d like to suggest that
executive, legislative, OGE, and IRS representatives cooperate to find a way to TAX ILL
GOTTEN GAINS.

Robert V. Jenness
Boca Raton FL
Legal signature when delivered via secure email systems and networks.

Sent from Gmail Mobile



mailto:jennessr@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:jennessc@bellsouth.net




Hi,
Let’s do something to REALLY clean up corruption.

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

Sincerely,

Joan Middendorf
1010 W 7th st

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Bloomington IN 47404



mailto:middendo@indiana.edu

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Joanne Barnard

To: USOGE
Subject: Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:00:27 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,
replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal

requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies,
or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial

interests,
remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser, and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with
large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Joanne Barnard
(503) 551-1077



mailto:barnard.jo@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Cindy Mitlo

To: USOGE
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:33:41 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Cindy Mitlo <cindymitlo@gmail.com>

Date: Fri, Jun 17, 2022 at 8:05 AM

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
To: <OGE@oge.gov>

To Whom It May Concern:

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Our government's officials should be held to the HIGHEST ethical standards. The American
people are already highly distrustful of government. Please do your part to regain the trust.

Cynthia Mitlo
7304 Elgar Street
Springfield VA 22151



mailto:cindymitlo@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:cindymitlo@gmail.com

mailto:OGE@oge.gov




From: Patricia Jaeger

To: USOGE
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3205-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:41:28 PM

Forwarding my email to be certain it goes to the correct address.

Patricia Jaeger

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Patricia Jaeger <pjaeger712(@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Jun 16, 2022 at 9:50 AM

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3205-AA50)
To: <ContactOGE@oge.gov>

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

-remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional,

-replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies or regulations affecting them
or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

-remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

-place nonprofit charities (§501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
byallowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

I taught ethics in graduate MBA and accounting masters programs for more than 25 years. The
idea that an ethical rule can be "optional" makes that rule the antithesis of ethics. It is way past

time for the OGE to actually stand up for ethical practices.

Patricia Jaeger, Ph.D.



mailto:pjaeger712@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:pjaeger712@gmail.com

mailto:ContactOGE@oge.gov




From: Ingrid Bond

To: USOGE
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:58:45 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and
- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to

hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:ingridbond5@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Colleen Coxe

To: USOGE

Cc: chuforcongress@gmail.com

Subject: I oppose OGE"s legal expense fund regulation as drafted
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:11:09 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

o REMOVE the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

o REPLACE the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

o REMOVE the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

o PLACE nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Colleen Coxe
Claremont CA



mailto:colleencoxe@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:chuforcongress@gmail.com




From: Gabe San Agustin

To: USOGE
Subject: I oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:02:55 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:gabesanagustin@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Carole Nelson

To: USOGE
Subject: Legal defense fund
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:56:46 PM

Please stop the legal defense fund now.



mailto:carole.nelson123@icloud.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

kathy gerrity

USOGE

Legal expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 7:13:17 PM

image.png

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional,

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:kthgrr@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From:
To:
Date:

Linda Dunbar
USOGE
Friday, June 17, 2022 6:10:39 PM




mailto:dunbar1of6@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Laura M. Flegel

To: USOGE

Subject: Office of Government Ethics Proposed Rule—Legal Expense Fund Regulation; RIN 3209-AA50; 87 Fed. Reg.
23769-23780 (April 21, 2022)

Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:04:46 PM

Attachments: OGE Fed. Reg. Proposed Rule—Legal Expense Fund Regulation; RIN 3209-AA50; 87 Fed. Req. 23769-23780

(April 21, 2022).pdf

To whom it may concern:

Attached please find the written comments of the National Employment Lawyers Association
commenting on the following proposed rulemaking-- Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation
/ RIN 3209-AA50; 87 Fed. Reg. 23769-23780 (April 21, 2022)

Please feel free to reach out to me if you have questions or difficulty opening the attached file.

Laura M. Flegel

Legislative & Public Policy Director
National Employment Lawyers Association
Washington, DC

(ph) (202) 674-6552

Iflegel@nelahqg.or

National Office
Concord, CA
(415) 296-7629
www.nela.org




mailto:lflegel@nelahq.org

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:lflegel@nelahq.org

http://www.nela.org/
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Proposed Rules

Federal Register
Vol. 87, No. 77

Thursday, April 21, 2022

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the proposed
issuance of rules and regulations. The
purpose of these notices is to give interested
persons an opportunity to participate in the
rule making prior to the adoption of the final
rules.

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS

5 CFR Parts 2634 and 2635
RIN 3209-AA50
Legal Expense Fund Regulation

AGENCY: Office of Government Ethics.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Office of
Government Ethics (OGE) is proposing
to add a new subpart to the Standards
of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the
Executive Branch (Standards). The new
subpart contains the standards for an
employee’s acceptance of payments for
legal expenses through a legal expense
fund and an employee’s acceptance of
pro bono legal services for a matter
arising in connection with the
employee’s official position, the
employee’s prior position on a
campaign of a candidate for President or
Vice President, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team. OGE is also proposing to make
related amendments to the portions of
the Standards that govern the
solicitation and acceptance of gifts from
outside sources and the portions of the
Executive Branch Financial Disclosure
regulation that govern confidential
financial disclosure reports.

DATES: Written comments are invited
and must be received on or before June
21, 2022.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
in writing, to OGE on this proposed
rule, identified by RIN 3209-AA50, by
any of the following methods:

Email: usoge@oge.gov. Include the
reference ‘“Proposed Rule: Legal
Expense Fund Regulation” in the
subject line of the message.

Fax: (202) 482-9237.

Mail: Office of Government Ethics,
Suite 500, 1201 New York Avenue NW,
Washington, DC 20005-3917, Attention:
“Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund
Regulation.”

Instructions: All submissions must
include OGE’s agency name and the
Regulation Identifier Number (RIN),

3209-AA50, for this proposed
rulemaking. All comments, including
attachments and other supporting
materials, will become part of the public
record and subject to public disclosure.
Comments may be posted on OGE’s
website, www.oge.gov. Sensitive
personal information, such as account
numbers or Social Security numbers,
should not be included. Comments
generally will not be edited to remove
any identifying or contact information.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Maura Leary, Assistant Counsel, or
Heather Jones, Senior Counsel for
Financial Disclosure, General Counsel
and Legal Policy Division, Office of
Government Ethics, Suite 500, 1201
New York Avenue NW, Washington, DC
20005—-3917; Telephone: (202) 482—
9300; TTY: (800) 877—-8339; FAX: (202)
482-9237.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

There is currently no statutory or
regulatory framework in the executive
branch for establishing a legal expense
fund (LEF), and the U.S. Office of
Government Ethics (OGE) has not
approved or disapproved any specific
LEFs. In the legislative branch, LEFs are
governed by House and Senate LEF
regulations. See House Committee on
Ethics, “Contributions to a Legal
Expense Fund,” U.S. House of
Representatives, https://
ethics.house.gov/sites/ethics.house.gov/
files/Pink % 20Sheet % 20With
%20Regs.pdf; Senate Select Committee
on Ethics, Senate Ethics Manual,
Government Printing Office, 2003,
https://www.ethics.senate.gov/
downloads/pdffiles/manual.pdf, pages
30-31. OGE’s role has been limited to
providing guidance to help ensure that
executive branch employees who may
receive distributions from an LEF will
be in compliance with existing ethics
laws and rules, such as the gift rules, if
they accept such a distribution. See
OGE Legal Advisory LA-17-10 (Sept.
28, 2017). However, this limited
approach to LEFs lacked transparency
and created concerns regarding the
appearance of corruption in the creation
and operation of LEFs for the benefit of
executive branch employees. See Letter
from Emory Rounds, Director, Office of
Gov’t Ethics, to Sen. Margaret Wood
Hassan, et al., Sept. 11, 2018, https://
www.oge.gov/Web/OGE.nsf/

Congressional % 20Correspondence/
495516AF975202
A7852585B6005A1FE4/$FILE/Letter
%20to%20Senators % 20Hassan,
%20Carper, % 20Peters, % 20Jones,
%20and % 20Harris.pdf?open. As a
result, OGE began the process of
drafting an LEF regulation with a series
of public input opportunities to “allow
the creation of a regulation that will
ensure that [LEFs] with executive
branch employee recipients will be
transparent, open, and accessible to the
public.” Id.

On April 15, 2019, OGE sought
stakeholder input on issues specifically
related to LEFs through an advance
notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM). See Notice and Request for
Comments: Legal Expense Fund
Regulation, 84 FR 15146 (Apr. 15, 2019).
In response to this ANPRM, OGE
received written comments and heard
testimony at a virtual public hearing on
May 22, 2019. See https://www.oge.gov/
Web/oge.nsf/Resources/Rulemaking
(providing written comments and
hearing transcript). OGE also solicited
and considered the views of executive
branch agency ethics officials. On
September 26, 2019, OGE invited all
interested members of the public and
agency ethics officials to share ideas,
provide information, and express
concerns at two public meetings about
specific topics related to LEFs. See
Announcement of Public Meeting: Legal
Expense Fund Regulation, 84 FR 50791
(Sept. 26, 2019). These meetings
allowed interested groups to hear and
respond to the concerns of other
affected persons and helped OGE to
further understand the views of various
constituencies. See https://
www.oge.gov/Web/oge.nsf/Resources/
Rulemaking (providing meeting
agendas, lists of attendees, and lists of
topics discussed). OGE also provided for
an additional comment period. See id.

After considering this public input,
OGE is proposing an LEF regulation that
creates the framework to govern an
employee’s acceptance of both
payments for legal expenses through an
LEF and pro bono legal services for
matters arising in connection with the
employee’s official position, the
employee’s prior position on a
campaign of a candidate for President or
Vice President, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team. The proposed regulation will
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more clearly spell out who is a
prohibited donor, establish donation
caps, and require transparency in the
form of quarterly, publicly available
reports.

OGE has consulted with the
Department of Justice and the Office of
Personnel Management pursuant to
section 201(a) of Executive Order 12674,
as modified by Executive Order 12731,
and the authorities contained in titles I
and IV of the Ethics in Government Act
of 1978.

