
期待特首李家超先生直接回應
香港律師會為何拒絕公佈投訴裁決之理據

擊鼓鳴冤（第二集）
Request for response from the Chief Executive, the Honourable John Lee Ka-chiu, regarding the failure of the Law Society to 
give reasons for its Decisions made on 30 July 2020 on my complaints of 19 January 2016 against a Hong Kong law firm for 
a fully documented case of Breach of Fiduciary Obligation as His Honourable delegates the function of investigation of legal 
complaints to the Law Society. 
尊敬的行政長官李家超先生： 

就律師會於2020年7月30日對我於2016年1月19日針對香港一家律師行的投訴所作裁決未能提供理據的問題，請求行政長官李
家超先生作出回應。該投訴涉及一宗具充分記錄的違反信託責任的案件。因為尊敬的李先生授予了律師會調查法律相關投訴
的職能。 

事原始末，由於圖謀私利、不專業或其他原因，該律師事務所於2006年3月代我簽署律師聘書發給澳洲律師行，沒有告訴我律
師行簽署聘書等同向我在澳洲僱用的律師行保證，若我公司未能支付來自澳洲律師行Piper Alderman（PA）的所有費用，香
港的律師行將要支付。這導致了PA透過不道德手法，濫收費用及製造法律問題以進行更多訴訟和索取收費。 

當賬單金額變得龐大時，我向南澳洲最高法院申請了律師費審裁，並向法律執業者操守委員會投訴收費過高的問題。然而，
澳洲律師行向南澳最高法院對我和香港律師行提出付款的訴訟，導致了訴訟案SCCIV 983/2010和1531/2010。儘管我提出異
議，香港律師事務所與Piper Alderman達成和解協議，而我一直被蒙在鼓裡。律師會需要在上述證據的基礎上，披露它裁定香
港律師行未違反受託責任的原因。此外，應排除這兩家律師事務所共謀欺詐法律費用的可能性。 

由於行政長官辦公室未直接回應律師會未能披露裁決理據的問題，我在此公開要求行政長官李家超先生直接回應，因為這涉
及公共利益以及監管機構處理投訴的透明度，正如法院案件HCAL 113/2021的判決所述。此外，我懇請尊敬的李先生回應，
下述各部門在回應我於2021年12月1日致行政長官的投訴信時，他們在下面列舉的回函和電郵中，是否採取了誤導和欺騙的 
方式、或涉濫用職權？ 

行政長官辦公室和律政司的公務員故意曲解我信函的內容，砌詞投訴人提出了新要求或者曲解其意，以迴避回應核心問題： 
在法院案件HCAL 113/2021中指出，律師會對法律投訴採取「毛毯式策略」的作法。 

在收到我2021年12月1日去函行政長官後，行政長官辦公室於2021年12月21日給予我以下回覆： 

感謝您於12月1日給行政長官發送的電子郵件。我獲授權作出回應，有關事項已被轉交律政司跟進。您將在適當的時候獲得 
答覆。 

於2021年12月22日，律政司秘書回信寫道： 

感謝您於2021年12月1日致行政長官的電子郵件。在您的電郵中，您對香港律師會和司法機構提出了投訴。本部門的主要職能
是為香港特別行政區政府提供法律服務。我們不為私人方或個人提供法律建議。恐怕我們無法提供進一步的幫助。 

事實上，我於2021年12月1日的投訴信中，根本沒有要求行政長官提供法律建議。他們完全無視了我對律師會沒有披露裁決原
因的投訴，以及我促請政府支付$400000訟費的要求。 

2023年4月11日，行政長官辦公室寫道： 

您從2021年12月1日起發送給我們的電子郵件中提到的事項，涉及在法律訴訟過程中產生的司法決定。鑒於司法獨立原則，本
辦公室並不適合處理你所提出的事項。如果您希望獲得法律建議，您可以咨詢您自己的法律顧問，或利用律師的免費法律咨詢
服務（需符合相關資格要求）。正如律政司先前的回覆中所提到的，我們無法就您與香港律師會的案件向您提供幫助。如果您
對您的案件有任何疑問，您可以考慮直接聯繫香港律師會。 

事實上，法院案件於2021年11月8日完結，判決書已經宣佈，而我的投訴信件日期為2021年12月1日。司法決定並非在法律訴
訟過程中作出。司法獨立原則就我的投訴而言是被錯誤引述的。 

鑒於對律師會的投訴性質嚴重，即在一宗具充分記錄的違反信託責任案件中，未能給予裁決理據或法律投訴調查透明度不
足，我希望這封公開信能夠引起行政長官李家超先生的關注，並期待行政長官為了社會正義，能夠向我或公眾直接回應香港律
師會未給出裁決理據的一事，正如2021年司法覆核HCAL 113/2021中所提到的情況。 

