ETHICS OPIWION

RO-53-05

N

QUESTION:

"I am writing to request an opinion from the Alabapa State Bar
Aggociation in vefavance to the application of Rule 4.2 which states:

'In representing a client, a lawyer shall not
comnunicate about the subject matter of the
representation with & party the lawyer knows
"to be reprasented by another lawyer in the
matcer, unless the lawyer hgs the congent of

the other lawyer or ig authorized by lavw to
do g0, '
@

We are currently Plaintiff'y counsel in a lawsuit againet Fimes Mume
Company in T ‘ » Alabama., The lawsuit involves allegations that Fomg
has polluted a plant site and surrounding land since 1960, The plant hag
been ecloged for wany yeurs, We propose to take the statements of gaveral
FORMER I employees whose teatdmony is factyal in aature, WYe are not
seeking admissions frop these employees which would effectively bind Tung ,
We are simply trying to gscertain the facts from these formar employees
concerning ‘what happened znd what they saw or know, None of thase
individuals have a current velationship with Femg, They were dismigged
when the plant was closed in the mid-19804,

Feb's attornays have adviged me of their intent to favoke Rule 4.2 of
the Alabama Rules of Professional Conduct and to seek sanctions {f wa
attempt to interview thess employees, I do not 8gree with FamM's position
that this Rule should shield then from the consequances of theilr pwp
wrongdoing and muzzla statemants and disclosures of fact from people who
have not bheen employees of Yy for many years. Nevertheless, I fael
compelled to write the Bay Agsoelation vegarding any potencial impropricty
of taking these statements and whather wa will be allowed to take them, We

will, of course, abide by any guidelines you suggest if we are allowed to
take the.statements,

T will await taking these statemente untfl I obtain an oplnion from the

State Bar, YHowever, time ig extremely of the sssanae since our case 1g Bat
Eor tvial in September 16537

ANSWER

Rule 4,2, Alabama Rulas of Profeasional Conduct, doss not prohibie

plaintiff's counsel from coentasting formery employeesg of a corporate

defendant.

o



RO-93-05

DISCUSSTON:
T r—

In RO-92~12, the Digciplinary Commisaicn held that Rule 4,2 of the

Rules of Professional Cohduct’prahibits communication about the subject

watter of the representation only with & "party" known to be repraesanted by

other couneel, In RO~88-34, the Disciplinary Commiselon had held that

plaintiff's counsal in a tort claim action could contact and interview

certain current corporate employees without thae necessity of obtaining

permisslon from the dafendant or glving notice to the defendant's attorney,

Blatntiff's counsel mey not, without notice and permission, interview

current employees who are in a position to hind the eorporate dafsndant,
However, ex parte contact with a former employea 18 not subject to the
Bame acrutipy applied to current employees of g corporata defendant,

As the Commission gtated in RO~82~12, ",, . there ig a4 strong argumenL

that Rule 4,2 does not evan apply to former employees at any lavel,"

one qualification might be, as discusased ip Hazard and Hodes in the treatise

Tha Law of Lawyering, thope empleyees who occupled & managerial level

posltion and weve Involved in the underlying transaction and being privy to

ﬁrivileged information, ihcluding & work produst, which would prohibit

plaintiff‘g counsel from accessing said information without a valid walver

by the orggnization and/ox discovery and avidenca yules, However, sueh an

exception would be restricted to sltuations
v

The instant helding of

whereln thege factg exist,

the Disciplinary Commiseion ls supported by ABA

Formal Opinion 91-359 (1991), » copy of which is attached herato, Therein,

the ABA Committes on Ethics and Professional Responaibility determinad that

former employess of a corporatlon could be contacted by plaintiff'a counael

wilthout comsulting with the corporate defendant's counsel Bince the former

employees were no longer in a position of authordty, and, thus, could not

"bind" the corporation,
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. ETHICS OPINIONS
ABA Formal Opinions

The ABA Standing Committes on Ethics and Professlonal Responsibiiity
issues both formal and informal opinlons, Formal epinions are on subjects
determined by the committes to b of widespread interest or of Uhusual
Importancs, They appear her in fell text and ave copyrighted by the ABA,

Formal Opinlon 91-34¢ In that matten unless ko hua the
Maroh 22, 1961 prior consent of the lawyar repre
Contiot With Pormey Employes Of senting such other party or Iy suthorized

