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This session will update attendees on recent developments in legal ethics over the past 
year. 
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Artificial Intelligence 

• AI assisted tools: Te4chnology that search databases 
and retrieve data based on specific requests. (Think 
Google, Westlaw and Lexis  pre Covid)

• Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI): AI 
focused on creating new content, such as text, images, 
or audio, based on patterns learned from training data, 
typically in response to a user's prompt or question.
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• Supreme Court of NJ has issued:

• Preliminary Guidelines on the Use of 
Artificial Intelligence –January 24, 2024

• Main point – Lawyer’s core ethical duties 
remain unchanged – but AI presents ew 
challenges/
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• RPC 1.1  Competence

• Duty to avoid Gross Negligence in 
handling  a matter

• Duty to avoid a pattern of negligence 
generally.

• Amended in 2012 to include technology.
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Comment

• Generative AI is new and complicated.

• NJ Supreme Court has adopted a CLE 
requirement of one credit per two year 
cycle in “technology related subject.”

See Notice to the Bar dated 5-2-2025
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• RPC’s 3.1 and 3.3

• 3.1 – Lawyer shall not…assert an issue 
without reasonable belief there is a basis 
in law or fact that is not frivolous.

• 3.3 – Lawyer nay not knowingly make a 
false statement of law or fact to a tribunal.
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• R.1:48 and Federal Rule 11

• Signature of court filings certifies that

• the contentions are warranted by existing 
law or a non-frivolous change of the law.

• Sanctions may be imposed for violation
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Comment

• AI is subject to “hallucinations”

• It is “trained” to please

• To get to the desired result it can make up 
legal authority.

• We’ve seen the cases from other 
jurisdictions – there are a lot more. 
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Comment

• Lawyers have even doubled-down on their 
arguments –

• Subject to sanctions in addition to ethics 
problems

• Some local rules in Federal courts have 
required disclosure of the use of 
Generative AI.
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• RPC 5.1 and 5.3

• Law firms must take measures that its 
lawyers conform to RPC’s

• Lawyers with direct supervisory authority 
must take reasonable efforts to insure 
compliance.

• Same applies to nonlawyers, which would 
include consultants hired to assist with AI.
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules 

• RPC 1.6 Confidentiality

• Prohibits disclosure of client information 
without consent unless impliedly 
authorized or generally know.

• Generative AI is trained using information 
that it receives and uses that “experience” 
to respond to other inquiries
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Comment

• Choice of tools and what info to input.

• Use of publicly available or “open” AI 
programs involve security risk.

• Also  likely makes any client information 
inputted public. The data is retained to 
grow its database.
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• RPC 1.4; 1.2 and ABA Op. 512

• Duty to keep the client reasonably 
informed and to consult regarding the 
means to pursue client objectives.

• No duty (so far) to inform, unless specified 
in legal services agreement. the client 
inquires about use of AI, or needs to know 
to make an informed decision.  
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• RPC 1.5

• A lawyer’s fee must be reasonable.

• Consider all factors the RPC delineates for 
determining reasonableness.

• Terms of LSA are important if GAI is used. 
- should specify that GAI fees will be 
billed if that is the intent.
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Comment

• If LSA says billing “actual time spent”, 
what effect will AI have?

- Drafting and research time may be 
less.

- Time for GAI “prompting”, review,

revision will be significant.
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Comment

• New pricing models needed–

– Higher rates but lower hours

– Value/impact billing 

– Flat rate or task v. time-based billing.

A re-imagining of what is a “reasonable” fee
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• RPC 8.4

• Everyone’s favorite catchall RPC.

• Violations or attempted violations of the 
RPC’s, whether direct or indirect.

• Fraud, deceit, misrepresentation and 
conduct prejudicial to the administration of 
justice.
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Applicable RPC’s and
Court Rules

• Also makes it a violation to engage in 
discriminatory conduct. 

• There is speculation that GAI risks 
amplifying societal biases based on the 
data by which it is “taught” to generate.
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Take Aways

• This is all new and evolving.

• Keep up with technology and the ethics 
issues that arise based on new 
developments. 

• Generative AI is not a substitute for 
lawyers’ professional judgment.

