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From: Linda Lou Kelley
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:34:10 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:lindaloukelley@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: GLORIA FOOKS
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:34:10 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:gloriafooks@att.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Anne Brooks
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:59:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:abrooks3@pacbell.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Greg Breitbarth
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:34:05 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:greg_tegu@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Bowen Murphy
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:33:30 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.


Optional ethics rules? Are you kidding me?


Sincerely,
Maren Mahoney
Centreville, VA



mailto:mmbm.stuff.junk@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Joanne Robrahn
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:33:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:abynorml29@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Marcy Bessman
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:33:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:marcy.bessman@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Robert Seaver
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:33:05 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:robert.seaver@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: hjc@cohensw.com
To: USOGE
Cc: Howard Cohen
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:33:01 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.


Sincerely,


        Howard J Cohen, Ph.D.
        3272 Cowper Street
        Palo Alto, CA 94306
--
        Howard J. Cohen, Ph.D., President       howard@cohensw.com
        Cohen Software Consulting, Inc.         http://www.cohensw.com
        Applications, Algorithms, GUI, RDBMS    (650) 856-8123
        Bioinformatics                          (650) 856-4273 (fax)
        Litigation Support                      (650) 269-1467 (cell)



mailto:howard@cohensw.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:howard@cohensw.com

http://www.cohensw.com/






From: Mary Atchley
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:32:08 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:mlsa@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Reiko Graham
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:32:08 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:reiko.graham@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Traci Truesdale
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:32:06 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:truesdaletraci@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Sharon Huff
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:32:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:shuff1122@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Doreen Malonson
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:59:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:doreenmalonson@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Scott Parker
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:45 PM


To whom it may concern,


I saw a post on the all-knowing Facebook, we know that can’t be fully true, it says that there’s
an option to not be ethical in the daily practices of elected officials. Tell me this isn’t so.


I won’t cut and paste what they wanted me to say, but I will say that it is reprehensible for
anybody to act without ethics when they are representing others that put their trust in them. 


Thanks,
Scott 


PS, please do not add me to any Robo mailing lists.



mailto:scparker@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Martin Yudizky
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:05 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:myudizky@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Pamela Grandstaff
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:pgrandstaff@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Andrew Kilner
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:agkilner76@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Vickie Lantz
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:lantzv17@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: "Windy B. McCracken"
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:wbmccracken@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Marlena Scarborough
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:31:03 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:marlena.scarborough@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Susan Jolly
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:30:07 PM


Ethics in government should be a requirement along with the Constitutional oath.



mailto:coppertop1019@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Jennifer Forsythe
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:30:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:forsythejl@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Karen Laforce
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:30:05 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:kslaforce@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Valerie Bluett
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:59:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:vabluett@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: captwholey
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:29:23 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.


    Thanks You,
    Jim MacCord
    Suffolk, VA



mailto:captwholey@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Ruth Soza
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:29:09 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:rsoza123@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Sarah Barbour
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:29:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:barbour657@msn.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Jacqueline Eberle
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:29:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:jaeberle5@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Mary Penelope Shannen
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:29:03 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:pshannen@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Elizabeth Moore
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:28:46 PM


Dear OGE staff,


I am writing to oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. I
suggest changing the regulation in the following ways:


Most important: remove the exception that makes compliance with the
regulation optional. Compliance with ethics regulations shouldn’t be optional,
should it?;
Also important: 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. Money already dictates too much policy at the
expense of those of us without the influence that money can buy. Let’s not
make that worse;
As a matter of kindness and sensitivity, please rethink the example involving an
accused sexual harasser; and
As a matter of justice, 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 and your efforts to guide our elected officials into actually
serving the public.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Moore,
Shoreline, WA
 



mailto:fishing4understanding@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Brian Christopher Hamilton
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:28:17 PM


Dear OGE,


RE: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)


I'm writing to vehemently oppose OGE’s proposed legal expense fund regulation as
drafted, as it is seems deliberately filled with loopholes and does not solve the
problem. 


In the next draft, 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 and attention to this. I hope you will do the right thing since
the path to that is so clear.


Sincerely,


Brian Hamilton



mailto:QUIETLION@msn.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Eric Anderson
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:28:09 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:eand@earthlink.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Daniel Sherman
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:27:51 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.