Adverss Corporata Payty 5y law to do so,

The prohibition of Bula-42 wilh re. ’Tha,c'omma,nb to Rule 4.2 makes clear
ipect to contacts by Golatoyet with em.  that sorporate parifes are Ineluded with.

mses of an opposing corporale party In the meaning of "narty' In that Rule,

nol extand lo former emplevess of  and iy hetptul fn definlng the sonts
{ party, - that rule'ag it applles to present employ.
The Committes has boesn deked for |15 208 of corporate parties:
oElnlon whether 2 luwyer répresenting a (1) Thls Rule doea not prohibly
¢

ont in & mitter adverge ty 8 cordornte communioation with » party, or an
party that {n represented by andiher law. .

. ! smployse or agent of & party, cop-

Yor may, without the consent of ths a0, cerning mabters outslds the repre-

poration’s lawyer, comminidate abey sentation, Por sxample, .the exig.

the subjedt of.t & Fepredentation withan . tatee of g controvensy botween a

unrepresanted formep employes of, the Bovernment agency and a prlvate

corporate party, . Party, or batweon two organizations,
The starting point of aur inqulpy s °

. , 1 doan ot prokibiy g s ot for elthar
Modal B.u_le ol P-rofnanlo‘nq Conduct {2, fmmnqommuhﬁ']ght{ngmth non ]“W'
which itatest ' - Y3r reprebgutatives of thy other re-

10 veprasanting. a ellent, 5 Inwyer grrding a S%parate matter, Alsg,
shall nat communlente wbout the parties to g fpbtar 'may, commiyi
Bubjﬂct af the 'rsprewuwuon w;th B cate diractfy \Ylth ﬂaqh other and a
sentod by anothop. lawysr Iy the ton for communlopting with the
matter, Unless the lawyer has the other party {s permitted to do go,
consent of the other'lawyer or |3 ay. Communieationy Wf-h‘)l"?-_ﬁd by law
thexized by law to do g0, Includ, for example, the right of a

i ; : _— . party to g controversy .with B ROV.

The rula s, for purposes of the lssite | sknment agendy 1o speak with goy.
under discusslon,. substant!ally [dentica) -:Ya sbout the matter,

srnment offef

]t:ng T-104(AN1), which stotes, oy fo]. \ g]énlt}iggeﬁgigf an 'organkizntlton.
this Rule pro ta ecommunleatlons

{A) Durlng the courss of hly rsﬁre- by a lawyer for one party conoerning

séntatlon of & ollent & lawysr shal] the mutter I ‘Tepressntation with
nél . persons having a mupg arial re.

(1} Communicats op ¢als4 ahothor sponslbility on bahalf of the organl.
to scommunieate on the subfect of the zatlon, and with any other person
repregentation with g party 'ha whoss act.or emisulon In connestlon
knows to be represantad by a lawyer with that mattes may beimputed to

2592 Publlihed by the Amoricas Bar Asevalallor aud The Bureew of Natlear] Atfalry, |ng, Gl
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the organizstion for purposes of tlv.
I ot erlmlnial Habllity or whoss
statoment may constituts 2n adm)i.
slon on the part of the organlzation,
If an agent or employee of the OTg A
nizatlon is vepressntod In the matter
by his or her own counsel, the con-
sant by thit esusissl to & communi-
eation will be suMclent for the pure
posag of thls Ruls, Compare Rule
(8] This Rule also covers any pap
son, whether oy not ?my to a fore
mal procseding, who ls represented
by counsel concerning the matter in
question,

The ratlonale on whish Rule 42 was
formulated was dentifled In Wiipht 1.

Croup Heolth Hogpital, 103 Wash,2d 192,
691 P.2d 864, 576 (1054).

The purposes of the.tule agalnat ax
parts communications with repre-
sentad partlea mre “preserving the
proper funétionlng of the logal sys-
tam and shlalding the adverse party
from Improper approaches,” {Clting
ABA Formal Oplnlen 108 (1934)),

The proféssion has traditionally sonsige
grad thaf the presumptively superior
skills of the trained advocats should not
be matehed against those of ons not
tralned In ths faw, As discussad at Law,
Mun, Pref, Conduct 'T1:302,

w 'Tha rule agalngt communicating

with the opposing party withous the
consent of that party’s lawyer doay

not admlt ef any excoptions for come
munleations with *sophisticated”
partica: Maru, 10861 (Fla, Bar Op.
Kolzan, 567 F. Supp, 424 (E.D, Pu,
1683) (plaintlA's caunsel contacted
insurance company directly, after
ilgaurer q\}f.&‘z fepresenbusd by coudnsgl):