• That is what you were hired for and what 
you are ethically responsible for.
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Take Aways

• GAI is a tool to assist – your job is to 
assess its limitations.

• GAI is useful and inevitable, but at best a 
head start 

• It is like using the work product of a law 
clerk or first year associate.
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Questions



 

 

RPCs Implicated by GAI 
 

 

1. RPC 1.1 – Competence 

 

A lawyer shall provide competent representation to a client. Competent representation 

requires the legal knowledge, skill, thoroughness and preparation 

reasonably necessary for the representation. 

 

2. RPC 1.2 – Scope of Representation 

 

(a) Subject to paragraphs (c) and (d), a lawyer shall abide by a client's decisions  

                        concerning the objectives of representation and, as required by Rule 1.4, 

shall consult with the client as to the means by which they are to be 

pursued. A lawyer may take such action on behalf of the client as is 

impliedly authorized to carry out the representation. A lawyer shall abide 

by a client's decision whether to settle a matter. In a criminal case, the 

lawyer shall abide by the client's decision, after consultation with the 

lawyer, as to a plea to be entered, whether to waive jury trial and whether 

the client will testify. 

(b) A lawyer's representation of a client, including representation by appointment, does 

not constitute an endorsement of the client's political, economic, social or 

moral views or activities. 

(c) A lawyer may limit the scope of the representation if the limitation is reasonable 

under the circumstances and the client gives informed consent. 

(d) A lawyer shall not counsel a client to engage, or assist a client, in conduct that the 

lawyer knows is criminal or fraudulent, but a lawyer may discuss the legal 

consequences of any proposed course of conduct with a client and may 

counsel or assist a client to make a good faith effort to determine the 

validity, scope, meaning or application of the law. 

 

3. RPC 1.4 – Communication 

 

(a) A lawyer shall: 

(1) promptly inform the client of any decision or circumstance with respect to 

which the client's informed consent, as defined in Rule 1.0(e), is 

required by these Rules; 

(2) reasonably consult with the client about the means by which the client's 

objectives are to be accomplished; 

(3) keep the client reasonably informed about the status of the matter; 

(4) promptly comply with reasonable requests for information; and 

(5) consult with the client about any relevant limitation on the lawyer's conduct 

when the lawyer knows that the client expects assistance not 

permitted by the Rules of Professional Conduct or other law. 

(b) A lawyer shall explain a matter to the extent reasonably necessary to permit the client 

to make informed decisions regarding the representation. 



 

 

 

4. RPC 1.5 – Fees 

 

(a) A lawyer shall not make an agreement for, charge, or collect an unreasonable fee or 

an unreasonable amount for expenses. The factors to be considered in 

determining the reasonableness of a fee include the following: 

(1) the time and labor required, the novelty and difficulty of the questions 

involved, and the skill requisite to perform the legal service 

properly; 

(2) the likelihood, if apparent to the client, that the acceptance of the particular 

employment will preclude other employment by the lawyer; 

(3) the fee customarily charged in the locality for similar legal services; 

(4) the amount involved and the results obtained; 

(5) the time limitations imposed by the client or by the circumstances; 

(6) the nature and length of the professional relationship with the client; 

(7) the experience, reputation, and ability of the lawyer or lawyers performing the 

services; and 

(8) whether the fee is fixed or contingent. 

(b) The scope of the representation and the basis or rate of the fee and expenses for which 

the client will be responsible shall be communicated to the client, 

preferably in writing, before or within a reasonable time after commencing 

the representation, except when the lawyer will charge a regularly 

represented client on the same basis or rate. Any changes in the basis or 

rate of the fee or expenses shall also be communicated to the client. 

(c) A fee may be contingent on the outcome of the matter for which the service is 

rendered, except in a matter in which a contingent fee is prohibited by 

paragraph (d) or other law. A contingent fee agreement shall be in a 

writing signed by the client and shall state the method by which the fee is 

to be determined, including the percentage or percentages that shall accrue 

to the lawyer in the event of settlement, trial or appeal; litigation and other 

expenses to be deducted from the recovery; and whether such expenses are 

to be deducted before or after the contingent fee is calculated. The 

agreement must clearly notify the client of any expenses for which the 

client will be liable whether or not the client is the prevailing party. Upon 

conclusion of a contingent fee matter, the lawyer shall provide the client 

with a written statement stating the outcome of the matter and, if there is a 

recovery, showing the remittance to the client and the method of its 

determination. 