II. Analysis of Proposed Rule
Amendments

OGE is proposing to add a new
subpart J to the Standards of Ethical
Conduct for Employees of the Executive
Branch (Standards). The new subpart
contains the standards for an
employee’s acceptance of payments for
legal expenses through an LEF and an
employee’s acceptance of pro bono legal
services for matters arising in
connection with the employee’s past or
current official position, the employee’s
prior position on a campaign of a
candidate for President or Vice
President, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team (hereafter referred to as ‘“‘covered
legal matters”). OGE has authority to
issue a legal expense fund regulation
pursuant to title IV of the Ethics in
Government Act of 1978; sections 201(a)
and 403 of Executive Order 12674 (as
modified by E.O. 12731), and 5 U.S.C.
7301, 7351(c), and 7353(b)(1). OGE is
also proposing to make related
amendments to the portions of the
Standards that govern the solicitation
and acceptance of gifts from outside
sources in subpart B (“gift rules™).
Chiefly, OGE is proposing a new
exception to the gift rules for legal
expense payments or services for
covered legal matters, so long as the
payments or services are provided in
accordance with proposed subpart J.
Finally, OGE is proposing to make
related amendments to the portions of
the Executive Branch Financial
Disclosure regulation that govern

confidential financial disclosure reports.

Under the proposed amendments,
employees must comply with proposed
subpart ] to accept legal expense
payments from LEFs or pro bono legal
services for any covered legal matters.
However, proposed subpart J
contemplates that, to the extent a gift
exclusion or exception in subpart B
(e.g., gifts based on a personal
relationship; gifts of discounts and
similar benefits; employee benefits
plans maintained by current or former
employers) applies, an employee may
continue to use those means to accept

legal expense payments or services for
covered legal matters instead of
establishing an LEF under subpart J. The
employee is required to comply with
proposed subpart J or use a gift
exclusion or exception in subpart B
regardless of whether payments are
given from a prohibited source or given
because of the employee’s official
position.

A. Subpart J of the Standards

Proposed subpart J contains the
standards for the creation,
administration, and termination of an
LEF that is established to receive
contributions and to make distributions
of legal expense payments for covered
legal matters. Proposed subpart J also
contains the standards for an
employee’s acceptance of pro bono legal
services for covered legal matters.

Proposed § 2635.1002: Applicability and
Related Considerations

Proposed § 2635.1002 describes the
covered legal matters for which an
employee must comply with proposed
subpart J to accept legal expense
payments or pro bono legal services.
Given the nature of the covered legal
matters and their connection to the
employee’s government position, OGE
believes it is necessary to regulate legal
expense payments for covered legal
matters through proposed subpart ] to
help ensure that employees avoid any
action that might result in or create the
appearance of using public office for
private gain. In contrast, OGE believes
that the gift rules in subpart B of the
Standards are appropriate to govern gifts
of legal expense payments for personal
matters. Such gifts, which are not
distinguishable from other personal
gifts, may be accepted, for example,
under the personal relationship
exception or as a discount or similar
benefit. These gifts do not trigger the
heightened concern of payments for
legal expenses arising from an
employee’s official position. Therefore,
proposed section 1002 excludes
payments for legal expenses arising
from personal matters from coverage by
this subpart. This treatment is largely
consistent with House and Senate LEF
regulations.

Proposed § 2635.1002 also makes
clear that employees may accept a
payment for legal expenses without
having to establish and administer an
LEF if that payment is otherwise
permissible under a gift exclusion or
exception in subpart B. When soliciting
public input, OGE received a number of
comments expressing concern that a
legal expense fund regulation would
restrict employees from accessing legal

services through other allowable means.
To the extent that these other means are
permissible under a gift exclusion or
exception in subpart B (e.g., gifts based
on a personal relationship; gifts of
discounts and similar benefits;
employee benefits plans maintained by
current or former employers), an
employee may continue to use those
means to accept legal expense payments
or services for covered legal matters
instead of establishing an LEF under
subpart J. OGE welcomes comment on
the continued use of these exceptions
for legal expense payments.

Finally, proposed § 2635.1002
reminds employees that, in addition to
the rules set out in subpart J, other
provisions in the Standards continue to
apply to employees. Subpart ] does not
override these rules, and employees
must ensure that they continue to abide
by them. The proposed section sets out
relevant related considerations for
employees (e.g., gifts between
employees, impartiality concerns) when
accepting payments for legal expenses
through an LEF or accepting pro bono
legal services. For example, the creation
and administration of an LEF may only
be done in the employee’s personal
capacity. As a result, the payments must
be solicited and accepted consistent
with the provisions in subpart G of the
Standards relating to the use of public
office for private gain, use of nonpublic
information, use of government
property, and use of government time.
However, this section is not all-
inclusive, and employees are strongly
encouraged to consult with their agency
ethics officials on the application of
these rules to their proposed activities.

Proposed § 2635.1003: Definitions

Proposed § 2635.1003 sets out the
applicable definitions for subpart J.
Although the definitions set forth in this
section are largely self-explanatory, the
importance of these terms in
determining the coverage of this
regulation warrants additional
emphasis. This section defines the term
“legal expense payment,” which is the
type of payment covered by this
regulation. This section also defines
“legal expense fund,” a fund
established, in accordance with subpart
], to receive contributions and to make
distributions of the legal expense
payments. The definitions of “arising in
connection with the employee’s past or
current official position,” “arising in
connection with the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team,” and “arising in connection with
the employee’s prior position on a
campaign” are also threshold concepts
in determining whether the legal matter
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for which an employee beneficiary seeks
to accept legal expense payments is
covered by this subpart. Covered legal
matters can include bringing a legal
claim or being subject to a claim. If the
employee’s legal matter does not fall
within one of these three definitions, it
will be considered to be personal and
will not be covered by this subpart.

Proposed § 2635.1004: Establishment

Proposed § 2635.1004 sets out the
standards for establishing an LEF. OGE
is proposing to require that all LEFs be
structured as trusts with a single
beneficiary. OGE received many
comments expressing a strong
preference for LEFs to be structured
exclusively as trusts. The commenters
emphasized that the trust structure
creates a fiduciary duty between the
trustee and beneficiary that, in the
words of one public interest
organization, “‘provide[s] the best
protection for public servants, who
could be certain that the distributions
will not be withheld or disbursed
according to political pressures.”
Although other structures, such as LLCs,
partnerships, and 527 organizations,
were considered, such entities would
not provide similar protections.
Additionally, most commenters strongly
supported allowing only a single,
named beneficiary of an LEF trust. In
written comments and statements
during the public meetings, commenters
repeatedly objected to permitting group
LEFs. Several commenters voiced an
overriding concern about the
appearance of corruption resulting from
discretionary distributions from a group
LEF to employees, as well as the
difficulty of properly and meaningfully
screening for prohibited donors.

OGE shares these appearance
concerns. Accordingly, the proposed
regulation requires that employees who
wish to establish a legal expense fund
do so through a trust with a single,
named beneficiary. OGE recognizes,
however, that the financial costs and
personal burdens associated with
establishing a trust can create significant
barriers to entry for many employees
who are not wealthy, well-connected, or
well-known. OGE’s proposed alternative
mechanisms to receive or pay for legal
services—such as pro bono legal
services, assistance from employee
welfare organizations, and existing gift
rule exceptions—address some of the
access concerns for employees who do
not have the financial or other means to
establish or effectively raise money
through an LEF. However, given the
concern that the single-beneficiary trust
structure may prevent some executive
branch employees from receiving

financial assistance, OGE is soliciting
additional comment on single-
beneficiary versus multiple-beneficiary
trusts.

Proposed § 2635.1004 sets out
limitations on who may serve as an LEF
trustee. The section requires legal
expense funds to be administered by a
trustee who is not: (1) The employee
beneficiary, (2) their spouse, parent, or
child, (3) another federal employee, (4)
an agent of a foreign government, (5) a
lobbyist, or (6) a person who has
interests substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employee beneficiary’s official duties.
These limitations are proposed to
ensure that the trustee is independent
from the employee beneficiary and can
perform the trustee’s fiduciary duties
without interference. Several
commenters emphasized the importance
of such limitations on who may serve as
trustee.

Proposed § 2635.1004 further requires
employees seeking to establish an LEF
to submit an LEF trust document to the
employee’s Designated Agency Ethics
Official (DAEO) for approval, unless the
employee is an anonymous
whistleblower who chooses to submit
the document to OGE for review and
approval. The DAEO must then review
the LEF trust document for compliance
with the regulation. If the LEF trust
document is compliant, the DAEO must
approve the document. Once the DAEO
approves the LEF trust document, the
signed document must be forwarded to
OGE within seven calendar days. At that
point, the employee beneficiary may
begin to accept contributions and
distributions through the LEF. OGE
believes agency ethics officials should
initially review and approve LEF trust
documents, as the executive branch
ethics program has a decentralized
structure in which agency ethics
officials have primary responsibility for
their agency’s ethics program. These
ethics officials understand the work of
the agency and are best suited to be able
to identify potential conflicts of interest.

However, OGE recognizes the need for
heightened scrutiny and consistency
across the executive branch with regard
to the most senior executive branch
employees. Accordingly, OGE will
conduct a secondary review of the LEF
trust documents of the employees
whose financial disclosure reports are
reviewed by OGE pursuant to the Ethics
in Government Act, 5 U.S.C. app. 103,
as well as the documents of all White
House Office and Office of the Vice
President employees. OGE will review
the LEF trust document to determine
whether it conforms with the
requirements established by this

subpart. During this review period, an
employee beneficiary may continue to
accept contributions and distributions
through the DAEO-approved LEF trust.
However, if the LEF trust document is
defective or non-compliant, OGE will
notify the approving agency and the
employee beneficiary or the employee
beneficiary’s trustee or representative,
who will have 30 calendar days to take
necessary corrective action.
Additionally, OGE will review and
approve LEF trust documents for
anonymous whistleblowers who elect
not to file with their agency. In that
unusual circumstance, the agency
DAEO will not be made aware of an
anonymous whistleblower’s trust
documents in order to screen for
potential conflicts requiring recusal.
OGE believes the importance of
anonymity for whistleblowers
outweighs the benefit gained by agency
ethics officials being able to screen for
potential conflicts, because the potential
donors most likely to present significant
conflicts issues are prohibited from
donating to LEFs. In addition, OGE will
review the trust documents of
anonymous whistleblowers for conflicts
of interest, which could lead to the
employee returning donations or
recusing from conflicts, as needed.

