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DI STRI CT OF COLUMBI A COURT OF APPEALS
No. 98- BG 549

INRE JAMES M GOLDBERG,
RESPONDENT.

A Member of the Bar of the
District of Colunbia Court of Appeals

On Report and Recomendati on of the

Board on Professional Responsibility

(Submitted Decenber 3, 1998 Deci ded Decemrber 24, 1998)

Bef ore WAa\Er, Chi ef Judge, and Terry and SteapvaN, Associ at e Judges.

PEr CuriAM  Respondent Janes M Gol dberg, who had a managenent position in
his law firm conmmingled certain law firm operating funds with funds in the
firms escrow accounts for a brief period in October 1995. By such comm ngling,
Col dberg violated "[o] ne of the npbst basic rules of fiduciary conduct," enbodi ed
in DDC. Bar Rule 1.15(a) (clients' property nust be held separately from| awer's
own property). See In re Hessler, 549 A . 2d 700, 700 (D.C. 1988). Col dber g
subsequently enrolled hinself voluntarily in a D.C. Bar class on Ethics and
Lawyers Trust Accounting. Cf. In re MIlIstein, 667 A 2d 1355, 1356 (D.C. 1995)
(per curiam (inmposing an ethics course attendance requirenment as part of

di scipline for comingling).

The Board on Professional Responsi bility (Board) recomends that
respondent, Janes M ol dberg, be publicly censured, a sanction consistent with

that inposed in other cases of commngling violations. See, e.g., In re
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Tei tel baum 686 A 2d 1037 (D.C. 1996) (per curiam; In re Parsons, 678 A 2d 1022
(D.C. 1996) (per curiam. Nei t her Bar Counsel nor respondent has filed any
exception to this reconmrendation. "As we have repeatedly said, in such
circunstances our review of the Board's recommendation is ‘'especially
deferential.'" In re Delaney, 697 A 2d 1212, 1214 (D.C. 1997) (quoting In re
Jeffries, 685 A 2d 1165, 1165 (D.C. 1996) (per curiam); see also D.C. Bar R Xl,

8 9(g).* Accordingly, it is

ORDERED t hat respondent Janes M GCol dberg be and he hereby is publicly

censured by the court.

' In In re Hessler, supra, noting the "seemngly sinple and specific"
nature of the ban against commingling, 549 A 2d at 700, we observed: "W
enphasi ze the ban against commingling to alert the bar that in future cases of
even “sinple conmmingling,' a sanction greater than public censure nay well be
i mposed." 1d. at 703. The Board in the case now before us took particular note
both of the lack of any actual prejudice or harmto any client as a result of the
conm ngl ing and of respondent's enrollnment in the D.C. Bar class.