(d) A lawyer shall not enter into an arrangement for, charge, or collect: 

(1) any fee in a domestic relations matter, the payment or amount of which is 

contingent upon the securing of a divorce or upon the amount of 

alimony or support, or property settlement in lieu thereof; or 

(2) a contingent fee for representing a defendant in a criminal case. 

  



 

 

 

(e) A division of a fee between lawyers who are not in the same firm may be made only 

if: 

(1) the division is in proportion to the services performed by each lawyer or each 

lawyer assumes joint responsibility for the representation; 

(2) the client agrees to the arrangement, including the share each lawyer will 

receive, and the agreement is confirmed in writing; and 

(3) the total fee is reasonable. 

 

5. RPC 1.6 – Confidentiality of Information 

 

(a) A lawyer shall not reveal information relating to the representation of a client unless 

the client gives informed consent, the disclosure is impliedly authorized in 

order to carry out the representation or the disclosure is permitted by 

paragraph (b). 

(b) A lawyer may reveal information relating to the representation of a client to the extent 

the lawyer reasonably believes necessary: 

(1) to prevent reasonably certain death or substantial bodily harm; 

(2) to prevent the client from committing a crime or fraud that is reasonably 

certain to result in substantial injury to the financial interests or 

property of another and in furtherance of which the client has used 

or is using the lawyer's services; 

(3) to prevent, mitigate or rectify substantial injury to the financial interests or 

property of another that is reasonably certain to result or has 

resulted from the client's commission of a crime or fraud in 

furtherance of which the client has used the lawyer's services; 

(4) to secure legal advice about the lawyer's compliance with these Rules; 

(5) to establish a claim or defense on behalf of the lawyer in a controversy 

between the lawyer and the client, to establish a defense to a 

criminal charge or civil claim against the lawyer based upon 

conduct in which the client was involved, or to respond to 

allegations in any proceeding concerning the lawyer's 

representation of the client;  

(6) to comply with other law or a court order; or 

(7) to detect and resolve conflicts of interest arising from the lawyer’s change of 

employment or from changes in the composition or ownership of a 

firm, but only if the revealed information would not compromise 

the attorney-client privilege or otherwise prejudice the client.  

(c)  A lawyer shall make reasonable efforts to prevent the inadvertent or unauthorized 

disclosure of, or unauthorized access to, information relating to the 

representation of a client. 

  



 

 

 

 

6. RPC 3.1 – Meritorious Claims and Contentions 

 

A lawyer shall not bring or defend a proceeding, or assert or controvert an issue therein, 

unless there is a basis in law and fact for doing so that is not frivolous, 

which includes a good faith argument for an extension, modification or 

reversal of existing law. A lawyer for the defendant in a criminal 

proceeding, or the respondent in a proceeding that could result in 

incarceration, may nevertheless so defend the proceeding as to require that 

every element of the case be established. 

 

7. RPC 3.3 – Candor Toward the Tribunal 

 

(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly: 

(1) make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to correct a false 

statement of material fact or law previously made to the tribunal by 

the lawyer; 

(2) fail to disclose to the tribunal legal authority in the controlling jurisdiction 

known to the lawyer to be directly adverse to the position of the 

client and not disclosed by opposing counsel; or 

(3) offer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. If a lawyer, the lawyer’s 

client, or a witness called by the lawyer, has offered material 

evidence and the lawyer comes to know of its falsity, the lawyer 

shall take reasonable remedial measures, including, if necessary, 

disclosure to the tribunal. A lawyer may refuse to offer evidence, 

other than the testimony of a defendant in a criminal matter, that 

the lawyer reasonably believes is false. 

(b) A lawyer who represents a client in an adjudicative proceeding and who knows that a 

person intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged in criminal or 

fraudulent conduct related to the proceeding shall take reasonable 

remedial measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal. 

(c) The duties stated in paragraphs (a) and (b) continue to the conclusion of the 

proceeding, and apply even if compliance requires disclosure of 

information otherwise protected by Rule 1.6. 

