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public). This Court therefor reetricts our finding of a waiver 
to thoBe interview memos which provided ea baais upon which 
factual OF legal conclusions were made in the unprivileged 
report .  

disclosure of specific memos in a manner consistent with this 
decision and order in the event the parties ara unable to agree 
on which memos (if any) are implicated by this order as subject 
to the waiver. 

The defendants' application f o r  disclosure of A.I.G.'e legal 
files relating to the s u b j e c t  insurance transactions on the basis 
that the attorney-client privilege does not bar therje defendants 
acceas to those f i l e s  is denied in ita entirety. T h e  privilege 
attaches to the corporation, not its officers. The line of cases 
cited by the defendants refer to c l o ~ l e  corporations where the 
distinction between principals and the corporation as separate 
interests is obscured. In addition, the recent amendment of the 
complaint eliminates the element of ecienter which would 
implicate advice of counsel. 

This matter will be referred to a Special Referee to direct 

This ahall constitute the decision and order of this Court. 

Dated: September 8 ,  2006 

Counsel are hereby directed to obtain an accurate copy of 
this Court's opinion from the record room and not to rely on 
decisions obtained from the internet which have been altered in 
the scanning process. 
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