Under proposed section 2635.1004,
employee beneficiaries are required to
have the trust document approved by
the DAEO before being able to accept
contributions. This step mirrors the
procedures used by the legislative
branch and ensures that the LEF will be
in compliance with the proposed rule.
All approved, signed LEF trust
documents, except for those of
anonymous whistleblowers, will be
made publicly available on OGE’s
website. Although employees may only
establish or maintain one LEF trust at a
time, if multiple legal matters arise at
the same time, the scope of an existing
trust may be amended. If a second legal
issue arises, that employee may
establish a second fund for that separate
legal matter after that employee has
terminated the first LEF.

Proposed § 2635.1005: Administration

Proposed § 2635.1005, in conjunction
with proposed § 2635.1006, sets out the
standards for the administration of an
LEF. In response to various comments
on the importance of having an
independent trustee with a fiduciary
duty to the employee beneficiary,
proposed § 2635.1005 specifies the
duties and powers of the trustee as the
fiduciary for the employee beneficiary.
This section also makes clear that an
employee beneficiary may not exercise
control over the LEF property, which
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further ensures the trustee’s
independence.

Proposed § 2635.1006: Contributions
and Use of Funds

Proposed § 2635.1006 provides that
an LEF may only accept contributions of
payments for legal expenses from
permissible donors, and lists the types
of donors who are prohibited. OGE
modeled this section after the House
and Senate LEF rules, which list the
types of donors who are (and are not)
permitted to donate. OGE believes that
providing a list of prohibited donors
will assist the trustee in complying with
this section, and will result in increased
transparency for the public about who is
a prohibited donor. Inherent in this
process is the expectation that the
trustee will need to consult with the
DAEO as needed.

Many commenters shared similar
views on the types of donors most likely
to raise potential appearance of
corruption concerns. Several
commenters also sought a prohibition
on donations from organizations
because the source of an organization’s
funding may be unknown to an
employee beneficiary and the agency
ethics official. Although the House and
Senate LEF rules do not prohibit most
donations from organizations, OGE
nonetheless believes that limiting the
donors to individuals will provide
additional safeguards against corruption
and the appearance of corruption, as
well as provide for easier screening by
the trustee. Currently, OGE has
proposed only a narrow exception
permitting donations from a national
committee of a political party or
donations from campaigns, in the case
of former members of a campaign of a
candidate for President or Vice
President. This narrow exception only
applies if the donation is not otherwise
prohibited by law and the entity is not
substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of an
employee beneficiary’s official duties.
OGE believes that existing campaign
finance rules provide sufficient
transparency. However, OGE is
soliciting additional comment on
expanding the exception to allow
certain nonprofit organizations, such as
501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4) organizations, to
donate to an employee’s LEF.

With regard to individual
contribution limits, commenters
proposed amounts ranging from $5,000
to $250,000. House LEF rules limit
contributions to $5,000 per year, while
Senate LEF rules limit contributions to
$10,000 per year. OGE is proposing a
contribution limit of $10,000 per year
from any single permissible donor.

OGE’s proposed annual limit is
consistent with the annual limit
imposed by the Senate. OGE believes
that this limit, combined with the
proposed requirement that contributions
generally must come from individuals,
adequately balances an employee
beneficiary’s need for legal expense
payments with potential appearance of
corruption concerns. The proposed
approach, which places no limit on the
number of donors, prevents employees
from relying on any single source for
donations. OGE welcomes comment on
this proposed approach.

Proposed § 2635.1006 also sets out the
permissible uses of funds. Several
commenters emphasized the importance
of limiting the use of LEF payments to
those uses related to defraying the
employee’s legal costs, and not allowing
use for other reasons, such as partisan
political purposes. OGE agrees, and
included this requirement in the
regulation in order to clarify the
fiduciary responsibilities of the trustee
and to reassure the public and donors
that the donations are being used for
legal expenses as defined in this
subpart.

Proposed § 2635.1007: Reporting
Requirements

Proposed § 2635.1007 sets out the
quarterly and employment termination
reporting requirements. OGE received
many comments stating that
contributions and distributions through
LEFs should be made publicly available
on a regular basis. Most of the
comments OGE received suggested that
OGE make quarterly reports available to
the public, which mirrors the LEF
reporting requirements of the legislative
branch. OGE has incorporated this
requirement into the proposed
regulation, and set the proposed
reporting threshold at $250, which is
the threshold set in the House LEF rules
and higher than the $25 threshold set in
the Senate LEF rules.

The proposed regulation requires
agency ethics officials to review the
quarterly reports of most employees for
compliance with the regulation. The
proposed regulation also requires OGE
to conduct a secondary review of the
quarterly reports of the most senior
employees, as well as anonymous
whistleblowers who elect not to file
with their agency. As with the initial
certification, trustees filing quarterly
reports should consult with agency
ethics officials when necessary. When
approving a report filed under this
section, agency ethics officials will
make determinations to the best of their
ability based on the information they
have been provided. If an improper

donation is discovered in the course of
the review or by the public at a later
time, the beneficiary, with the
assistance of the trustee, must return the
donation.

Under the proposed rule, all quarterly
reports, except for those of anonymous
whistleblowers, will be made publicly
available on OGE’s website. The
primary goal of the public posting
requirement is transparency. In 2004,
OGE issued a letter stating that the
public reporting provisions of the Ethics
in Government Act (EIGA) constitute
the exclusive authority under OGE’s
jurisdiction to require public financial
disclosure. OGE Inf. Adv. Op. 04x3
(Apr. 19, 2004). This statement stems
from the following language in EIGA:
“[T]he provisions of this title [title I]
requiring the reporting of information
shall supersede any general requirement
under any other provision of law or
regulation with respect to the reporting
of information required for purposes of
preventing conflicts of interest or
apparent conflicts of interest.”” 5 U.S.C.
app. 107(b) (emphasis added). OGE does
not consider the proposed LEF reporting
requirement to be a “general” public
financial disclosure reporting
requirement that would be superseded
by EIGA. The reporting provision is not
“applicable to the occupants of
positions . . . that are categorized by
the provision in general terms.” See 4B
Op. O.L.C. 566 (Apr. 11, 1980)
(discussing the prerequisites for the
supersession by EIGA of a statutory or
regulatory reporting requirement).
Rather, the requirement to report only
applies to employees who choose to
establish an LEF pursuant to these
regulations.

In proposed § 2635.1007, OGE also
recognizes the need for penalties for
noncompliance with the standards set
forth in the proposed regulation. If an
LEF receives an impermissible
contribution, that contribution must be
returned to the donor as soon as
practicable but no later than the next
reporting due date. If a report is filed
after a due date, the employee may not
accept contributions or distributions
until the report is filed. Additionally,
OGE will retain the authority to
indefinitely prohibit employees from
accepting contributions or distributions
from an LEF if there is continuing or
significant noncompliance.

Proposed § 2635.1008: Termination of a
Legal Expense Fund

Proposed § 2635.1008 sets out the
reasons an employee beneficiary may
terminate an LEF and provides
requirements for distributing excess
funds. OGE received comments
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suggesting that unused funds should be
returned to the donors on a pro rata
basis or donated to a 501(c)(3)
organization upon termination of an
LEF, consistent with the House and
Senate rules. Because of the difficulties
inherent in returning funds to donors
(i.e., locating donors and ensuring
timely return of funds), proposed
§2635.1008 requires a trustee to
distribute excess funds to a 501(c)(3)
organization within 90 days of
termination. The organization must not
be one that is established by the
employee beneficiary, nor an
organization with which the employee
has a covered relationship within the
meaning of § 2635.502(b)(1), nor can the
beneficiary or the beneficiary’s spouse
or child be an officer, director, or
employee of the organization.
Additionally, the proposed regulation
requires a trust termination report that
serves as a final quarterly report and
indicates the organization to which the
excess funds were donated. OGE
requests comment on whether the
501(c)(3) should or should not be named
at the formation of the trust, or whether
the selection of the 501(c)(3) should be
left to the discretion of the trustee.

Proposed § 2635.1009: Pro Bono Legal
Services

Proposed § 2635.1009 addresses
employees’ acceptance of pro bono legal
services. Most commenters were in
favor of permitting acceptance of
appropriate pro bono legal services by
employees, with sufficient limitations.
Moreover, several commenters
identified problems inherent in overly
restricting acceptance of pro bono
services, including potential
interference in attorney/client
relationships and curtailing access to
needed legal assistance for government
employees. Accordingly, OGE has
proposed rules specifically governing
the acceptance of pro bono legal
services, including pro bono services
from public interest organizations.
Proposed § 2635.1009 would prohibit
employees from accepting pro bono
services from lobbyists, foreign
governments or agents, or persons
substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employees’ duties. The proposed rule
otherwise permits employees to accept
pro bono services in connection with
covered legal matters. Additionally,
OGE’s rule as drafted allows employees
to accept pro bono services directly
from entities providing the legal
services (such as law firms or
nonprofits). However, OGE is soliciting
comments on whether employees may
accept legal services at a reduced cost or

free of charge when the legal services
are paid for by a nonprofit organization,
such as a 501(c)(3) or 501(c)(4), but the
services are provided by attorneys
outside of that organization.

B. Regulatory Amendments to Subpart B
of the Standards

OGE is proposing to make related
amendments to the portions of the
Standards that govern the solicitation
and acceptance of gifts from outside
sources, subpart B. Specifically, OGE is
proposing a new exception for certain
legal expense payments and pro bono
legal services provided in accordance
with proposed subpart J. OGE is also
proposing to revise § 2635.204(c) of the
gift rules to clarify that an established
employee organization may provide
legal services pursuant to this section.

