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| join the result reached by the majority. With that said, | am also aligned with
Justice Wecht’s view that the rule announced in Muhammad v. Strassburger, McKenna,
Messer, Shilobod & Gutnick, 587 A.2d 1346 (Pa. 1991), should be disapproved, and that
the present dispute offers a convenient vehicle to do so. While discouraging litigation
based on a mere desire to obtain more money the second time around has some appeal,
as Justice Wecht notes the jurisdictions which have rejected a Muhammad-type rule have
not been overburdened by those types of lawsuits. More fundamentally, there does not
seem to be any reason injured clients should be barred from recovery if they can prove

negligence, damages, and proximate causation, as in any other tort case.