Dan Sherman
8799 West Cornell Avenue #3
Lakewood, CO 80227



mailto:dansherman3@comcast.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Garett Trietsch
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:27:10 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:trietsch@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Mary jo Longstreth
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:59:20 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:mjlongstreth@outlook.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Delaney Marsco
To: USOGE
Cc: Kedric Payne
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation RIN 3209-AA50
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:32:03 PM
Attachments: FINAL _CLC Comments on OGE Proposed Rules RIN3209-AA50.pdf


To Whom It May Concern,
 
Please find Campaign Legal Center’s comments on the proposed legal expense fund regulations
attached. We are happy to answer any questions you may have.
 
Sincerely,
 
Delaney Marsco 
Senior Legal Counsel, Ethics


202.734.7068 |  @DelaneyMarsco


Campaign Legal Center
1101 14th St. NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005
campaignlegalcenter.org


Facebook | Twitter  
 
 
 



mailto:DMarsco@campaignlegalcenter.org

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:KPayne@campaignlegalcenter.org

https://twitter.com/DelaneyMarsco

http://www.campaignlegalcenter.org/

https://www.facebook.com/CampaignLegalCenter/

https://twitter.com/CampaignLegal






 



 



June 21, 2022 
 
Hon. Emory A. Rounds, III 
Director 
U.S. Office of Government Ethics  
1201 New York Avenue NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C., 20005 
 
Submitted electronically to usoge@oge.gov 
 



Re:  Comments on Proposed Rule Legal Expense Fund 
Regulation, RIN 3209-AA50 



 
Dear Director Rounds: 
 



Campaign Legal Center (“CLC”) respectfully submits these comments 
to the Office of Government Ethics (“OGE”) in response to the proposed rules 
governing executive branch legal expense funds (“LEFs”). CLC is a 
nonpartisan, nonprofit organization dedicated to protecting and 
strengthening democracy across all levels of government. Our work promotes 
an American political process that is accessible to all citizens, resulting in 
representative, responsive, and accountable government. 
 
 The purpose of our comments is to alert OGE of the risk of adopting 
loopholes that currently exist in Congressional LEF regulations, and to 
reiterate the need for restrictions on 501(c)(4) organizations providing certain 
legal services to employees. Specifically, this letter explains that:   
 



1. Contingency fee legal arrangements should require OGE pre-approval;  
 



2. Pro bono legal services should require a certification that third parties 
are not earmarking payments for the legal services;  
 



3. LEFs should have a definitive termination date based on the 
conclusion of the legal matter to avoid misuse of funds;  
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4. 501(c)(4) organizations should not contribute to LEFs; and  



 
5. 501(c)(4) organizations should not provide pro bono legal services to an 



employee. 
 
As detailed below, these five suggestions will significantly improve the 
effectiveness and enforcement of LEFs by limiting the ability of employees 
and third parties to circumvent the letter and the spirit of the rules. 
 



I. Contingency Fee Legal Arrangements Should Require OGE 
Pre-Approval 



 
OGE has based much of the proposed rule on congressional rules 



governing LEFs. While congressional rules provide a blueprint for the 
executive branch to follow, those rules are not without loopholes that OGE 
should endeavor to avoid. One potential loophole involves contingency fee 
arrangements. Under the current proposed rule, employees could accept legal 
services that would not technically fall under the rule’s definition of “pro bono 
legal services,” because the expectation of payment for those services means 
they are not provided “without charge to the employee beneficiary.” However, 
contingency fee arrangements may constitute de facto pro bono legal services 
because: there is no reasonable expectation of legal success and payment; a 
third-party may be paying for the services; or the contingency fee 
arrangement provides for a discounted payment to the attorney. 



 
In 2011, the Office of Congressional Ethics (“OCE”) found that a 



member of Congress improperly accepted and failed to report an 
impermissible gift of pro bono legal services that was paid for by a third 
party.1 Although there was a proposed contingency fee agreement with the 
lawmaker’s counsel, the OCE found that a third-party had already paid the 
counsel.2  As a result, the counsel was guaranteed payment for services and 
the contingency fee agreement was a fiction.  More recently, a congressman 
was alleged to have received extensive legal services to file high-profile 
defamation lawsuits that may have been based on an unapproved 
contingency fee arrangement.3 Without clear rules governing how 



 
1 U.S. Off. of Cong. Ethics, OCE Referral Regarding Rep. Jean Schmidt, Review No. 11-6574 
(May 18, 2011), https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CPRT-112HPRT67438/pdf/CPRT-
112HPRT67438.pdf.   
2 Id. at 16. 
3 See Colin Kalmbacher, ‘Blatant Violation of House Rules’: Watchdog Questions How Nunes 
Is Funding 6 Lawsuits at Once, LAW & CRIME (Feb. 26, 2020), https://lawandcrime.com/high-





https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CPRT-112HPRT67438/pdf/CPRT-112HPRT67438.pdf


https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CPRT-112HPRT67438/pdf/CPRT-112HPRT67438.pdf


https://lawandcrime.com/high-profile/blatant-violation-of-house-rules-watchdog-questions-how-nunes-is-funding-6-lawsuits-at-once/
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contingency fee arrangements are treated under this new rule, employees 
could disguise pro bono legal services as contingency fee arrangements, 
leaving the public with little transparency surrounding who ultimately pays 
for and provides public employees’ legal services. 