Proposed § 2635.204(n): Exception for
Legal Expense Funds and Pro Bono
Legal Services

OGE is proposing a new exception to
the gift rules for legal expense payments
or services for covered legal matters, so
long as the payments or services are
provided in accordance with proposed
subpart J. However, regardless of
whether an employee’s legal expense
payments or services for covered legal
matters are from a prohibited source or
given because of official position, that
employee will still be subject to the
requirements and safeguards established
in subpart J.

Proposed § 2635.204(c): Discounts and
Similar Benefits

OGE proposes revising § 2635.204(c)
of the gift rules to clarify that an
established employee organization may
pay legal expenses pursuant to this
section. The question of whether
employees may accept free or
discounted legal services through
established employee organizations,
such as unions or employee welfare
organizations, arose during this
regulatory process. OGE is aware that
agencies have used § 2635.204(c)(2)(ii)
to accept gifts of services (e.g., financial
counseling, visiting nurses) from
employee benefit organizations.
However, the language of this exception
as currently written is ambiguous.

Accordingly, OGE proposes language
under new § 2635.204(c)(2)(iv) to clarify
that employees may properly accept
opportunities and benefits (including,
but not limited to, legal services) offered
by an established employee
organization, when eligibility is based
on the employee’s status as an agency
employee. OGE added a new
§ 2635.204(c)(2) exception rather than
amend existing § 2635.204(c)(2)(ii)

because OGE did not want to confuse
the intended purposes of the separate
exceptions or link employee acceptance
of benefits from employee organizations
to similar benefits offered to the general
public by outside groups. The proposed
new exception is limited to
“established” employee organizations,
such as employee welfare groups for
Federal employees, because the purpose
of this exception is to allow employees
to accept opportunities and benefits
from pre-existing employee
organizations with a general mission of
providing assistance to agency
employees, rather than from
organizations established as a response
to a specific investigation or established
to help a specific employee. An
employee organization need not be
established before this regulation going
into effect; rather, the organization
should be established before a legal
matter arises.

C. Regulatory Amendments to
Confidential Financial Disclosure
Reporting Requirements

OGE is proposing to revise
§2634.907(g)(5) of part 2634 to remove
the requirement that anonymous
whistleblowers who happen to be
confidential financial disclosure report
filers report gifts for payment of legal
expenses related to the whistleblowing
activity. Confidential financial
disclosure reports are always reviewed
by the ethics office of a filer’s agency
and are often reviewed by the filer’s
supervisor. The disclosure of the
payment of legal expenses as gifts may
reveal the whistleblower, which would
undermine the protections that
whistleblowers are provided under the
various whistleblower protection
statutes. See 5 U.S.C. 2302(b)(8),
(b)(9)(C); see also 5 U.S.C. app. 11, 8H;
50 U.S.C. 3033, 3517; 28 CFR 27.1. OGE
believes the possible harm to an
anonymous whistleblower outweighs
the value of disclosing the information,
particularly given requirements in
proposed subpart J. In addition, during
OGE’s information gathering process
several public interest groups expressed
support for maintaining the anonymity
of whistleblowers. At this time, OGE is
unable to propose a similar exception
for public financial disclosure filers
because there is no such exception in
the Ethics in Government Act, 5 U.S.C.
app. 102(a)(2).

III. Matters of Regulatory Procedure
Regulatory Flexibility Act

As Director of the Office of
Government Ethics, I certify under the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
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chapter 6) that this proposed rule will
not have a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small entities
because it primarily affects current
Federal executive branch employees.

Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act (44
U.S.C. chapter 35) applies because this
regulation creates information collection
requirements that require approval of
the Office of Management and Budget.
The information collection requirements
imposed by the proposed regulation are
directed at beneficiaries of legal expense
funds, who are current executive branch
employees. OGE notes that an employee
beneficiary who is leaving executive
branch employment is required to file
an employment termination report no
later than their last day of employment.
At the same time, a 30-day filing
extension may be granted for good cause
shown. Although it is possible that a
beneficiary may file a termination report
after leaving government service after
having received an extension, the
information collection requirement is
directed toward current employees.
OGE also notes that there are no
independent information collection
requirements on trustees.

In fulfilling the regulatory
requirements, employee beneficiaries
must in turn collect information from
(1) donors who contribute to the legal
expense fund for the payment of legal
expenses and (2) payees who receive
payments distributed from the legal
expense fund. Together, this
information collection is titled “OGE
Legal Expense Fund Information
Collection.”

OGE plans to seek Paperwork
Reduction Act approval of this new
information collection. The purposes of
the OGE Legal Expense Fund
Information Collection include, but are
not limited to, obtaining information
relevant to a conflict-of-interest
determination, and disclosing on the
OGE website information submitted
pursuant to 5 CFR part 2635, subpart J.
The authority for this information
collection is addressed in the
Supplementary Information section.

OGE estimates that there will be
approximately 110 Respondents
annually. It is anticipated that there may
be an average of five legal expense fund
trusts in existence each year. Each trust
is anticipated to have approximately 20
donors, whose reporting requirements
are tied to the frequency with which
they donate, and approximately two
payees, who will submit information
each time they receive a distribution.

OGE estimates that the total annual
burden will be approximately 9 to 10

hours. OGE estimates the estimated time
per response to be an average of 5
minutes, with respect to each donor or
payee communication to an employee
beneficiary.

These estimates are based in part on
OGE’s knowledge of several legal
expense funds that have been
established for Executive branch
employees, as well as OGE’s
consultation with the U.S. House of
Representatives and the U.S. Senate
regarding the legal expense funds that
they oversee.

Request for Comments

Agency and public comment is
invited specifically on the need for and
practical utility of this information
collection, the accuracy of OGE’s
burden estimate, the enhancement of
quality, utility, and clarity of the
information collected, and the
minimization of burden (including the
use of information technology). OGE is
currently exploring methods for
collecting this information, and is
seeking public comment. Potential
methods may include, for example, the
use of standard forms.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

For purposes of the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C.
chapter 5, subchapter II), this proposed
rule will not significantly or uniquely
affect small governments and will not
result in increased expenditures by
State, local, and tribal governments, in
the aggregate, or by the private sector, of
$100 million or more (as adjusted for
inflation) in any one year.

Executive Order 13563 and Executive
Order 12866

Executive Orders 13563 and 12866
direct agencies to assess all costs and
benefits of available regulatory
alternatives and, if regulation is
necessary, to select the regulatory
approaches that maximize net benefits
(including economic, environmental,
public health and safety effects,
distributive impacts, and equity).
Executive Order 13563 emphasizes the
importance of quantifying both costs
and benefits, of reducing costs, of
harmonizing rules, and of promoting
flexibility. This proposed rule has been
designated as a “‘significant regulatory
action” although not economically
significant, under section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866. Accordingly,
this rule has been reviewed by the
Office of Management and Budget.

Currently, executive branch
employees may accept gifts to pay for
legal expenses from others directly and
can also establish funds to accept

donations for such expenses, as long as
the employee remains in compliance
with the gift restrictions in subparts B
and C of the Standards of Conduct and
the criminal conflict of interest statutes.
See, e.g., OGE Legal Advisory LA-18-11
(Sept. 12, 2018); OGE Legal Advisory
LA-17-10 (Sept. 28, 2017). In other
words, there are currently costs for
employees who establish an LEF in
order to ensure compliance with ethics
rules even in the absence of OGE’s new
proposed framework in subpart J, but
compliance can be difficult and
confusing as the current rules do not
address these types of gifts specifically.
OGE’s role is currently limited to
providing an LEF trust template or to
providing technical assistance to help
ensure that executive branch employees
who may receive distributions from an
LEF will be in compliance with existing
ethics laws and rules.

Based on OGE’s current experience
under the status quo, it is estimated that
approximately five executive branch
employees may seek to establish or
maintain an LEF annually. The
proposed new framework will consist of
the following activities: Establishment
of the LEF trust; submission of trust
documentation for agency review and
approval; review and approval by OGE
(where applicable); LEF trustee
soliciting and accepting donations; LEF
trustee screening donations to ensure
the donor is permissible; LEF trustee
overseeing distributions from the trust
for the employee’s legal expenses;
preparing quarterly reports of
contributions to and distributions from
the LEF; submission of quarterly reports
for agency review; review by OGE
(where applicable); preparation of trust
termination reports and/or employment
termination reports; submission of those
reports for agency review and OGE
review (where applicable); and
communications regarding all of the
above. OGE estimates that the annual
time burden for all of the above is 100
hours. Using an estimated rate $325 per
hour for the services of a professional
trust administrator or private
representative, the estimated annual
cost burden is $32,500. See Clio, Legal
Trends Report 55 (2019), https://
www.clio.com/resources/legal-trends/
2019-report/ (calculating an average
hourly rate of $319 for trust lawyers
nationally). However, OGE estimates
that the annual time burden under the
status quo, if an employee establishes a
legal expense fund that needs to comply
with existing ethics rules, is 75 hours
with an annual cost burden of $24,375.
Thus, the net increase from the status
quo is approximately $8,125 per fund.
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The estimate of 75 hours is based, in
part, on the estimated time burden for
OGE’s qualified trust program. See 84
FR 67743. That number was reduced
because the status quo does not require
review and approval of trusts or
submission of reports to agencies and
OGE. Under the status quo, a significant
time burden does exist because the lack
of a detailed framework requires
additional research by employee
representatives, consultation with
agency ethics officials and OGE, and a
more detailed review of each LEF donor
in the absence of an enumerated list of
permissible donors. The additional 25-
hour estimate is based on the specific
submissions required by proposed 5
CFR part 2635, subpart J. Specifically,
submission of LEF trust fund
establishing documents, quarterly
reports, and termination reports; review
by agencies and OGE of those
submissions; and corresponding
communications will increase the cost
burden in comparison to the status quo.
The burden on LEF donors specifically
is unchanged because they would need
to provide the same level of information
under the status quo.

