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BILL TITLE: Senate Bill No. 1010, S.D. 1, H.D. 1, Relating to the Unauthorized Practice of
Law.

PURPOSE: Allows a person who is not licensed or authorized to practice law in the State to
provide legal services on a temporary basis in this State if the attorney provides services in
association with or assists a Hawai‘i licensed attorney or an in-house counsel to an organization
in another jurisdiction or to an affiliated entity or employee of that organization in the State.
Requires the clerk of the supreme court to maintain a registry of all attorneys who are not
licensed or authorized in the State, but provide services for a matter that is not being litigated in
any court of the State. Makes conforming amendments to attorney licensure requirements.

JUDICIARY POSITION:

When this legislation was heard during the 2015 legislative session, the Judiciary
submitted comments in opposition. The following supplements that testimony to update the
legislature on the steps being taken by the supreme court to address this important matter.

As noted in our prior testimony, the supreme court established a working group to
propose amendments to Rule 1.9 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Hawai‘i, which governs
pro hac vice admission of out-of-state attorneys. The goal of the working group was to propose
amendments that would more effectively regulate out-of-state attorneys who practice in Hawai ‘i
courts. The working group offered several amendments, and after publishing the proposed
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amendments for public comment, the supreme court implemented the amendments, which
became effective July 15, 2015.

After the first amendments were adopted, the supreme court looked further at the rule
and is considering additional possible amendments to address other concerns raised in
discussions on the issue, such as appearances by out-of-state counsel before administrative
agencies. Before publishing additional amendments for public comment, the issue is being
reviewed by the supreme court’s Commission on Professionalism to determine whether further
amendments are needed to address this matter.

Thank you for allowing the Judiciary to submit this supplemental testimony.