 
To avoid these issues in the executive branch, OGE should include in 



their rules that contingency fee agreements are treated identically to pro 
bono arrangements and must be pre-approved by agency ethics officials or 
OGE. 



 
II. Pro Bono Legal Services Should Require Certification of No 



Third-Party Funding 
 



Another loophole found in the congressional LEF regulations is the 
potential for third parties to earmark money to pay for so-called “pro bono” 
legal services. For example, an OCE investigation into a member of Congress’ 
contingency fee arrangement found that the “pro bono” services provided to 
the lawmaker were actually paid for up front by a third-party group prior to 
the lawmaker receiving consent to establish an LEF.4  Consequently, the “pro 
bono” services were actually paid legal services. 



 
Under the current proposed rules, a law firm or legal services entity is 



permitted to provide employees with pro bono legal services.5 OGE should 
require as part of these rules that both the entity providing the services and 
the employee receiving the services certify in a public disclosure that no third 
party is paying for the pro bono services on the employee’s behalf. 



 
III. LEFs Should Have Definitive Termination Dates 



 
Leaving a fund open-ended without a required termination period is 



another loophole in the congressional rules. OGE should require an LEF to 
terminate at a specified time after the conclusion of the legal dispute for 
which it was established. In New York City, a “legal defense trust” must be 
terminated within 90 days of the last expenditure made in relation to the 
investigation, audit, or action for which it was created.6 Similarly, California 



 
profile/blatant-violation-of-house-rules-watchdog-questions-how-nunes-is-funding-6-lawsuits-
at-once/.  
4 OCE Referral Regarding Rep. Jean Schmidt, supra note 1, at 5, 13-14. 
5 U.S. Off. of Gov’t Ethics, Proposed Legal Expense Fund Regulation, 87 Fed. Reg. 23780 
(Apr. 21, 2022) (Proposed § 2635.1009). 
6 NYC Admin. Code § 3-1104. 





https://lawandcrime.com/high-profile/blatant-violation-of-house-rules-watchdog-questions-how-nunes-is-funding-6-lawsuits-at-once/


https://lawandcrime.com/high-profile/blatant-violation-of-house-rules-watchdog-questions-how-nunes-is-funding-6-lawsuits-at-once/
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requires “legal expense accounts” to terminate within 90 days of a resolution 
of the legal dispute for which the account was created.7  
 



Such carefully circumscribed requirements for how unexpended money 
should be distributed are necessary to prevent employees from having LEFs 
that continue to spend funds after the legal matter has died, i.e., a “zombie 
fund.” In the campaign finance context, retired lawmakers and former 
candidates have continued to spend leftover campaign donations in zombie 
funds for years after leaving office, in some cases for personal expenses.8  In 
combination with reporting requirements and consistent oversight of the 
funds, clear rules governing the disposition of unused funds will prevent 
LEFs from becoming zombie funds. 
 



IV. 501(c)(4) Organizations Should Not Contribute to LEFs  
 



OGE should not expand the exceptions to proposed section 2635.1006, 
which currently does not allow 501(c)(4) organizations to donate to LEFs. 
This prohibition aligns with other provisions of the proposed rules that 
specifically prohibit the acceptance of donations from individuals who donate 
anonymously or donate on behalf of or at the direction of others. These 
restrictions work together to support the main purposes of these regulations: 
increasing transparency and reducing concerns regarding the appearance of 
corruption in the creation and operation of LEFs for the benefit of executive 
branch employees. 