*ate aflades v, Sheppard Bus
Servive, 480 A.24 971 (N,
1983} (negotiations were conducted

with Insuranes company for defends
ants),

LR H
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Super,
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¢/ Maal Price Imvestipalors Assn, v
Towa Beaf Processors, 448 F\8upp, 1, 8
(8D, lown 1977) (whila leaving quastion
of sulpability of coungel's coriduct to dly-
ciplinary authorities, court declined to
dlsqualily eounsel for Intsrviewlng an of-
Reer of an ogposlng party who was a "zo-
phistieated usinsssman who was openly
willing to share his knowledge of the bos!
industry with attorneys he knew to be
plainti's counsel,") Sas alse Code of
Profassional Responsibllity BO 7-18:

The legal systam In Its broadest
sensa functions best when parsonasdn
need of legal edvics or nesistance are
reprossnted by thelr own counaal,
For this reason a lawyer should not
tominunicate on the subjeet matter
of the representation of hiy glient
with a porson he knowa to be ropre-
santed In the matiar by a lawyer, un-
less. pursusnt to' law or rule of court
or.unless he has the consant of the
lawyer for that person...

"The comment to Rule 4.2 Mmits tho§e
Y

prosent corporate minployess cévared
this rule to:

personis having & managerlal ro-
uponsibllity on behalf of tha organ!.
zatlon, and .. any other pirson
whota aot or gilgslon In connection
with that mitter may be Imputed to
the drganization for ]aurpoaes of clv-
I or eriminal Habllity or whose
statement may constltute an sdmis.
slon on the'part of the organization,

The Inquiry as o present smployaes
thus becomes whather the amployes (a)
has “z manggerial respansibility” on be-
half of tha smploysr-corporation, or (1)
Is one whose act or admigslon In connagr
tlen with the matter that is the subject
of the potential communleating lawyor's
reprasentation may be impuled to the
eorporation, or (e) 18 ons whosa "stats.
ment muy constitute an admission” by
the corporation, .

Whether an employee falls Into wny of
thesa thres eategories s Inevitably an 1s.
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sue affooted by a hoat of factors, the u}c-
. Ploration of nona of which need dotain
us, These Includa at least the terma of
the rolevant statutory aid eortmon law
of the stats of the carporation’s lncorpos
ratlon; applieable rulés of evidanga [n tha
velevant Jurlsdictlon; and relevant dofpo.
rate documents effecting employeés' dus
Ues and reipensitillities, S
At loast Insofar ng the test of Im Ut
uble agh, or omisslon fa concerned+al] of
thess fastors, In burn, would Rave {9 be
spplied within the context of "the mattel
In repredentation” tp dettrmins whether
the dots or omisalona of the dn‘!?lo’yea’ o&n
be Impited to the corporaticl with re.
spect to that partloular mattsr, Thap ro-
qulres- & Saterminatlon, of tha wgra of
the subléct matter of the potentlillys
comhmqn!utlhz lawyar's representation,
Tle cominant—by defining thies ¢ata
gorles of unrepresented corporatglem-
ployees wlth wham communlcatlon™ con-
cerning tho mattér in represontatloh™ i
prohibited absent the conent of the cory
oration’s counssl 6y althorlzation of
[)aw-—clenr'ly imﬁﬂfn that commupilca-
ton with all at amplpye? L8, the

‘
-

. matter. [n reprasantation” 1s atmlsalh
wlsihkgut_ cohsent, Ipb_i,gfgt only, to s;;gl}f
other riles and ofhiar |aw 23 may by ap.

~pUcable. {p, Rula 4.1, requlring tfuths
{fulnéas {n stilements Lo otgwra snd Rula
4.3, addressing & Yawyer's dealings with

runrepresented persogs.)

