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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.
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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 | 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

Sfor 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 afiraid 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/
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