 
Allowing 501(c)(4) organizations to donate to LEFs would render the 



other safeguards in these proposed rules meaningless. For example, 501(c)(4) 
organizations are responsible for the highly controversial financing of 
political campaigns by undisclosed sources that provide unlimited 
contributions, i.e., dark money. These dark money groups are often used by 
donors to easily hide their political spending from the public and avoid 
accountability for trying to influence the political process. Dark money 
organizations can serve as intermediaries for those making contributions on 
behalf of others and can accept anonymous donations. If these groups are 
permitted to donate to LEFs, they would not only be responsible for dark 



 
7 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 2, § 18530.4(i). 
8 Hailey Fuchs, Inside the totally legal, fairly macabre, classically political world of the true 
Zombie PACs, POLITICO (Feb. 11, 2022), 
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/02/11/politicians-died-their-pacs-are-still-living-
00008102; Kenneth P. Doyle & Nancy Ognanovich, Zombie Campaigns-to-Be Hold Millions 
in Cash With Murky Rules, BGOV (July 19, 2021), https://about.bgov.com/news/zombie-
campaigns-to-be-hold-millions-in-cash-with-murky-rules/.  





https://www.politico.com/news/2022/02/11/politicians-died-their-pacs-are-still-living-00008102


https://www.politico.com/news/2022/02/11/politicians-died-their-pacs-are-still-living-00008102


https://about.bgov.com/news/zombie-campaigns-to-be-hold-millions-in-cash-with-murky-rules/


https://about.bgov.com/news/zombie-campaigns-to-be-hold-millions-in-cash-with-murky-rules/
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money influencing the political process, but also influencing our public 
officials.  



 
Prohibiting 501(c)(4) organizations from donating to LEFs will increase 



transparency and the public’s trust in the LEF process. 
 
 



V. 501(c)(4) Organizations Should Not Provide Pro Bono Legal 
Services to an Employee 
 



CLC supports section 2635.1009 of the proposed rule, which prohibits 
employees from accepting free or discounted legal services if they are paid for 
by 501(c)(4) organization, even if the legal services are ultimately provided by 
attorneys outside of the nonprofit organization. 



 
CLC believes that prohibiting 501(c)(4) organizations from providing 



free or discounted legal services is prudent. Such arrangements would be 
indistinguishable from these groups donating directly to an LEF, which is 
currently prohibited by the proposed rules to increase transparency and 
reduce the appearance of corruption. Allowing a 501(c)(4) organization to pay 
for all or part of an employee’s legal services may pose an even greater risk 
for the appearance of corruption: legal services can be very costly, and 
because these organizations are not required to publicly disclose all their 
donors, prohibited sources could indirectly pay for the legal services. The 
limits in the proposed rule for accepting pro bono legal services should not 
allow 501(c)(4) groups to pay for an employee’s legal services. 



 
Notably, the House of Representatives specifically prohibits an outside 



third party, like a 501(c)(4), from paying for pro bono legal expenses incurred 
by its members. Such an arrangement would constitute a gift of services, the 
value of which would be subject to the limitations of the House gift rule; 
where no exception to the gift rule applies, “each time [a third party] paid the 
legal fees of the lawyers…in connection with the representation of [a member 
of Congress], that payment was a gift.”9 As a result, the House rules “do not 
allow an outside third party to pay for legal expenses [a member of Congress] 
incurs,” and only allow the acceptance of pro bono legal services in most cases 
if they are allowable contributions to an LEF.10 
 



 
9 U.S. House of Reps. Comm. on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to 
Representative Jean Schmidt, H.R. Rep. No. 112-195, at 16-17 (2011), 
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CRPT-112hrpt195/pdf/CRPT-112hrpt195.pdf.  
10 U.S. House of Reps., Gifts Guidance, https://ethics.house.gov/house-ethics-
manual/gifts#_Pro_Bono_Legal. 





https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CRPT-112hrpt195/pdf/CRPT-112hrpt195.pdf


https://ethics.house.gov/house-ethics-manual/gifts#_Pro_Bono_Legal


https://ethics.house.gov/house-ethics-manual/gifts#_Pro_Bono_Legal
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VI. Conclusion 
 



CLC supports the long overdue development of a robust and 
enforceable regulatory framework governing the creation, administration, 
and termination of executive branch LEFs. This rulemaking is crucial to 
bringing accountability and transparency to LEFs, which until this point 
could operate as potential vehicles for endless amounts of largely unregulated 
cash to flow directly to influential decisionmakers. Thank you for the 
consideration of these comments. 



 
Sincerely, 
 
_________/s/_________ 
Kedric Payne, General Counsel and 
Senior Director, Ethics 
 
 
_________/s/_________ 
Delaney Marsco, Senior Legal 
Counsel, Ethics 



 













From: polycarpst73
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:02:56 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,
Joan Wahlmeier



mailto:polycarpst73@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: r i
To: USOGE
Subject: "Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)"
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:20:59 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 for your time. 



mailto:yo3hbf@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Andrew Gilmour
To: USOGE
Subject: ‘‘Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation’’
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:03:23 PM


June 21, 2022


usoge@oge.gov


TO: U.S. Office of Government Ethics (OGE)


SUBJECT:  ‘‘Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation’’


REGARDING:   RIN 3209–AA50


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


While establishing a legal expenses fund (LEF) for the benefit of select executive branch
employees (specifically including the employee’s past or current official positions, including the
employee’s prior positions on a campaign of a candidate for President or Vice President, or who
were part of the Presidential Transition Team) may be appropriate, it MUST be implemented
transparently and avoid both the appearance of and/or actual corruption.  Creating an exception
that makes compliance optional and having an extremely short one-year period of “impartiality” to
avoid conflicts of interest related to donors are fundamental flaws in the proposed rule.