Nelthor the Rule nor 1ta comment pue
porta to deal with former empioyees,of a
corporate purty. Hacnlse A organliae
tional party (au contrasted to an-ladivid.
ual pn;f.;z{ necedsarily. aets throuph
othors, howavar, the concérns reflegted [n
the Comment to Buls 4,2 may survive the
tﬁmlnation of thg eniplayment pelatlone
ship,

{1t 18 wppropriate to nota here thal
thoss ddyessed by the Commoent arg nok
denominated “smployees but "porsons,"
Ths Rule presumably sovers indppendant,
contractors whoss rolatlonship with the
organlzation may have placed .them [n
the factual pouition contemplatad by the

L Publiahed Wy Lo Saserless Tar Assaalatisn 1ad Tha Busvey
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Cdmment. Bacavss the lshue t?!s Opinlon

sddvessen deals expresaly with

former

emplovees, 'we need nol oxplore the

oY

termse to ap

ramifications of this sxpanstvo terminol-

Vﬁ’/hile Rule *.2 does .not purpert.by ite
ply to fommer employess,

courts confronting the isaus have inter
preted, Rulg 4.2 (za Numinatsg by ity

comment) and DR P14 (AN)
does not have such a somment or

{(which
compas

rable discussldn in any Bthieal Conslder.

atlon) In varloun ways,

osb recently, In an aside In  case.

dealing with current employees under
Court, of

DR 7-164(A)1), the New York

Appeals notad itg sgfeament with the

Appallats Division that the rula
“anly to current empléyess, not
4mployess." Nieslp v, Team

ppplles
bgf for-
el ol

or [
7 N.¥\2¢ $63, 858 N.E.24'1030 (1990), Seo
o Wright by Wripht v, Croup’ Health
Houp,, 100 Wash, 24 197 ¢5) P34 Béd

(1984) (reasonlsig that, fermor By

vyess

|
could not pousibly speak for or ban the
corpaation, and therdfore Interpreting
DR T-104{A)(1) 43 not h‘ﬁp_l:,'gpg to t‘.lhar'p);

and Polyeasi Toohnology

L3

royal, Ine, 126 ‘PRI, 621 (8.2.N,Y,
1860)-(holding that DR 104 does not
bar contacts with formiercorporats em-
ployess, at lexst 1n'nbsencs of 8 showin
that the eriployes possessed 'privilege

Informatlon),

Qn-the othgr hand, other courts have

held.that former emplo 20841,
(it.ls usvally phrdsed tngt they
consldered "putiles” for €3 parts

covared
will be
contacl

purposas) under <artaln alreumgtances,
Thus, Ruls 4.2 hag been h)](ald to bar ¢z

U

parie contapts with' 4y

ar amployeds

Who, While employed; had] “manageria)
respondibititipy sancseiling thig mattar [n
litigatlon, Porler Ardo Matals, 84
F.Supp. 1116, 1118 (D, Mont, 1888), In
Amarin Plestics v, Maryland Cup Corp,,
L18-R.R.D, 36 (D, Muss. 1987) the Court,
whils recognizing thy possible spplicabil.
Ity of Rule 4.2 to formesp employeos, de

allned o apply It on the facta,

of that

casd, Jt nolad, howsver, the additional

s Natonnl AXalry, Tag, |

L

- -

orp v U
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posaibility that ommunieations betwean
& former qmployeg end hls formey COrpe.
rate employar's ¢ounsa may be privi.
leged, /d,, ut 41 Seg also Iy re Coordinat-
ed Pre.-Trial Frogeadings (n Peiroloum
Produsty Antftru:ﬂ,Lﬂz’aazfon. 668 P24
1988, 1381 .7 (SUh Clr, 19813, ogry, o
nied, 455 V.8, 99 (1982) (noting that thy
ritionale of UpjoAn. v, United Stales, 449
0.8, 388 {1981}, with respact to corpérats
attorney-client privilege applies Lo fors
mer as well ag current terporate amploy.
88a), In Publis Sorvics Blucirio anj Cas
ompany v Asseolcled Blaciric and (o
Ins, Seruiags, Lid., 145 P, Supp. 1087 (D,
N.J, 1860) the court Interpretad Ruls 4.9
tp cover al} formar employees,

