
Notes

Risky Business: Fee Agreements, Bank Accounts and Record
Keeping Requirements Under the Pennsylvania Rules of
Professional Conduct or...What You Don’t Know Will Hurt You

22/58/92       234/194/56

#153A5B          #EAC137

90/78/39/30       9/22/91/0

2955C              7406C

PANTONE

CMYK

RGB

HEXIDECIMAL

1 CNA, an insurer that provides coverage for attorneys has created 
a helpful online toolkit that includes many good forms: https://
www.cna.com/web/wcm/connect/c5e77c0d-ee09-4a2d-a876-
23a8994f02ce/RC_Law_Bul_LawyersToolkit3_CNA.pdf
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