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 #2 involving an accused senior military officer as a sexual
harasser of a junior officer. This example is inaccurate as active duty military personnel are
specifically subject to the UCMJ, regardless of their official position and whether
misconduct occurred outside of official duty hours). If this example remains, the rule will
treat military officers working in these specific executive branch positions differently than
their peers (other serving military professionals);
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.


Andrew Gilmour
Falls Church, VA



mailto:andrewgilmour0@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov

mailto:usoge@oge.gov










From: Karen Hoffman
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:37:07 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:kayehoff@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Kristi Florence
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:37:04 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:klearflorence@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Mel Fish
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:37:03 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:michaelfish544@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Laura Silberstein
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:36:51 PM


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


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 US Mil commanding officer; 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.


We are currently awash with malfeasance in ethical 
standards, exemplified by a corrupt former administration that
tried to solicit aid from Vladimir Putin ("find the missing emails"; 
hired the pro-Putin campaign manager Steve Bannon), abused
the emoluments clause of the Constitution, brandished nepotism
over competence while over-riding security clearance denials from 
professional vetting, embezzled Inaugural funds, used the WH Podium
 as a forum for daily "alternate facts" aka LIES ("election fraud" etc), 
pressured an ally to announce a phony investigation of potential political 
opponents under penalty of withholding Congressionally-approved military 
aid while said ally was under attack from Vladimir Putin, and schemed to
overturn the Presidential election of JR Biden.


The result of this corrupt adminstration was the packing of the SCOTUS
by filling a stolen seat (from Merrick Garland), installing an intemperant
accused sexual assaulter who was shielded by the FBI from legitimate 
investigation of submitted tips and affadavits, and, finally, appointing an
 incompetent religious bigot who thinks women should be forced into bearing
children for others to adopt, regardless of the consequences of denying
life-saving care to a pregnant patient experiencing fatal miscarriage events.


SCOTUS has lost legitimacy, FBI is under suspicion of favoritism, the Oval Office
has been forever tainted by the spectre of a future Manchurian Candidate
with a corrupt Congress Congress that is deadlocked by power-hungry GOP
abuse the filibuster that overlooks and obfuscates overwhelming evidence



mailto:lsilberstein@yahoo.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov





 (cf. Mueller report, Ukraine impeachment trial, insurrection impeachment trial)
that overlooks seditious members continuing to peddle lies about illegal votes.


 OGE should do everything it can to right this ship and restore confidence in
an agreed upon and enforceable code of ethics. It is a matter of national security.
This is an essential step to restore confidence in the world's view of USA.


Laura Silberstein 








From: Jennifer Johnston
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:36:18 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.


As a United States Citizen living with disabilities, I have seen my voice in government diminished by
wealthy special interest group’s PACs and SuperPACs.  If I require legal counsel, I must pay for it
myself – no group fundraises on my behalf to pay my legal bills.  As a citizen of this Country I comply
with laws, rules and regulations, none of which are OPTIONAL. Compliance must be made
mandatory.
 
This country is being destroyed by wealthy special interest groups that can hire expensive legal
counsel for their defense of their offenses whistleblowers must be protected. Please make these
changes and level the playing field for democracy.
 
Sincerely,
Jennifer L. Johnston
220 Chapel Street
Canandaigua, NY 14424
585.394.7668



mailto:jljohnst@frontiernet.net

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Rick Gideon
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:35:11 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:rgideon@gmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Taffy Jacob
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:35:05 PM


I oppose the OGE's proposed legal expense fund regulation as drafted. What good is optional
regulation? That is the same as no regulation. That's like telling your toddler, "We'll see."
They learn pretty quickly that you just mean no. Different word, same end result! 
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; 
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:tjacob78@msn.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov






From: Laura Covello
To: USOGE
Subject: Proposed Rule: Legal Expense Fund Regulation (RIN 3209-AA50)
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 6:34:35 PM


I oppose the 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; 
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:bay_mare@hotmail.com

mailto:usoge@oge.gov