(d) In an ex parte proceeding, a lawyer shall inform the tribunal of all material facts 

known to the lawyer that will enable the tribunal to make an informed 

decision, whether or not the facts are adverse. 

 

8. RPC 5.1 – Responsibilities of the Partner Supervising the Lawyer at Law Firm 

 

(a) A partner in a law firm, and a lawyer who individually or together with other lawyers 

possesses comparable managerial authority in a law firm, shall make 

reasonable efforts to ensure that the firm has in effect measures giving 

reasonable assurance that all lawyers in the firm conform to the Rules of 

Professional Conduct. 



 

 

(b) A lawyer having direct supervisory authority over another lawyer shall make 

reasonable efforts to ensure that the other lawyer conforms to the Rules of 

Professional Conduct. 

(c) A lawyer shall be responsible for another lawyer's violation of the Rules of 

Professional Conduct if: 

(1) the lawyer orders or, with knowledge of the specific conduct, ratifies the 

conduct involved; or 

(2) the lawyer is a partner or has comparable managerial authority in the law firm 

in which the other lawyer practices, or has direct supervisory 

authority over the other lawyer, and knows of the conduct at a time 

when its consequences can be avoided or mitigated but fails to take 

reasonable remedial action. 

 

9. RPC 5.3 – Responsibilities Regarding Non-Lawyer Assistants 

      With respect to a nonlawyer employed or retained by or associated with a lawyer: 

(a) a partner, and a lawyer who individually or together with other lawyers possesses 

comparable managerial authority in a law firm shall make reasonable 

efforts to ensure that the firm has in effect measures giving reasonable 

assurance that the person's conduct is compatible with the professional 

obligations of the lawyer; 

(b) a lawyer having direct supervisory authority over the nonlawyer shall make 

reasonable efforts to ensure that the person's conduct is compatible with 

the professional obligations of the lawyer; and 

(c) a lawyer shall be responsible for conduct of such a person that would be a violation of 

the Rules of Professional Conduct if engaged in by a lawyer if: 

(1) the lawyer orders or, with the knowledge of the specific conduct, ratifies the 

conduct involved; or 

(2) the lawyer is a partner or has comparable managerial authority in the law firm 

in which the person is employed, or has direct supervisory 

authority over the person, and knows of the conduct at a time when 

its consequences can be avoided or mitigated but fails to take 

reasonable remedial action. 

 

10. RPC 8.4 – Misconduct 

 

      It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 

 

(a) violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, knowingly assist or 

induce another to do so, or do so through the acts of another; 

(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness 

or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; 

(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation; 

(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice; 



 

 

(e) state or imply an ability to influence improperly a government agency or official or to 

achieve results by means that violate the Rules of Professional Conduct or 

other law; 

(f) knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation of applicable 

rules of judicial conduct or other law; or 

(g) engage in conduct that the lawyer knows or reasonably should know is harassment or 

discrimination on the basis of race, sex, religion, national origin, ethnicity, 

disability, age, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status or 

socioeconomic status in conduct related to the practice of law. This 

paragraph does not limit the ability of a lawyer to accept, decline or 

withdraw from a representation in accordance with Rule 1.16. This 

paragraph does not preclude legitimate advice or advocacy consistent with 

these Rules. 
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Peter J. Gallagher 

Member 

pgallagher@ferrolabella.com 

Areas of Practice 

Business Litigation Probate & Fiduciary Litigation Chancery/Equity Litigation Appellate 
Advocacy 

Peter J. Gallagher has represented clients in a wide variety of business and commercial 
matters, including shareholder and partnership break-ups, restrictive covenant litigation, 
contractual disputes, and business tort litigation. He has substantial, first-chair trial 
experience, including a recent commercial dispute before the U.S. District Court for the 
District of New Jersey that resulted in a multi-million dollar verdict in his client’s favor after 
a two-week jury trial. 

mailto:pgallagher@ferrolabella.com
https://www.ferrolabella.com/practice/business-litigation/
https://www.ferrolabella.com/practice/probate-fiduciary-litigation/
https://www.ferrolabella.com/practice/chancery-equity-litigation/
https://www.ferrolabella.com/practice/appellate-advocacy/
https://www.ferrolabella.com/practice/appellate-advocacy/


Mr. Gallagher is also an experienced appellate lawyer, having briefed and argued numerous 
cases before state and federal appellate courts. In 2016, he represented the New Jersey 
State Bar Association as amicus curiae in Mortgage Grader, Inc. v. Ward & Olivo, L.L.P. In 
that case, the Supreme Court substantially adopted the positions advocated by Mr. 
Gallagher on behalf of the Bar Association on several issues related to whether a law firm, 
organized as a partnership, is required to maintain liability insurance after dissolution. In 
recognition of his appellate work on its behalf, the Bar Association has presented Mr. 
Gallagher with an Amicus Award on two occasions. 