The benefits from implementing this
new regulatory structure are significant.
Employees’ acceptance of payments for
legal expenses relating to their official
duties has triggered concerns from
outside groups, Congress, and the
media, in terms of appearance of
corruption/corruption issues and a
desire for transparency. Creating this
regulation will provide a framework for
screening for conflicts of interest and
transparency, which will serve to
protect both the agency and the
employee. Further, the regulation will
provide clarity to executive branch
employees by articulating the process
for establishing an LEF and the
requirements in maintaining one,
including: Defining prohibited donors,
donation caps, review and approval of
trust fund documents, and the
submission of quarterly, publicly
available reports. As a result of these
requirements, as well as the increased
public reporting requirements, the
public will have increased confidence
in the decision making of executive
branch employees who accept gifts of
legal expenses consistent with the new
proposed subpart J.

Executive Order 12988

As Director of the Office of
Government Ethics, I have reviewed this
proposed rule in light of section 3 of
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice
Reform, and certify that it meets the
applicable standards provided therein.

Executive Order 13175

The Office of Government Ethics has
evaluated this proposed rule under the
criteria set forth in Executive Order
13175 and determined that tribal
consultation is not required as this
proposed rule has no substantial direct
effect on one or more Indian tribes, on
the relationship between the Federal
Government and Indian tribes, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal
Government and Indian tribes.

List of Subjects

5 CFR Part 2634

Certificates of divestiture, Conflict of
interests, Financial disclosure,
Government employees, Penalties,
Privacy, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Trusts and trustees.

5 CFR Part 2635

Conflict of interests, Executive branch
standards of ethical conduct,
Government employees.

Approved: April 12, 2022.
Emory Rounds,
Director, U.S. Office of Government Ethics.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, the U.S. Office of Government
Ethics proposes to amend 5 CFR parts
2634 and 2635 as follows:

PART 2634—EXECUTIVE BRANCH
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE, QUALIFIED
TRUSTS, AND CERTIFICATES OF
DIVESTITURE

m 1. The authority citation for part 2634
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 5 U.S.C. app.; 26 U.S.C. 1043;
Pub. L. 101-410, 104 Stat. 890, 28 U.S.C.
2461 note, as amended by Sec. 31001, Pub.

L. 104-134, 110 Stat. 1321 and Sec. 701, Pub.
L. 114-74; Pub. L. 112-105, 126 Stat. 291;
E.O. 12674, 54 FR 15159, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp.,
p- 215, as modified by E.O. 12731, 55 FR
42547, 3 CFR, 1990 Comp., p. 306.

m 2. Amend § 2634.907 by:
m a. Revising paragraph (g)(5); and
m b. Designating the example following
paragraph (g)(5) as Example 1 to
paragraph (g).

The revision reads as follows:

§2634.907 Report contents.

* * * * *

(g] * * %

(5) Exceptions. Reports need not
contain any information about:

(i) Gifts and travel reimbursements
received from relatives (see
§2634.105(0)).

(ii) Gifts and travel reimbursements
received during a period in which the
filer was not an officer or employee of
the Federal Government.

(iii) Any food, lodging, or
entertainment received as ‘“personal
hospitality of any individual,” as
defined in § 2634.105(k).

(iv) Any payments for legal expenses
from a legal expense fund or the
provision of pro bono legal services, as
defined in subpart J of part 2635 of this
chapter, or any payments for legal
expenses or the provision of pro bono
legal services that otherwise qualify for
a gift exclusion or gift exception in
subpart B of part 2635 of this chapter,
if the confidential filer is an anonymous
whistleblower as defined by § 2635.1003
of this chapter.

(v) Any exclusions specified in the
definitions of “gift” and
“reimbursement” at § 2634.105(h) and
(n).

* * * * *

PART 2635—STANDARDS OF
ETHICAL CONDUCT FOR EMPLOYEES
OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

m 3. The authority citation for part 2635
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 7301, 7351, 7353; 5
U.S.C. App. (Ethics in Government Act of
1978); E.O. 12674, 54 FR 15159, 3 CFR, 1989
Comp., p. 215, as modified by E.O. 12731, 55
FR 42547, 3 CFR, 1990 Comp., p. 306.

m 4. Amend § 2635.203 by adding
paragraphs (h) and (i) to read as follows:

§2635.203 Definitions.

* * * * *

(h) Legal expense fund has the
meaning set forth in § 2635.1003.

(i) Pro bono legal services has the
meaning set forth in §2635.1003.
m 5. Amend § 2635.204 by:
m a. Removing the word “or” at the end
of paragraph (c)(2)(ii);
m b. Removing the period at the end of
paragraph (c)(2)(iii) and adding ‘; or” in
its place; and
m c. Adding paragraph (c)(2)(iv),
example 4 to paragraph (c)(2), and
paragraph (n).

The additions read as follows:

§2635.204 Exceptions to the prohibition
for acceptance of certain gifts.
* * * * *

(C) * *x %

(2) * Kk %

(iv) Offered to employees by an
established employee organization, such
as an employee welfare group for
Federal employees, because of the
employees’ Government employment,
so long as the employee is part of the
class of individuals eligible for
assistance from the employee
organization as set forth in the
organization’s governing documents.
* * * * *
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Example 4 to paragraph (c)(2): A
military relief society provides access to
financial counseling services, loans, and
grants to all sailors and Marines. Service
members may accept such benefits
because the services are offered by an
employee organization that was
established before the matter arose and
in which membership is because of the
employees’ Government employment.

* * * * *

(n) Legal expense funds and pro bono
legal services. An employee who seeks
legal representation for a matter arising
in connection with the employee’s
official position, the employee’s prior
position on a campaign of a candidate
for President or Vice President, or the
employee’s prior position on a
Presidential Transition Team may
accept:

(1) Payments for legal expenses paid
out of a legal expense fund that is
established and operated in accordance
with subpart J of this part; and

(2) Pro bono legal services provided in
accordance with subpart J of this part.

m 6. Add subpart J to read as follows:

Subpart J—Legal Expense Funds

Sec.

2635.1001 Overview.

2635.1002 Applicability and related
considerations.

2635.1003 Definitions.

2635.1004 Establishment.

2635.1005 Administration.

2635.1006 Contributions and use of funds.

2635.1007 Reporting requirements.

2635.1008 Termination of a legal expense
fund.

2635.1009 Pro bono legal services.

§2635.1001 Overview.

This subpart contains standards for an
employee’s acceptance of payments for
legal expenses through a legal expense
fund and an employee’s acceptance of
pro bono legal services. Legal expenses
covered by this subpart are those for a
matter arising in connection with the
employee’s past or current official
position, the employee’s prior position
on a campaign, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team.

§2635.1002 Applicability and related
considerations.

(a) Applicability. This subpart applies
to an employee who seeks to accept
payments for legal expenses from a legal
expense fund or the provision of pro
bono legal services. The legal expenses
or the provision of pro bono legal
services must be for a matter arising in
connection with the employee’s past or
current official position, the employee’s
prior position on a campaign, or the
employee’s prior position on a
Presidential Transition Team.

(b) Not covered by this subpart. The
following types of payments for legal
expenses or pro bono legal services are
not covered by this subpart:

(1) Personal matters. Payments for
legal expenses or the provision of pro
bono legal services related to matters
that do not arise in connection with the
employee’s past or current official
position, the employee’s prior position
on a campaign, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team, such as a matter that is primarily
personal in nature, are not covered by
this subpart. Personal matters include,
but are not limited to, tax planning,
personal injury litigation, protection of
property rights, family law matters, and
estate planning or probate matters.

Example 1 to paragraph (b)(1): A
Department of Homeland Security
employee wants to set up a legal
expense fund in connection with the
employee’s divorce and custody
proceeding. This is a personal matter
and the employee may not establish a
legal expense fund under this subpart,
but may use other gift exceptions and
exclusions in accordance with subparts
B and C of this part as appropriate.

(2) Gifts acceptable according to a gift
exclusion or exception. Payments for
legal expenses or the provision of pro
bono legal services that otherwise
qualify for a gift exclusion or exception
other than § 2635.204(n) are not covered
by this subpart.

Example 1 to paragraph (b)(2): A
Central Intelligence Agency employee is
facing administrative disciplinary action
due to an issue with the employee’s
security clearance and would like to
seek financial assistance to pay for an
attorney. Even though this matter arose
in connection with their official
position, if the employee’s parents offer
to cover the legal expenses, that
donation is not subject to this subpart,
as it would be subject to the gift
exception at § 2635.204(b).

Note 1 to paragraph (b): Acceptance
of legal expense payments or pro bono
legal services not covered by this
subpart must be analyzed under subpart
B of this part.

(c) Related considerations—(1) Gifts
between employees. Acceptance of legal
expense payments or the provision of
pro bono legal services from another
employee must be analyzed under 18
U.S.C. 205 and subpart C of this part.

(2) Impartiality. An employee
beneficiary will be treated as having a
covered relationship for one year within
the meaning of § 2635.502(b)(1) with a
legal expense fund’s trustee and donors,
as well as any pro bono legal services
providers. The one-year period of
disqualification for each donor begins to

run on the most recent date the legal
expense fund donation is received from
that donor or, in the case of pro bono
services, the last date pro bono services
were provided. The employee
beneficiary must take appropriate steps
to avoid an appearance of loss of
impartiality in the performance of their
official duties in accordance with
§2635.502.

Example 1 to paragraph (c)(2): A
donor contributed to a Social Security
Administration (SSA) employee’s legal
expense fund. Three months after this
contribution was made, the donor
submitted a disability claim. Under the
circumstances, the SSA employee
would be correct in concluding that a
reasonable person would be likely to
question the employee’s impartiality if
the employee were to participate in
evaluating that disability claim.

(3) Misuse of position. Legal expense
fund payments must be solicited and
accepted consistent with the provisions
in subpart G of this part relating to the
use of public office for private gain, use
of nonpublic information, use of
Government property, and use of
Government time.

Example 1 to paragraph (c)(3): A
Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) employee retains legal counsel
due to an investigation into
inappropriate behavior in their
department, and the employee
establishes a legal expense fund in
accordance with this subpart. Neither
the employee nor the legal expense
fund’s trustee may use the TSA agency
seal in materials to imply the
Government endorses the legal expense
fund, or use nonpublic details of the
investigation to solicit contributions to
the legal expense fund. Further, the
employee may not task subordinates
with any work relating to administration
of the legal expense fund.