Commentators on the subjsot of ‘e,

parte contacts with former employecy
have NHkewlse urged applleation of the
Plrohlhitlo:;‘on 'contnr;tal o at l,e§ht BOme
OQTIMEr corporate employeds, Sge, &,
Stahl, B Parle Intgrvienss with Znlgn
Prise Employoes A Posl-Upfohs Analy-
83, 44 Wagh, & Leg Lo Ray, 1181 ot 1oy
(1987‘_: recommendlng 5 'fune’ﬁlond_l-_.np-
Proach deeming ' . o

amf-proaém or former employes who
fs Identifed with an entsrprise, o).
ther for PUrposas of resglving dis.
puted {ssues or effpqtive reprogontae
tion of the anterprise, to bo g purty
reprosentative for dlacovary pup.
Poses, Any other ruls would put ¢n.
terprises at n- dlytinot and. unfaly
dlsadvantags and ma sflectivaly do-
ny enterprises the ruﬁ,.bcneﬂt of rap-
resentation by coungel.,,,

"Sea olso Miller ang Calfo; B Parte Cotin
Yool wits, Employacy aid Former e
ployees of o .G‘orporutp Advdrsaryy I 1t
Fthf%q!f. 42 Bua, Law, 1069 at I072.73
1087);

[Clourt authorlzation op opposing
counssl's consant to ey parto contact
should be regured If ths former em.

* ployoe wag highly<nlaced Irj the coml
#'phny (such ay g former.ofilcor o gl
rector) or if the former smployea's

ks
Ju28.92

ADAZBNA Lawysry? Mandat sa Prefesslony} Couduet
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actlong arg proglsely thoss sought to
i Imputad 1o the corporation,
,Whil

,%, the ,Cc,amml',ttgq reccgnlzes that
persussive polfay argumenty okn be and
have been fuade for extending the ambiy
of Modsl Rule'd.2 tp tover some formep
COrporate employers, the Lagk remalng

ciuding that yuch noveﬁaza was Intended,
Egpaclally whore, gy ore; the, effset of
the Rl Is to Inhiblt the acqulsition ‘of
Infotinatlon abony one's case, the Com.
mlttes la ioath, glven-the taxt o Model

ule 4.2°and |t Commant, to expang its
coverags to formep omployses by means
of l[mral‘lnurpretauon.

Acq.grcjin?y, I 18 the opinlor of the
Comm tes that b lawyer rapresenting’s
client'In'a matter 8dverse to & corporate
Party that ls represepted by anbther law.
yer may, without violally "Model Rule
4,2, pommunicats abious 't 0 subjedt of
the repradintation with an’ unteprasents
&d former smployes of the cornerate
,arty;withpgf. the consent of bhé corporge
fon's liwyey, ' :

With reiact to 91 unrepresentsd for.
mer emplovee, of gotirge, fhy potontlally.
tommunlcating ddyergary attorney must

9 carsful not to sack Lo Induce the for
ma employes to viplate the privilege pt.
tadning 1o attorpe reglient sommun!es.
tons to'the extant hiz orher'communea.
Hons a5 8 forme employoe with Blg or
ney Iormh‘r'a‘mployer-'u counsel are pro.
toctad by the privilegy (4 privilegs not
belbnging to-or for the bendfit of the for.
ar ‘sniployee, by the formar employar),
Such’ an attampt sould violats -Ruls 4.4
{requlring respact for the rights of tyjrd
périong), * '

The Iswyer should alge punctillougly

H
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taot, Including the ldentity of the law-
yer's client and the faeb that the wit.
ness's former employer la un adverss
party, See, e, Brown v, Peninsuly, Hos.
#itel Conters, 84 A.D.2d 885, 407 N.¥.8.2

* 586 (App, Div, 1878) (attornaé.rs for defon.

dant hoapital shoyld have diselosed po.
tentlal confllet of Intereast before talking
to trea.tinf physlclan und redueing him
for deposltion g hoepliai's reprogonta-

tivel ABA Informsl Oplnlon 508 (1968),
Formal Oplujon 91.350 ‘

July 11, 1991 o
Prohibltlon of Partnorships with

Noulewyars Extrulurh’dlot&onql'
Bifedt

* A lawyer who 1y Heenssd both in &, Juie
risdicilon thal Prohibits parinershing
with nonlavbyers, as i Modal Ruls 5.4 o),
and in o jurisdiciion thal pormily lgw.
vers bo form, parinerihips with nonlatoy.
ars, bul who praciioey, ouly iy the latler
Jurigdiction, should #at be albledt (6 the
prohivition of the furlydioliss Wwhere the

wyer does ol pragitsy, On the other
hand, {f o lnpyer lgensed % wo, rich
Jurisdictions (3 engaged iis praabioa iy, the

Jurisdicilon that profibits sua Parinere

saps, tha lawyer must ddhere Iy () ro.
strictions of that jurisdiction, gl

The athi¢al prohlbition on 4 la.'v.'ryer
practieing law [n partnership with «
nonlatwyer that fa smbodisd [n Rule
.4(b) of the ABA Modal Rules of Prafes.
slonsl Condust has untll very reaently.
baen int forca In every Amerlean Jurlsdie-
tiond This ungnimlty, howeyer, wasic.