A prolific writer, Mr. Gallagher’s articles have appeared in scholarly journals published by 
the Georgetown University Law Center and the Seton Hall University School of Law, and in 
print and online publications like the New Jersey Law Journal, the Legal Intelligencer, 
and law360.com. His work has been cited in many publications, including: Wright & Miller, 
Federal Practice and Procedure; the Harvard Law Review; the Willamette Law Review; 
the Cardozo Journal of Law & Gender; and the Indiana Law Journal. He is also the author of 
a popular legal blog, and for nearly a decade taught Legal Research and Writing at the 
Seton Hall University School of Law. 

Among the honors and awards he has received, Mr. Gallagher was included on the “New 
Jersey Super Lawyers” list called “Rising Star” from 2005 to 2014.* 

Mr. Gallagher received his B.A. from the College of New Jersey in Journalism (with a minor 
in Chemistry), and his J.D. from the Georgetown University Law Center. He is admitted to 
practice in New Jersey and New York. 

Admissions 

New Jersey, 2001 
U.S. District Court, District of New Jersey, 2001 
New York, 2003 
U.S. Court of Appeals, Third Circuit, 2009 
U.S. Supreme Court, 2010 

Education 

The College of New Jersey (B.A.) 
Georgetown University Law Center (J.D.) 

* No aspect of this advertisement has been approved by the Supreme Court of New 
Jersey. A description of the selection methodology can be found HERE. 
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Andrew J. Cevasco
Partner

Estate & Trust Litigation

Private Wealth, Estates & Trusts

201.498.8501

 acevasco@archerlaw.com

Andrew handles a broad array of litigation and transactional matters focused on estate litigation, trust and

estate planning, elder law, and business counseling. He advocates for clients in Superior Court in will contests,

trust litigation, and probate matters. Andrew counsels individuals and families in estate planning and estate

administration matters. He prepares Wills, Trusts and related estate planning documents, and assists clients with

administration of estates, including probate, preparation and filing of estate tax returns, and estate and trust

funding and distributions. He also represents clients with regard to guardianship and elder law issues. He has

been appointed by the Courts on numerous occasions to administer troubled estates and to represent minors

and allegedly incapacitated persons in both contested and uncontested matters.

In his business counseling practice, Andrew provides a broad range of services to the firm’s commercial clients,

including business planning, business formation and dissolution, employment and contract issues, and real

estate matters.

Clients appreciate Andrew’s thoughtful and practical approach. After 40 years of practicing law, he knows how

to hone in on the important issues and avoid potential pitfalls. He provides his clients with a more holistic view

of their situation – the big picture - and an ability to think outside the box.

Andrew enjoys interacting with his clients and ensures they are comfortable and informed at every stage.

Focused on achieving his client’s goals in an efficient manner, Andrew is committed to obtaining the best and

most meaningful solutions for his clients, consistent with their needs and expectations.

He has also appeared before the Disciplinary Review Board and the New Jersey Supreme Court to represent

attorneys who have been charged with violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct. Andrew is listed by the



Overview

https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/estate-trust-litigation
https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/private-wealth-estates-and-trusts
tel:201.498.8501
mailto:acevasco@archerlaw.com
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Supreme Court of New Jersey on its Roster of Mediators.

Throughout his career, Andrew has been dedicated to public service. For 13 years, he served as a member of the

N.J. Supreme Court Committee on Character. He served on the Board of Trustees of the Bergen County Bar

Association for 16 years, including serving as President for the 2019-2020 term. He is co-chair of the

Association’s Judicial Appointments Committee (JPAC), Professionalism and Estate Litigation/Probate

Committees. Andrew is a frequent lecturer in the areas of estate and tax planning, estate litigation, and trusts

and ethics.

