‘of the Sectlon s Busm _s th—ﬁ
i+ jgation Committee, comi :
- ments that he is “troubled not

1.7(b) (conflict of in _fest -
between chents) Rule
.:_5 1(a) (fallu

%aw fum partnexs

" may feei' 'ch111 wpand oo I_ng__t_he maik_f(__)_x_:the_ _dlstnb-
= :down theu spines upon _~ "% utor but failed to respond to

novel about this mfxactlon 2
. but because there- ale btoade1
: _Iam;ﬁcatlons for any partnet
‘who supérvises associates.”
.- Says Pileggi, “For Targer:,

= '-.ﬁf_fums it could mean that .-

- younger assocrates will be

'glv_e_n less respon_s1__b_;hty o

: _._Tke court rejected what
gt characte_.'_’_zzed asan.

R “ostrzch like excuse .

[af] T didn’t krnow and
-~ didw’t want to know.””. :
G R 3-'_: S ‘Resources S

: " Inre Cohen, 847A 2d

1162 (D.C 2004) -

L e C_oh_en, RepOIt d

BF 'Recommendanon of the

by onp (_)f____l_’!l__S assomates o
' (rict o ‘C__lolumbla :

the corporation’s quuest"s'

for information The sanc- - ©
~ tioned parfner eventually

intervened a.ndiesolved -

: examme thelr systems fo_
ensmmg assoc1ates com;

= N . e-pa[‘[nE:I VIO _th Rule::: . F!aﬂCIS:_.G X Pﬂeggl, L 2002) a\'?allable at
however, the fum viewed "1.4(a) (failure to keep the Wﬂmmgton DE, Co-Chair  www.debarore/bprReports/

the distributor as its client. - client informed), Rule of the Fthics Subcommittee renorts/cohen.pdf

A