姜建華醫生
2024年2月7日

欲了解詳情，請點擊以下連結：
https://www.fuyunhon.com/legal-document/

Due to mercenary gain, unprofessionalism or otherwise, the mentioned Hong Kong law firm gave a guarantee to the law firm I hired in Australia by 
signing a “Letter of Engagement” in March 2006 for my company, implying that their firm would settle all bills from the Australian firm, Piper Alderman 
(PA), in case my company did not settle their bills, leading to the lavish billing from PA through unethical creation of legal issues for more litigation and 
charging. When the bills got to an immense amount I asked for adjudication from the South Australian court and complained to the Legal Practitioners 
Conduct Board for overcharge. However, PA filed “Statement of Claim” against me and the HK law firm in the Supreme Court of South Australia for 
payment of all charges, leading to court cases SCCIV 983/2010 and 1531/2010. The HK law firm not only settled with PA against my instructions but 
also kept the Deed of Settlement secret from me. Therefore, the Hong Kong Law Society needs to disclose the reasons for declaration of no breach of 
fiduciary obligation under the above evidence. In addition, conspiracy of the two law firms to cheat legal fees should be excluded. 

As the Chief Executive Office failed to reply directly to my complaint on the Hong Kong Law Society’s failure to give reasons for my legal complaints, 
I have no choice, but openly make my request for a direct reply from the Chief Executive, the Honourable Mr John Lee Ka-chiu as this issue definitely 
affects public interests and transparency of regulatory organizations in dealing with complaints mentioned in the Judgement of the court case HCAL 113 
of 2021. In addition, I sincerely request the Chief Executive to disregard his department’s replies to my letter of complaint sent to the Chief Executive 
on 1 December 2021. Their responses to my compliant to the Chief Executive after that date were misleading, deceptive or even abusing their offices as 
depicted in the following explanations of their replies to my letters and emails sent to the Chief Executive Office after that date. The civil servants from 
both the Chief Executive Office and the Department of Justice Office not only intentionally misinterpreted the content of my letters, but also created new 
requests from the complainant or deviated their true meaning in order to avoid responding to the main issue of “Blanket Approach” to legal complaints 
practised by the Law Society as pointed out in the Judgement of HCAL 113 of 2021. 

Upon receipt of my letter of complaint to the Chief Executive dated 1 December 2021, the Chief Executive Office gave me the following reply on  
21 December 2021. 

Thank you for your email of 1 December and I am authorised to reply. The matters raised in your email have been relayed to the Department of Justice 
for follow-up. A reply will be given to you in due course.  

On 22 December 2021 there was a reply from the Secretary for the Department of Justice.

Thank you for your email of 1 December 2021 to the Chief Executive. In your email, you made a complaint against the Law Society of Hong Kong and 
the Judiciary. The primary function of this department is to provide legal services to the Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region. 
We do not provide legal advice to private parties or individuals. We are afraid that we are not in a position to assist further.  

In fact, in my letter of complaint of 1 December 2021, there was no request for legal advice or assistance from the Chief Executive at all. There was 
complete neglect of the complaint against the Law Society’s failure to give reasons for Decisions on my complaints against a law firm and of the request 
for the government to pay the court fee of $400000 by the Chief Executive Office.

On 11 April 2023, the Chief Executive Office wrote

The matter raised in your emails sent to us from 1 December 2021 relates to judicial decisions arising in the course of legal proceedings. Given the 
principle of judicial independence, it would be inappropriate for the matter raised to be dealt with by this Office. Should you wish to obtain legal 
advice, you may consult your own legal adviser, or make use of the Duty Lawyer Service’s free legal advice service (subject to you meeting the relevant 
eligibility requirement). As mentioned in the previous replies of the Department of Justice, we are not in a position to provide assistance to you regarding 
your case with The Law Society of Hong Kong (The Law Society). Should you have any queries about your case, you may consider contacting The Law 
Society directly.  

In fact, the court case completed on 8 November 2021 when the Judgement was delivered and my letter of complaints was dated 1 December 2021. The 
judicial decisions were not made in the course of legal proceedings. The principle of judicial independence was wrongly quoted for my complaint.  

Given the serious complaint against the Law Society, decisions without reasons in a fully documented case of Breach of Fiduciary Obligation or the lack 
of transparency in the investigation of legal complaints, I hope this open request can get the attention of the Chief Executive, His Honourable John Lee, 
and an appropriate and proper reply directed to the Law Society’s decisions without reasons can be given to me or the public for the sake of Justice in the 
society as mentioned in the Judgement of the Judicial Review HCAL 113 of 2021. 

Dr Kenneth Keung Kin Wah
7-Feb-2024

Anyone interested in this complaint, please click the link below: 
https://www.fuyunhon.com/legal-document/
 