Obtained a Judgment after Trial admitting a Holographic Will to probate in the face of challenges based on

the claim of insane delusions of the testator for an estate valued at $18,000,000.

Negotiated settlement and obtained Judgment construing charitable provisions of a Will pursuant to the

doctrine of Cy Pres.

Obtained Summary Judgment on behalf of omitted spouse in a $7,000,000 estate. 

Successfully defended a multi-million dollar flood claim for a N.J. public utility. Tried the matter for two

weeks to a verdict of no cause of action.

Obtained Judgment after trial against Trustee for breach of fiduciary duty and successfully defended

Appeal.

Obtained Summary Judgment for a client charged in Federal District Court with defrauding claimants of

German reparation payments.

Defeated application to N.J. Supreme Court by Office of Attorney Ethics for temporary suspension and

disbarment of client.

Defeated a contested Guardianship application on behalf of court-appointed client.

Established and administering multi-million dollar Trust for disabled son of deceased client.

Established and advised clients regarding court-settled trusts for minor children to hold and administer

proceeds of tort litigation and 9-11 awards.

Professional and Community Involvement

President, Bergen County Bar Association (2019-2020)

Member, N.J. Supreme Court Committee on Character (2008 – 2021)

Trustee and Officer, Bergen County Bar Association (2005 – 2021)

Representative Experience
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Past Member, N.J. Supreme Court Ethics Committee IIB (1994 – 1998)

Roster of Mediators, Supreme Court of New Jersey (1999-present)

Arbitration Panelist, Superior Court of New Jersey, Bergen County (2002-2018)

Member, National Academy of Elder Law Attorneys

Member, Greater New Jersey Estate Planning Counsel

Member, American Bar Association

Member, New Jersey State Bar Association

Co-Chair, Professionalism Committee, Bergen County Bar Association

Co-Chair, Estate Planning Probate Committee, Bergen County Bar Association

Co-Chair Judicial Appointments Committee (JPAC), Bergen County Bar Association

Member, General Equity Committee, Bergen County Bar Association

Trustee, former President and Founding Member, Rutherford Education Foundation, Rutherford, N.J.

(2002 – 2019)

President/Director, Community of God’s Love, Rutherford, NJ (2008 – 2012)

Member, Cornerstone Committee, Immaculate Conception Seminary, Seton Hall University, West Orange,

N.J. (2001 – present)

Past Member, Board of Directors, Greater Bergen YMCA, Hackensack, NJ (1997 – 2008)

Past Member, Executive Committee, St. Peter’s Prep Parents Association, Jersey City, NJ (2006 - 2010)

Past Member, Board of Directors, Catholic Youth Organization, Archdiocese of Newark, NJ and Bergen

County, NJ

Coach and League Director, Rutherford Recreation (20+ years)

Select Speaking Engagements and Seminars

“The Capacity Conundrum – Representing Clients with Diminished Capacity,” Hudson-Bergen Inns of

Court (December 2023)

“Professionalism in the Law CLE,” Bergen County Bar Association (2012 - 2024)

“Annual Estate Litigation Seminar,” Archer & Greiner, P.C. (2013 - 2023)

“Professionalism Presentation,” Pashman Inns of Court (December 2022)

“Ethics and Professionalism Seminar,” Hudson-Bergen Inns of Court (December 2020)
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“Estate Litigation and Guardianships,” Bergen County Bar Association (January 2020)

“Case Study in Ethics for Elder Lawyers,” New Jersey Institute for Continuing Legal Education (April 2018)

“12th Annual Ethics for Transactional Attorneys Update,” New Jersey Institute for Continuing Legal

Education (November 2017)

“New Jersey Uniform Trust Code,” Greater New Jersey Estate Planning Council (January 2017)

“Estate Planning for Business Owners,” Hudson-Bergen Inns of Transactional Counsel (January 2017)

“Estate Planning A-Z: Will Contests,” National Business Institute (July 2016)

“Ethics for Transactional Attorneys,” New Jersey Institute for Continuing Legal Education (November 2015)

In the News

“Top NJ Court Tackles Trend of Lawyers Name as Ad Keywords,” Courthouse News (November 2020)

