The following reply to Mr. Rockcliffe on the Legal Practitioners’ Committee (LPC) was published in the Guyana Chronicle on the 30th June 2001 under the caption “Untenable position”. An edited version was carried in the Stabroek News on the said day under the caption “I do not agree with Mr. Rockcliffe’s interpretation”.

                  27th June 2001.

Dear Editor,

I refer to Leon Rockcliffe’s letter in Stabroek News of 23/6/01. As I read it, I remembered Virchow’s reply that the only critics he worried about were competent ones and that thus far he had not heard from any of them.

I wish to inform Mr. Rockcliffe, and I regret being unable to add any initials to his name, that not only did I read the complete Act but I understood what was written. Further, my training does not permit me to indulge in Procrustean interpretations.

I have profound sympathy for any professional who finds himself in the unfortunate position of being part of an unlawful process.

Rather than deal with the substantive issue, the good lawyer chose to launch a personal attack on me. No amount of rationalisation can justify his untenable position.

I stand by the views expressed in my letter published on 19/6 in Stabroek News and Guyana Chronicle. Section 23 establishes one Committee. I did recognise in my letter (which was conveniently omitted by Mr. Rockcliffe) that the Committee can take steps “necessary to expedite its work”, with the caution that these measures must be within the framework of the Act. Section 25 cannot be interpreted in a nonsensical way or to conflict with section 23.  

Whereas it is true that autonomy is given to the subdivisions, Parliament gave great latitude in using the word “division”. That word could be interpreted in a multiplicity of ways including geographic divisions.  However, it was never the intention of Parliament for the Chancellor to arrogate to himself or herself the right to appoint an independent division. That authority was vested in the main committee.

Further, the use of the word “shall” indicates that the inclusion of the Attorney General, Solicitor General and State Solicitor was intended to be a mandatory requirement. If this is not understood, I cannot help those with comprehension deficits.

Mr. Rockcliffe’s utterances are consistent with his unfamiliarity with the interpretation of statutes and his aversion for advocacy.

One hopes that correct legal principles are applied in dealing with complaints and there is compliance with procedural requirements.

Mr. Rockcliffe, who formerly worked in the Registry, seems to be unaware that the reports must be signed by the Chairman and filed in the Supreme Court Registry. The Registrar is then responsible for submitting the report with the record of proceedings to the Judges of the Court. In his own opinionated fashion the learned gentleman states that “the Committee’s report is forwarded to the Judges of the Court through the Honourable Chancellor.”

Additionally, might I also inform Mr. Rockcliffe that it is not only reports that disclose a case of misconduct that have to be submitted to the judges but also those which in the opinion of the committee disclose no case of misconduct.

Mr. Rockcliffe might wish to reflect on whether his writing is consistent with his esteemed status as an associate of the firm of de Caires Fitzpatrick and Karran. A better approach would have been to graciously accept that there was non-compliance with the Statute and to take steps to remedy the irregularities. 

The fact that it is claimed that the system works, albeit in conflict with the law, is no justification for its retention. Such posturing is not conduct which is acceptable to professionally trained individuals.

Yours faithfully,

Jamela  A. Ali

LL.B.(Hons.)(UWI)

LL.M.(Legislative Drafting)UWI

Attorney-at-Law
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