Bar Council Reference: PC 2006/0055/J

Mr. Michael Scott

Complaints Commissioner

The Bar Council

289-293 High Holborn

London WC1V 7HZ

13 March 2006

Dear Mr. Scott:

Re:
Complaint by Dr. Lyman Yuan against Ms Anna Venturino
Thank you for your further explanation of your reason for your decision of 27 February 2006 to reject my complaint to the Bar Council against Ms Venturino.  It seems that you do not have any comments and arguments on my analysis of three groundless points that you used to support your decision in your letter dated 27 February 2006, except for a new point you proposed to support your decision in your letter dated 8 March 2006.  

Your point was described by reciting paragraph 708 (f) of the Code of Conduct that “a barrister ‘must not make a submission which he does not consider to be properly arguable’” and a further explanation “My view is that Counsel was following that rule.”  Unfortunately, this new point is contrary to the facts, too.

On the basis of your logic in your new point, Ms Venturino must have believed that my Instructions to her for her professional service was not appropriate or, in another way to say, my appeal case was not workable under her professional service.  If as such, people would wander why she would accept my instructions to her and why she accepted my payment for her professional service.  These would be serious questions to her, not just her failure to provide her adequate professional service any more.  As such, why did you not find out such misconduct during your investigation?

However, your logic of such is contrary to the facts.  (1) Ms Venturino did want to make her submissions for my appeal as she promised in her emails to me on 12 and 16 January 2006 though she failed to match her promise finally; (2) Ms. Venturino did express her intention to deal with Respondent’s Skeleton in her email to me on 13 January 2006 though she did not make any of her contribution on this matter finally; (3) She did ask the Judge at the hearing for more time in order to make her submissions for my appeal though the Judge did not grant her application; (4) Ms Venturino in her comments defended her failure to provide her professional service for my appeal as the following: "It is well known that the appellate court relies more on written submissions, than oral submissions.  It was for this reason that I really did not have much to say at the hearing" rather than she thought there was nothing in my appeal to be properly arguable.

From this new groundless point in addition to previous three other groundless points, it has to let people to think whether you have fairly judged my complaint since your letter of 17 February 2006 or you have tried merely to cover up Ms. Venturino’s failure to provide her professional service for my appeal at all.  The answer would be clear.  Such unjust and unfair dealing with my complaint to the Bar Council is to encourage unqualified barristers to take payment from the clients without providing adequate service in return, thus contrary to the Constitution of the General Council of the Bar “To maintain the standards, honour and independence of the Bar, to promote, preserve and improve the services and functions of the Bar” (section 1(c)).

Such situation makes me to have to address the irregularity in relation to my complaint to the Bar Council against Ms. Venturino as you mentioned in your letter of 8 March 2006.  I am sorry about your misunderstanding of this matter.  Such irregularity has been real since 16 February 2006 when my email to the Bar Council with Ms. Ariel Ricci’s email address was intercepted by the group of bad guys who then delivered the information to you by using my name and by using Ms. Ariel Ricci’s name (the information using my email address to Ariel Ricci’s email address but no of us had knowledge of it).  Then, your groundless points emerged immediately from your letter of 17 February 2006 and followed by your rejection of my complaint with those groundless points on 27 February 2006.

From the history of those bad guy’s actions against me, it would not be difficult to understand the purpose of their action at this time was precisely your decision to reject my complaint.  They had made personal attacks against me with discrimination remarks and interfered my conducting my legal cases, especially interfered my seeking for legal helps.  They also interfered with my financial activities and made mess in my financial accounts, resulting my large financial loss, further stole cash and investment notes from my private rooms and my IDs including passport, US green card, university IDs and credit cards, and even destroying my a decade-scientific sample collection (which could worth dozens of thousands pounds).

Besides, their hailing responses to your letters since occurrence of the irregularity before my receiving each of them as well as your insisting and further extending your groundless points without any sense of justice and fairness toward both parties of the complaint as a complaints commissioner must have also make people to have to think that they influenced or were involved in your decision-making process regarding my complaint to the Bar Council.  I am so sorry about such conclusion of your investigation of my complaint, which could not match the reputation and the objectives of the British leading legal professional organization.

Sincerely yours,

Lyman W Yuan, Ph.D.

138 Marylebone Road, #43

London NW1 5PH
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