“NJ Justices Challenge Ethics Behind Atty Keyword Search,” Law360 (November 2020)

Credentials

Education

New York University School of Law, JD/LLM, Taxation

Fordham University, BS, summa cum laude; Phi Beta Kappa

Admissions

New Jersey

U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit

U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey

Offices

Hackensack, NJ

Practice

Estate & Trust Administration 

Estate & Trust Litigation 

Estate Planning 

Areas of Focus

https://www.courthousenews.com/top-nj-court-tackles-trend-of-lawyers-name-as-ad-keywords/
https://www.archerlaw.com/andrew-cevasco-quoted-in-law360-article-nj-justices-challenge-ethics-behind-atty-keyword-search/
https://www.archerlaw.com/en/locations/hackensack-nj
https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/private-wealth-estates-and-trusts/estate-and-trust-administration
https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/estate-trust-litigation
https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/private-wealth-estates-and-trusts/estate-planning
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Income, Estate & Gift Tax Planning 

Private Wealth, Estates & Trusts 

© 2025 Archer & Greiner, P.C. All rights reserved.

https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/private-wealth-estates-and-trusts/income-estate-and-gift-tax-planning
https://www.archerlaw.com/en/services/practices/private-wealth-estates-and-trusts


FORENSIC PRACTICE LEAD/APPELLATE ATTORNEY, NJ OFFICE OF THE 

PUBLIC DEFENDER  
Tamar Lerer has worked since 2014 in the Appellate Section of the Office of the Public Defender 

(OPD). In that time, Tamar has submitted over 100 briefs in the Appellate Division and appeared 

in the Supreme Court fifteen times. In addition to her representation of clients, Tamar is the Lead 

of OPD’s Forensic Science Workgroup. In that role, Tamar supports the litigation of attorneys 

across the agency over all scientific fields, as well as litigating such issues herself. Tamar's cutting-

edge work bridging forensics and case law has led to State v. Pickett, the first appellate case in the 

nation to require disclosure of DNA genotyping source code, which has already been cited in at 

least one federal court.   
  
Tamar has previously taught appellate advocacy at Seton Hall Law School and has performed in-

house training for new attorneys on oral advocacy and litigating forensic science issues. Together 

with Kathy Pezdek, she has recently published, Let's Go to the Tape: Science-Based Standards for 
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Rubin Sinins is a certified civil trial attorney, a certified criminal trial attorney, and a Fellow of
the American College of Trial Lawyers. Mr. Sinins represents individual and corporate clients
in a host of legal contexts.

His litigation experience is wide-ranging, from the defense of complex investigations, civil
complaints and criminal charges, to the prosecution of diverse civil claims, including fraud,
breach of contract, wrongful termination, whistleblower actions, invasion of privacy,
defamation, wrongful death, personal injury and sexual abuse. He has tried numerous cases
in criminal, civil and equity courts. He represents licensed professionals before regulatory
boards. As a leader in the Bar, Mr. Sinins is Past President of the Essex County Bar
Association and Past Chair of the ECBA Judicial and Prosecutorial Appointments
Committee. He is presently the Essex County member of the statewide Judicial and
Prosecutorial Appointments Committee for the New Jersey State Bar Association. Mr. Sinins
also serves as a member of the Supreme Court of New Jersey Board on Attorney
Certification and its Board on Continuing Legal Education. He previously served as Chair of
the District V-B Ethics Committee. Mr. Sinins also served for 15 years as co-Chair of the
Criminal Section of the New Jersey Association for Justice and lectures extensively on
litigation matters at continuing legal education programs for numerous Bar Associations and
organizations.

Mr. Sinins earned his B.A. and M.A. degrees from the University of Pennsylvania and his
J.D. from the George Washington University National Law Center, where he was a Notes
Editor of the George Washington Law Review. Following law school, he served as research
associate to the Honorable A. Leon Higginbotham, Chief Judge (retired) of the Third U.S.
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Circuit Court of Appeals. Thereafter he served as a litigation associate in the New York City
office of a large firm. He was a partner in the Newark, New Jersey firm Sinins & Bross, from
1998 through 2007, when he joined the Javerbaum Wurgaft firm as a partner.