(4) Financial disclosure. In addition to
the legal expense fund reporting
requirements outlined in § 2635.1007,
an employee beneficiary who is a public
or confidential filer, other than a
confidential filer who is an anonymous
whistleblower, under part 2634 of this
chapter must report gifts of legal
expense payments accepted from
sources other than the United States
Government, including gifts of pro bono
services, on the employee’s financial
disclosure report, subject to applicable
thresholds and exclusions.

§2635.1003 Definitions.
For purposes of this subpart:
Anonymous whistleblower means an
employee who makes or believes to be
making a protected report or disclosure
under 5 U.S.C. 2302(b)(8), 5 U.S.C.
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2302(b)(9)(C), 5 U.S.C. app. 11, 8H, 50
U.S.C. 3517, 50 U.S.C. 3033, or 28 CFR
27.1, and who seeks to remain
anonymous.

Arising in connection with the
employee’s past or current official
position means the employee’s
involvement in the legal matter would
not have arisen had the employee not
held the status, authority, or duties
associated with the employee’s past or
current Federal position.

Example 1 to this definition of
“arising in connection with the
employee’s past or current official
position”: A Department of
Transportation employee is being
investigated by the Inspector General for
potential misuse of Government
resources while on official travel. The
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) is
separately investigating the employee
for misreporting household income on
the employee’s personal taxes. The
employee may use this subpart to
establish a legal expense fund
concerning the Inspector General
investigation because the legal matter
arose in connection with their official
position. However, this subpart would
not apply to the unrelated IRS
investigation because that legal matter
did not arise in connection with the
employee’s official position.

Example 2 to this definition of
“arising in connection with the
employee’s past or current official
position”: A senior military officer faces
court-martial charges for sexual
harassment of a junior officer. All of the
charged misconduct occurred outside
official duty hours. Because the officer
would not be subject to the Uniform
Code of Military Justice had the officer
not held their official position, the
officer may establish a legal expense
fund in accordance with this subpart.

Arising in connection with the
employee’s prior position on a
campaign means the employee’s
involvement in the legal matter would
not have arisen had the employee not
held the status, authority, or duties
associated with the employee’s prior
position on a campaign of a candidate
for President or Vice President.

Arising in connection with the
employee’s prior position on a
Presidential Transition Team means the
employee’s involvement in the legal
matter would not have arisen had the
employee not held the status, authority,
or duties associated with the employee’s
prior position as a member of the staff
of a Presidential Transition Team.

Employee beneficiary means an
employee as defined by § 2635.102(h)
for whose benefit a legal expense fund
is established under this subpart.

Legal expense fund means a fund
established to receive contributions and
to make distributions of legal expense
payments.

Legal expense payment or payment
for legal expenses means anything of
value received by an employee under
circumstances that make it clear that the
payment is intended to defray costs
associated with representation in a
legal, congressional, or administrative
proceeding.

Pro bono legal services means legal
services provided without charge to the
employee beneficiary or for less than
market value as defined in § 2635.203(c)
to an employee who seeks legal
representation for a matter arising in
connection with the employee’s official
position, the employee’s prior position
on a campaign, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team.

§2635.1004 Establishment.

(a) Structure. A legal expense fund
must be established as a trust that
conforms with the requirements of this
part and applicable state law. To the
extent the requirements of this part and
applicable state law are incompatible,
the Director of the Office of Government
Ethics may permit such deviations from
this part as necessary to ensure
compatibility with applicable state law.

(b) Grantor. The legal expense fund
must be established by the employee
beneficiary.

(c) Trustee. A legal expense fund must
be administered by a trustee who is not:

(1) The employee beneficiary;

(2) A spouse, parent, or child of the
employee beneficiary;

(3) Any other employee of the Federal
executive, legislative, or judicial
branches;

(4) An agent of a foreign government
as defined in 5 U.S.C. 7342(a)(2);

(5) A lobbyist as defined by 2 U.S.C.
1602(10) who is currently registered
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 1603(a); or

(6) A person who has interests that
may be substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employee beneficiary’s official duties.

(d) Employee beneficiary. (1) Except
as provided in paragraph (d)(2) of this
section, a legal expense fund must be
established for the benefit of a single,
named employee beneficiary.

(2) A legal expense fund for the
benefit of an anonymous whistleblower
may be established without disclosing
the identity of the anonymous
whistleblower to anyone other than the
trustee.

(e) Filing and approval of legal
expense fund trust document. An
employee beneficiary may not solicit or

accept contributions or distributions
through a legal expense fund before:

(1) Filing the legal expense fund
document in accordance with paragraph
(f) of this section; and

(2) Receiving approval for the legal
expense fund in accordance with
paragraph (g)(1) of this section.

(f) Fi]ll?ng of legal expense fund trust
document. (1) The employee
beneficiary, or the trustee or
representative of the employee
beneficiary, must file the legal expense
fund trust document with the
designated agency ethics official at the
agency where the employee beneficiary
is employed.

(2) An employee beneficiary who is
an anonymous whistleblower may
choose to file a legal expense fund trust
document anonymously through the
employee beneficiary’s trustee or
representative with the Office of
Government Ethics only. If the Office of
Government Ethics receives a legal
expense fund trust document from a
covert employee of the Intelligence
Community, the Office of Government
Ethics will handle the document as
classified, according to procedures
agreed upon with the employee’s
agency.

(g) Approval of legal expense fund
trust document—(1) Designated agency
ethics official approval. The designated
agency ethics official must determine,
based on the submitted trust document
and information regarding the trustee,
whether to approve a legal expense fund
trust document filed by an employee
beneficiary, other than an anonymous
whistleblower choosing to file with the
Office of Government Ethics, within 30
calendar days of filing.

(i) Standard for approval. The
designated agency ethics official must
approve a legal expense fund that is,
based on the submitted trust document
and information regarding the trustee, in
compliance with this subpart.

(ii) Transmission of trust documents
to the Office of Government Ethics.
Following approval, the signed legal
expense fund trust document must be
forwarded to the Office of Government
Ethics within seven calendar days.

(iii) Exception for anonymous
whistleblowers. The Office of
Government Ethics will serve as the
approving authority for anonymous
whistleblowers who choose to file a
legal expense fund trust document
anonymously with the Office of
Government Ethics only.

(2) Office of Government Ethics
review. Following approval by the
designated agency ethics official, the
Office of Government Ethics will
conduct a second review of the legal
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expense fund trust documents of the
employee beneficiaries listed in
paragraph (g)(2)(ii) of this section within
30 calendar days of receipt.

(i) Standard for review. The Office of
Government Ethics will review the legal
expense fund trust document to
determine whether it conforms with the
requirements established by this
subpart. If defects are ascertained, the
Office of Government Ethics will bring
them to the attention of the approving
agency and the employee beneficiary or
the employee beneficiary’s trustee or
representative, who will have 30
calendar days to take necessary
corrective action.

(ii) Employee beneficiaries requiring
secondary Office of Government Ethics
review. The Office of Government Ethics
will review the legal expense fund trust
documents of the following employee
beneficiaries:

(A) The Postmaster General,;

(B) The Deputy Postmaster General;

(C) The Governors of the Board of
Governors of the United States Postal
Service;

(D) A designated agency ethics
official;

(E) Employees of the White House
Office and the Office of the Vice
President; and

(F) Officers and employees in offices
and positions which require
confirmation by the Senate, other than
members of the uniformed services and
Foreign Service Officers below the rank
of Ambassador.

(3) Right to Appeal. If the approval of
a legal expense fund has been denied,
the requester may appeal the denial
within 60 days by mail or email to the
Director of the U.S. Office of
Government Ethics. Requests sent by
mail should be addressed to 1201 New
York Avenue NW, Suite 500,
Washington, DC 20005-3917. The
envelope containing the request and the
letter itself should both clearly indicate
that the subject is a legal expense fund
appeal. Email requests should be sent to
usoge@oge.gov and should indicate in
the subject line that the message
contains a legal expense fund appeal.

(h) Amendments. The trust document
may only be amended if the trustee and
employee beneficiary file the amended
legal expense fund trust document in
accordance with paragraph (f) of this
section and seek approval in accordance
with paragraph (g) of this section.

(i) One legal expense fund. No
employee beneficiary may establish or
maintain more than one legal expense
fund at any one time. An employee may
not later establish a second legal
expense fund for the same legal matter.

(j) Conforming existing legal expense
funds. In order for employee
beneficiaries who have existing legal
expense funds to receive legal expense
payments from the existing legal
expense fund, the employee beneficiary
must comply with §§2635.1005(b),
2635.1006, and 2635.1007 by [90
calendar days after the effective date of
the final rule].

(k) Public access. Approved legal
expense fund trust documents will be
made available by the Office of
Government Ethics to the public on its
website within 30 calendar days of
receipt. The trust fund documents will
be sortable by employee beneficiary’s
name, agency, and position, as well as
type of document and document date.
Legal expense fund trust documents
filed by anonymous whistleblowers will
not be made available to the public.
Legal expense fund trust documents that
are made available to the public will not
include any information that would
identify individuals whose names or
identities are otherwise protected from
public disclosure by law.

§2635.1005 Administration.

(a) Trustee’s duties and powers. A
trustee of a legal expense fund is
responsible for:

(1) Operating the legal expense fund
trust consistent with this part and
applicable state law;

(2) Operating as a fiduciary for the
employee beneficiary in relation to the
legal expense fund property and the
legal expense fund purpose;

(3) Providing information to the
employee beneficiary as necessary to
comply with the Ethics in Government
Act, 5 U.S.C. app. 102(a)(2), part 2634
of this chapter, and this part; and

(4) Notifying donors and payees that
their names will be disclosed on the
OGE website.

(b) Limitation on role of employee
beneficiary. An employee beneficiary
may not exercise control over the legal
expense fund property.

§2635.1006 Contributions and use of
funds.

(a) Contributions. A legal expense
fund may only accept contributions of
payments for legal expenses from
permissible donors listed in paragraph
(b) of this section.

