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To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing with regard to the proposed addition of Rule 49 (c)(9)(D) to D.C. App. R. 49,
which would allow in-house counsel who are not barred in D.C., but who are admitted and in
good standing in other jurisdictions and permitted to work for their employers in D.C. under
Rule 49(c)(6) (“Internal Counsel”), to also provide pro bono legal services. As in-house counsel,
either admitted to practice in D.C. or working as Internal Counsel, we encourage the Court to
adopt Rule 49 (c)(9)(D) as an interim step, to be reconsidered when the Court reviews Rule 49 in
its entirety later this year.

The proposed Rule 49 (c)(9)(D) is a step in the right direction in that it empowers Internal
Counsel to engage in pro bono; currently, there is no provision that provides for their
participation. However, as proposed, the rule includes several restrictions that are detrimental to
in-house counsels’ engagement in pro bono. These restrictions provide that Internal Counsel
must (i) be assigned a pro bono case by a legal services organization agnd (ii) be supervised by an
active member of the D.C. Bar and (iii) give notice of their status to the courts and the public in
order to provide pro bono legal services. As a result, the proposed rule would be among the most
restrictive in-house pro bono rules in the country.

Rules that limit pro bono participation by Internal Counsel not only hinder their ability to engage
in pro bono, they narrow the opportunities legal departments can offer to all of their members,
thereby reducing the total pool of volunteers. These rules also minimize the in-house
community’s influence on law firms to increase their pro bono engagement and the in-house
community’s support of local legal services organizations.

Our companies, which include General Electric Company, UnitedHealth Group Incorporated,
and Verizon Communications Inc., have established pro bono programs and encourage our
lawyers to utilize their legal skills and experience to provide pro bono legal services to those in
need. Our companies also work with outside law firms and legal services organizations,
including the D.C. Bar Pro Bono Program, to expand access to justice in the communities in
which we live and work. Practice rule restrictions that limit Internal Counsels’ participation in
pro bono hamstring the development of these ever-growing pro bono efforts.



For example, currently, Internal Counsel are not able to participate in the D.C. Bar Pro Bono
Program’s court-based referral centers. These referral centers, among the programs at the heart
of the D.C. Bar Pro Bono Program, served more than 6,700 pro se individuals in 2013, yet they
still need more volunteers. (See, Washington Lawyer, April 2014). GE and Arnold & Porter
have partnered in the past to staff the D.C. Bar Pro Bono Program’s Landlord Tenant Resource
Center and GE would like to expand its participation by organizing its efforts around a single
program for all GE lawyers, regardless of D.C. bar status. Under the proposed rule, GE’s
Internal Counsel would be able to participate, but only if the requirements of the proposed rule
are met, including that Internal Counsel be supervised by a lawyer licensed in D.C. When the
need for volunteers is so great, mandating supervision, whether needed or not, is a waste of
precious resources which not only negatively impacts GE’s pro bono program but those who are
in need of assistance.

In the past three years, ten jurisdictions have adopted or amended rules permitting non-locally
licensed in-house counsel permitted to work for their employer to also provide pro bono legal
services. More and more of those jurisdictions are removing unnecessary restrictions such as

affiliation and supervision from existing practice rules (Illinois Rule 716(g) and Virginia Rule
1A:5) or adopting rules without such restrictions (New York Rule 522.8).

As we understand, the Court’s Unauthorized Practice of Law Committee is currently reviewing
Rule 49 in its entirety. Through that process, we would seek to more fully expand Internal
Counsel’s ability to participate in pro bono by amending Rule 49 (c)(9)(D) to remove
unnecessary restrictions, similar to the rules in Colorado, Illinois, New York, and Virginia. We
also are happy to offer our assistance to provide the perspective of the in-house bar.

While proposed Rule 49 (c)(9)(D) may be unduly restrictive, it is a first step toward improving
D.C.’s rules and D.C. citizens’ access to pro bono resources. We encourage the Court to take
this first step, thus opening the door to greater opportunities in the future.

Sincerely,
Robert Falk Adam Hellman
General Counsel Senior Associate General Counsel

Human Rights Campaign and Human Rights = UnitedHealth Group
Campaign Foundation

Judith S. Sapir Robert M. Skelton

General Counsel & Secretary CAE / Chief Administrative Officer

APCO Worldwide ASAE: The Center for Association Leadership
Frank R. Trinity Eric A. Wenger

Chief Legal Officer Policy Counsel

Association of American Medical Colleges Microsoft Corp.

Nathaniel R. Wilson
Assistant General Counsel
Carey International, Inc.
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On behalf of their organizations and their members:

Amar D. Sarwal Dean Manson

Vice President and Chief Legal Strategist President

Association of Corporate Counsel! Washington Metropolitan Area Corporate Counsel
sarwal@acc.com Association (WMACCA)?

The following attorneys at General Electric Company (GE) and its Affiliates:

Darby Becker Larry A. Boggs

Executive Counsel — Government Affairs & Senior Counsel — Environmental Affairs & Policy
Policy - Aviation GE

GE

Thaddeus Burns Kelly Friend

Senior Counsel Intellectual Property & Trade US Government Affairs Fellow

GE GE

Patrick Hedren Aimee Imundo

Counsel, Regulatory and Operations Senior Counsel, Competition Law & Compliance
GE GE

Tina Shaughnessy Mark Whitener

Counsel, International Trade Senior Counsel, Competition Law & Policy

GE GE

The following attorneys at Verizon Communications Inc. and its Affiliates:

Randal S. Milch Bukola Aina
Executive Vice President and General Counsel—IP Litigation
Counsel Verizon
Verizon Communications
David S. Kauffman Michael McRae
Senior Vice President and Associate General ~ Assistant General Counsel
Counsel—Finance & Securities Verizon
Verizon
Chris Miller Christopher D. Oatway
Vice President & Associate General Counsel  Assistant General Counsel
Verizon Verizon
Harvey Rumeld Katharine Saunders
Vice President & Deputy General Counsel - Assistant General Counsel
Labor and Employment Verizon
Verizon

1 ACC is a global bar association that promotes the common professional and business interests of in-house counsel,
with over 30,000 members employed by over 10,000 organizations in more than 75 countries. For years, ACC has
advocated across the country to remove obstacles that often make it difficult for the country’s experienced and
sophisticated in-house lawyers to donate their legal expertise to people who need their help.

2 Established in 1980, WMACCA is the leading professional association for the in-house bar throughout Virginia, in
Washington, D.C. and in suburban Maryland. WMACCA has approximately 2,300 members from more than 800

private-sector organizations. WMACCA is also one of the largest chapters of ACC.
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John R. Seewald
Counsel - Labor & Employment
Verizon Wireless

Kathleen Tremblay

Assistant General Counsel, Labor and
Employment

Verizon Corp. Svcs. Group Inc.

Michael J. Woods
Vice President & Associate General Counsel
Verizon

Adam Tankel

Assistant General Counsel, Business and Legal

Affairs
Verizon FiOS Television

Timothy A. Vogel
Associate General Counsel
Verizon
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