YThe ABAN ibr;rul proutbitions wgalngs Tawyer
parinarships with nonslawyars dale .‘L}c,k. 19, 19(?.;1,
when Canoy 33 way rddad Lo Whe Canond of Elblag
Canon 33 provided,,lu Srblnant past thal
"plartnsrehipe betwasn Tayyers sid mambers.of
qbfur prol’daplpom.ur noa-profisalons] persangaheuld
bk b formed .or parmilled wh '8 L5Y part of the
rnrtmrnhlp‘s smbloymnt aohnsls of the rastles of
8%, Cution BX prohibiiad v apllding with
hahlewyera, Ounon 35 warnad » alngd lawyers bajp
“sontrolled oy explolted by any Yw SRARCY, PHrsonal
rr sorporata, whish Inlarvents betwean eilant and
awyar" '

‘fﬁlv'a_n. Ahe Wodel Coda of Profesilons) Nesponsle
bility replaced thy Canona of Bihles, DI, 8109 SAbv

Bepied2 PFubllabed by tha
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ken at the beginning of 1991 when g dif.
ferent verslon of Ruls Bd(b), allowing
tawyery to practica In partnership with
honlawyers in cartaly clruumatances,
Sams |nto effest In the District of Colum.
biad In this Opinlon ‘we address the
question of what ethlsal rule should goy-
srn when lawyers are partnors In § law
Rrm that, as permitted by the D, rule,
Includes nontawysr partnsra, but gre ).
80 members of the bar of prother Jurly.
rled ovap 'Cghqu'-‘ix's'p}ohlbltlon agulnal lawyers
formlng rmmru}uips WILth ‘nonlawyers bub phrasad
' prohlbliloh [n mandslory rather Wan e faly
Brecatory language, DR 8-102 continuad Cinon 34'
prohluitlon sgainat [mcaplitiing with nonlawyas,
with ¢artaln limlLeg sxeaptlons, DR 8.107(C) prehibe
It4d lawara (rom practlsing Paw with or [n tha forem
of & profenalonal eorpodation 1 "1} a heneluwyse
owne, aay intarest tharyln,, .} (2) 8 nottiwynr 1y x
corporate dirsslor or offlésr thirvol or (3) R BoRs
lwyar has the right Lo dlrect and eonbrol the profee.
slonal Judgment of 5 wysr®
In 1983, Lhe ABA Modyl Rules of Pe !oulonug;?qn-
duat supplantad the Model Goda, ¥ o} Ruls B4 Ine
vorporalsd trad]ilonyl reatelctions ;{le} Hwyer
and honiawysr aasoglutloig, Ruls B4l z teproduced
¥érbailm DR 3-103(A Yy prohibltion o lawyer part.
mnihips with nonlawyers; Thi Mpde) Rule aa ol
Bl proposed by thy Commluslon on EvaJuatlon of
Profivslonal Standaidy (émronly’ known a3 bhe
uuk“(}ommihlo_n) lntlided & pPropossd Rule bud
hat would havi lowsd nonlawysr partners I law
Py on somawhal beoader tarms than Lhors som
bmplitad by the Distelet of Qolumbia verslon of
Ruld 8.4(b3 Dot thyi propoms] war refsolid by the
oy s Al 183 S0 The Ll
(] ; : T G WGE,
Thely Deve W o e ABA Fowe & Dalugoles
160 tABA Conlar for' Prolssslonal Rasponsibliity
1887}, Rule B.4(a vontinied ‘thy Codé's prohibition
sealnst foaaplitehng with noiluwyars, Rule 6.4{d) 1
ubsbantlally ldentleal (o DR 5-100(0), .
Pora detalied trestmant of the hlatory of Lhe ARA
rulrletion on hwtnﬁﬂpbo wHan with nonlawyery
a8 well ue g tloss dond] araL!:n of the varlouy argy-
&mnu ﬁmd .“I?“u::‘h néuuboqr;g:m.gg Ji,r:‘
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