(b) Permissible donors. A permissible
donor includes:

(1) An individual who is not:

(i) An agent of a foreign government
as defined in 5 U.S.C. 7342(a)(2);

(ii) A lobbyist as defined by 2 U.S.C.
1602(10) who is currently registered
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 1603(a);

(iii) Acting on behalf of, or at the
direction of, another individual or entity
in making a donation;

(iv) Donating anonymously;

(v) Seeking official action by the
employee beneficiary’s agency;

(vi) Doing business or seeking to do
business with the employee
beneficiary’s agency;

(vii) Conducting activities regulated
by the employee beneficiary’s agency
other than regulations or actions
affecting the interests of a large and
diverse group of persons;

Example 1 to paragraph (b)(1)(vii): A
donor contributed to a Department of
State employee’s legal expense fund.
The donor has recently applied to renew
their United States Passport. Because
the Department of State’s passport
renewal office affects the interests of a
large and diverse group of people, the
donation is permissible under paragraph
(b)(1)(vii) of this section.

(viii) Substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employee beneficiary’s official duties; or

(ix) An officer or director of an entity
that is substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employee beneficiary’s official duties.

(2) A national committee of a political
party as defined by 52 U.S.C. 30101(14),
(16) or, for former members of a
campaign of a candidate for President or
Vice President, the campaign, provided
that the donation is not otherwise
prohibited by law and the entity is not
substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of an
employee beneficiary’s official duties.

Note 1 to paragraph (b): Acceptance
of a legal expense payment from another
employee must be analyzed under
subpart C of this part.

(c) Contribution limits. A legal
expense fund may not accept more than
$10,000 from any single permissible
donor per calendar year of the fund.

Note 2 to paragraph (c): As discussed
in § 2635.1002(b)(2), payments for legal
expenses or the provision of pro bono
legal services that otherwise qualify for
a gift exclusion or exception other than
§ 2635.204(n) in subpart B of this part
are not covered by this subpart.

(d) Use of funds. Legal expense fund
payments must be used only for the
following purposes:

(1) An employee beneficiary’s legal
expenses related to those legal
proceedings arising in connection with
the employee’s past or current official
position, the employee’s prior position
on a campaign, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team;

(2) Expenses incurred in soliciting for
and administering the fund; and
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(3) Expenses for the discharge of
Federal, state, and local tax liabilities
that are incurred as a result of the
creation, operation, or administration of
the fund.

Example 1 to paragraph (d): An
employee beneficiary’s attorney
determines it is necessary to employ an
expert witness related to a legal
proceeding arising in connection with
the employee beneficiary’s official
position. Funds may be distributed from
the legal expense fund to pay fees and
expenses for the expert witness.

§2635.1007 Reporting requirements.

(a) Quarterly reports. An employee
beneficiary must file quarterly reports
that include the following information
until the trust is terminated or an
employment termination report is filed
as set forth in paragraph (d) of this
section.

(1) Contributions. An employee
beneficiary must report the donor’s
name, employer, date(s) of contribution,
and amount for each donor that makes
a contribution exceeding $250 during
the quarterly reporting period. For the
report due January 30, an employee
beneficiary must also disclose
contributions from a single donor that
exceed $250 for the prior calendar year
unless the contributions have been
disclosed on a prior quarterly report.

(2) Distributions. An employee
beneficiary must report the payee’s
name, date(s) of distribution, amount,
and purpose of any distribution from
the legal expense fund exceeding $250
during the quarterly reporting period.
For the report due January 30, an
employee beneficiary must also disclose
distributions to a single source that
exceed $250 for the prior calendar year
unless the distributions have been
disclosed on a prior quarterly report.

(b) Filing of reports. (1) The employee
beneficiary must file all reports required
in this section with the designated
agency ethics official at the agency
where the employee beneficiary is
employed. The trustee or a
representative of the employee
beneficiary may file a report on behalf
of the employee beneficiary.

(2) An employee beneficiary who is
an anonymous whistleblower may
choose to file reports anonymously
through the employee beneficiary’s
trustee or representative with the Office
of Government Ethics. If the Office of
Government Ethics receives a quarterly
report from a covert employee of the
Intelligence Community, the Office of
Government Ethics must handle the
document as classified, according to
procedures agreed upon with the
employee’s agency.

(c) Reporting periods and due dates.
Quarterly reports must cover the
reporting periods and comply with the
following due dates:

(1) January 1 to March 31, with the
report due on April 30.

(2) April 1 to June 30, with the report
due on July 30.

(3) July 1 to September 30, with the
report due on October 30.

(4) October 1 to December 31, with
the report due on January 30 of the
following year.

(5) If the scheduled due date falls on
a Saturday, Sunday or Federal Holiday,
the report will instead be due the next
business day.

(d) Employment termination report. If
the employee beneficiary is leaving
executive branch employment, the
employee beneficiary must file an
employment termination report no later
than their last day of employment. No
contributions may be accepted for or
distributions paid by the legal expense
fund between the date of the filing and
the employee beneficiary’s termination
date. The report must include the
following:

(1) A report of contributions received
and distributions made as required by
paragraph (a) of this section between the
end of the last quarterly reporting
period and the date of the report; and

(2) A statement as to whether the trust
will be terminated or remain in force
after the employee beneficiary
terminates their executive branch
employment.

(e) Extensions. For each quarterly or
employment termination report, a single
extension of 30 calendar days may be
granted by the Director of the Office of
Government Ethics, or the employee
beneficiary’s designated agency ethics
official if filing with agency, for good
cause upon written request by the
employee beneficiary or the trustee.

(f) Review of reports—(1) Designated
agency ethics official review. The
designated agency ethics official must
review reports within 30 calendar days
of filing.

(i) Standard for review. The
designated agency ethics official will
review the report to determine that:

(A) The information required under
paragraph (a) of this section is reported
for each contribution and distribution;
and

(B) Contributions to and distributions
from the trust are in compliance with
§2635.1006.

(ii) Transmission of reports to the
Office of Government Ethics. Following
review, all reports must be forwarded in
unclassified format to the Office of
Government Ethics within seven
calendar days.

(iii) Office of Government Ethics
review for anonymous whistleblowers.
The Office of Government Ethics will
serve as the reviewing authority for
anonymous whistleblowers who choose
to file reports anonymously with the
Office of Government Ethics only.

(2) Office of Government Ethics
review. Following review by the
designated agency ethics official, the
Office of Government Ethics will
conduct a second review of the reports
of the employee beneficiaries listed in
paragraph (f)(2)(ii) of this section within
30 calendar days of the receipt.

(i) Standard for review. The Office of
Government Ethics will review the
report to determine whether it conforms
with the requirements established by
this subpart. If defects are ascertained,
the Office of Government Ethics will
bring them to the attention of the
reviewing agency and the employee
beneficiary or the employee
beneficiary’s trustee or representative,
who will have 30 calendar days to take
necessary corrective action.

(ii) Employee beneficiaries requiring
secondary Office of Government Ethics
review. The Office of Government Ethics
will review the reports of the following
employee beneficiaries:

(A) The Postmaster General,;

(B) The Deputy Postmaster General;

(C) The Governors of the Board of
Governors of the United States Postal
Service;

(D) A designated agency ethics
official;

(E) Employees of the White House
Office and the Office of the Vice
President; and

(F) Officers and employees in offices
and positions which require
confirmation by the Senate, other than
members of the uniformed services and
Foreign Service Officers below the rank
of Ambassador.

(g) Public access. Quarterly and
employment termination reports will be
made available by the Office of
Government Ethics to the public on its
website within 30 calendar days of
receipt. The reports will be sortable by
employee beneficiary’s name, agency,
and position, as well as type of
document and document date. Quarterly
and employment termination reports
that are made available to the public by
the Office of Government Ethics will not
include any information that would
identify individuals whose names or
identities are otherwise protected from
public disclosure by law. The reports
filed by anonymous whistleblowers will
not be made available to the public.

(h) Noncompliance—(1) Receipt of
impermissible contributions. If the legal
expense fund receives a contribution
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that is not permissible under
§2635.1006, the contribution must be
returned to the donor as soon as
practicable but no later than the next
reporting due date as described in
paragraph (c) of this section.

(2) Late filing of required documents
and reports. If a report is filed after the
due date, the employee beneficiary
forfeits the ability to accept
contributions or distributions through
the trust until the report is filed.

Example 1 to paragraph (h)(2): A
Department of Labor employee
establishes a legal expense fund in
accordance with this subpart. Because
the employee filed the trust document
on February 15, the first quarterly report
is due on April 30. However, the
employee did not submit the first
quarterly report until May 15. The
employee is prohibited from accepting
contributions or distributions through
the trust from May 1 until May 15. Once
the employee files the quarterly report,
the employee may resume accepting
contributions and distributions.

(3) Continuing or other significant
noncompliance. In addition to the
remedies in paragraphs (h)(1) and (2) of
this section, the Office of Government
Ethics has the authority to determine
that an employee beneficiary may not
accept contributions and distributions
through the trust if there is continuing
or other significant noncompliance with
this subpart.

§2635.1008 Termination of a legal
expense fund.

(a) Cause. A legal expense fund may
only be terminated for the following
reasons:

(1) The purpose of the trust is fulfilled
or no longer exists; or

(2) At the direction of the employee
beneficiary.

(b) Excess funds. Within 90 calendar
days of termination of the legal expense
fund, the trustee must distribute any
excess funds to an organization or
organizations described in section
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
and exempt from taxation under section
501(a) of the Internal Revenue Code.
Funds from the legal expense fund may
not be donated to an organization that
was established by the employee
beneficiary, an organization in which
the employee beneficiary, their spouse,
or their child is an officer, director, or
employee, or an organization with
which the employee has a covered
relationship within the meaning of
§2635.502(b)(1). The trustee has sole
discretion to select the 501(c)(3)
organization.

(c) Trust termination report. After the
trust is terminated, the employee

beneficiary must file a trust termination
report that contains the information
required by § 2635.1007(d) for the
period of the last quarter report through
the trust termination date. The report
also must indicate the organization to
which the excess funds were donated.
The report is due 30 calendar days
following the termination date of the
trust.

(d) Exception for anonymous
whistleblowers. An employee
beneficiary who is an anonymous
whistleblower may choose to file the
trust termination report anonymously
through the employee beneficiary’s
trustee or representative with the Office
of Government Ethics.

§2635.1009 Pro bono legal services.

(a) Acceptance of permissible pro
bono legal services. An employee may
solicit or accept the provision of pro
bono legal services for legal matters
arising in connection with the
employee’s past or current official
position, the employee’s prior position
on a campaign, or the employee’s prior
position on a Presidential Transition
Team from:

(1) Any individual who is not:

(i) An agent of a foreign government
as defined in 5 U.S.C. 7342(a)(2);

(ii) A lobbyist as defined by 2 U.S.C.
1602(10) who is currently registered
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 1603(a); or

(2) A person who does not have
interests that may be substantially
affected by the performance or
nonperformance of an employee’s
official duties.

Note 1 to paragraph (a): Pursuant to
§2634.907(g) of this chapter, an
employee beneficiary who is a public or
confidential filer under part 2634 of this
chapter must report gifts of pro bono
legal services on the employee’s
financial disclosure report, subject to
applicable thresholds and exclusions.

(b) Role of agency ethics official. An
employee must confer with an agency
ethics official to seek a determination as
to whether the legal services are from a
prohibited pro bono legal services
provider before accepting the pro bono
legal services.

Example 1 to paragraph (b): A
Department of Justice employee is an
eyewitness in an Inspector General
investigation and is called to testify
before Congress. A local law firm offers
to represent the employee at no cost.
The employee consults with an agency
ethics official, who determines that the
attorney who would represent the
employee is neither an agent of a foreign
government nor a lobbyist. However, the
law firm is representing a party in a case
to which the employee is assigned. The

ethics official determines that the law
firm is a person who has interests that
may be substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employee’s official duties. Accordingly,
the employee may not accept the offer
of pro bono legal services from the law
firm.

Example 2 to paragraph (b): A
Securities and Exchange Commission
employee is sexually harassed by a
supervisor and files a complaint. A
nonprofit legal aid organization focusing
on sexual harassment cases offers pro
bono legal services to the employee at
no cost. The employee consults with an
agency ethics official, who determines
that the attorney who would represent
the employee is neither an agent of a
foreign government nor a lobbyist, and
neither the attorney nor the nonprofit
legal aid organization has interests that
may be substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the
employee’s official duties. Accordingly,
the employee may accept the offer of
pro bono legal services from the
nonprofit legal aid organization.

Example 3 to paragraph (b): A
Department of State employee is asked
to testify in a legal proceeding relating
to a prior position at the Department of
Justice. An attorney at a large national
law firm offers pro bono services to the
employee. The employee confers with
an agency ethics official who
determines that although the attorney
offering representation is neither an
agent of a foreign government nor a
lobbyist, the law firm is currently
registered pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 1603(a)
and has business before other parts of
the Department of State. However,
neither the attorney nor the law firm has
interests that may be substantially
affected by the performance or
nonperformance of the employee’s
official duties. Accordingly, the
employee may accept the offer of pro
bono legal services.

[FR Doc. 2022—-08130 Filed 4-20-22; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6345-03-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2022-0036]
RIN 2127-AM45

Uniform Procedures for State Highway
Safety Grant Programs

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation (DOT).
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To:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

Joan Bartlett

USOGE
PROPOSED RULE: LEGAL EXPENSE FUND REGULATION (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 7:17:09 PM

imaage. .DNa

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional,;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:hiljbart@zoomtown.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

» remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

» place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Philip Fann

To: USOGE
Subject: PROPOSED RULE: legal expense fund regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:07:55 PM

I oppose this regulation as written. Please change where this regulation is optional. Please also
remove the other loopholes in the proposed rule. The example of the high ranking officer
raising money to fight a sexual harrassment suit should not be used or be condoned. Please
also make the time frame for recusal multiple years instead of one.



mailto:philipfann1960@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Mary Groth

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Defense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:57:47 PM

OGE,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors
of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which
they have substantial interests

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit charities (501(c)
(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for
whistleblowers.

Sincerely
Mary Groth



mailto:misrgroth@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




Ei .
USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 11:19:25 PM

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:bethkinn@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.










Sent from my iPhone





From: babslynch@gmail.com

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (FIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:52:02 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as is drafted.
- change wording so that rule is NOT optional!
Ethics in top govt are NOT an option.

- Non profit should be equal to big name law firms and allowed to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

Barbara Lynch
3335 Bayshord Blvd
Tampa F1

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:babslynch@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jakob Gowell

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:41:04 PM

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional; - replace the proposed recusal
requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts from
influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests; - remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and -
place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:gowellja@protonmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Katie Lytle

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:58:20 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
By means of this email, | wish to express my opposition to OGE's proposed legal expense fund

regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

e Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;
o Optional means not at all...

e Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have substantial interest;

e Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

e Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

In a time when transparency and accountability are paramount, we need to truly attempt to
arrive at regulations that allow for both.

Thank you for your consideration of this request,
Katherine Lytle
Vancouver, WA

Look at life through the windshield and not the rear view mirror.
No hay mal que por bien no venga.



mailto:katielytle@outlook.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: philip s jones

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:10:58 PM

I oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional (it should be
mandatory);

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser;

and place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thanks! Please keep doing the good work (of which this proposal is a shoddy and weak
example).



mailto:philip.s.jones@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Barbara Haugen

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:10:38 PM

To whom it may concern:

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted.

OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,

Barbara Haugen



mailto:barbaralhaugen@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Steph van Schalkwyk

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:09:23 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:steph@remcam.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: k graves

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:08:30 PM

1 oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional,

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
S-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser: and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Kris Graves



mailto:kansagraves@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.




mailto:wallis104@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted OGE should:
remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Steph van Schalkwyk

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:08:20 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should: - remove the
exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or
the industries in which they have substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and - place nonprofit
charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:svanschalkwyk@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Jeff Nunes

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:07:39 PM

To whom it may concern:
I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Jeff Nunes



mailto:jeff.nunes@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Seon Ricks

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:07:11 PM

Hello,

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

- Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional.

- Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests.

- Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser.

- Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.

Seon Ricks



mailto:skcirs@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Colleen Davey

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:01:55 PM

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

* place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:colleenfilia@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov







Sincerely,

Colleen Davey







From: Lynn Zboyovsky

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:01:15 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to
hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you.

Lynn Zboyovsky



mailto:lmzboyovsky@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Dawn Henry

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 10:53:36 PM

Good evening,

I have read provisions of this proposed regulation and strongly oppose it as drafted. OGE
should

¢ remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional. Why should
it be optional to act ethically while in public service?

 replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader five year recusal requirement
that prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations;

e remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

¢ place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law
firms by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

As someone who is helping prepare the next generation of public servants, I believe ethical
practice is a minimum expectation, not an indicator of excellence, nor an option that can be
rejected.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Dawn T. Henry, EdD

Pronouns: she, her, hers

Director, School of Education

Assistant Professor, Special Education

Heidelberg University

Co-Advisor, Heidelberg University Council of Teachers of
Mathematics

Co-Advisor, Delta Sigma Chi

Member, Alpha Alpha Alpha First Generation Student
National Honor Society

mobile: 419.934.0764

Empowering innovation and fostering equity through cutting-edge teaching and
community relationships.




mailto:dhenry1@heidelberg.edu

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Julie Romak

To: USOGE

Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 7:00:16 PM

Attachments: image.pnq

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

» place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Sincerely,
Julie Romak



mailto:jmromak@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

« replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

» place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Silly Boots

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:57:21 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. OGE should:

- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests

Thank you
Sarah Tasciotti



mailto:sarahtasciotti96@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From: Susan O"Brien

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:57:08 PM

ETHICS RULES SHOULD NOT BE OPTIONAL!

| oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted.

OGE should:

1. Remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional;

2. Replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that
prevents donors of cash gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them
or the industries in which they have substantial interests;

3. Remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser; and

4. Place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms
by allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.

Thank you,
Susan Q'Brien



mailto:obrien-susan@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




Attachments: image.ona

| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:souldoc707@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE'’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted OGE should:
remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

* replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

* remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

« place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.








Scott Campbell

(815) 742-5562

Sent from my iPad







From: Brent O"Brien

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:55:32 PM

I oppose OGE’s proposed ridiculous & corrupt “legal expense fund” regulation as drafted. OGE should:
- remove the exception that makes compliance with the regulation optional (WHAT POSSIBLE GOOD IS AN
OPTIONAL REGULATION?!!);

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests (DUH!);

- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual harasser (SERIOUSLY WARPED!); and
- place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to

hire legal counsel for whistleblowers (MAKES NO SENSE!).

I’m not certain who drafted this “optional regulation,” but they seem to be a good candidate for deeper investigation
of possible corruption given they proposed this garbage. Very suspicious.

Regards,
Brent K. O’Brien

Sent from my iPhone



mailto:brentobr@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Attachments:

Diane Ota

USOGE

Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Friday, June 17, 2022 6:52:57 PM

image.png

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

Sincerely,

Diane Ota

remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.

59 Main St., Unit 33-3
Dennis, MA 02638-1937
Cell: 617-429-2971



mailto:dufferota@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should:

* remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional;

» replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader
5-year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash
gifts from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations
affecting them or the industries in which they have
substantial interests;

« remove the offensive example involving an accused
sexual harasser; and

» place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3) organizations) on an
equal footing with large law firms by allowing them to hire
legal counsel for whistleblowers.







From: Martha Higgins

To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Friday, June 17, 2022 6:52:19 PM

| oppose OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted. OGE should: - remove the exception that makes
compliance with the regulation optional;

- replace the proposed recusal requirement with a broader 5-
year recusal requirement that prevents donors of cash gifts
from influencing decisions, policies, or regulations affecting
them or the industries in which they have substantial interests;
- remove the offensive example involving an accused sexual
harasser; and - place nonprofit charities (501(c)(3)
organizations) on an equal footing with large law firms by
allowing them to hire legal counsel for whistleblowers.



mailto:mlhiggins@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



