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Explanation for this document

On 19 July 2016 the Tnbunal directed that the hearing of the apphcanon should take
place m pnvate, in exceptional mrcumstances As will appear from the facts
summansed below the whole of the case against the Respondents concerned advice
which they had given to a client m the context of a police investigation The chent's
mstructions and the advice given by the Firm remmned confidential and subiect to
legal professional privilege ("LPP") Pnvttege had not been, and has stdl not been,
waived by the client. It was common ground between the parties that the SRA may
ovemde LPP in the exercise of its statutory powers and that pnvileged matenal can be
submitted to and admitted into evidence by the TnbunaL Thc Tribunal, in thcsc
unusual circumstances, concluded and directed that the only way in winch the client's
interests could be protected was by conductmg the heanng m pnvate.

The Tnbunal's order, handed down on 27 July 2016 at the conclusion of the heanng,
is public and has been pubhshed on the SRA's wehsite A fiill judgment, unredsctedl

by reference to any privilege, was released to the parties and to the chent, only, on a
confidential basis on 6 September 2016

The interests of the Applicant and Respondents have accordmgly been met in
ensunng that they have a complete understandmg of the Tnbunal's conclusions and
reasoning. There has been no appeal by the Applicant or the Respondents agamst the
Tribunal's judgment and orders The full confidennal Judgment will be available to
the costs judge in the event of detiuled assessment proceedings. The question
remiuned as to how best the Tnbunal could meet in full the requirements of open
Justice and the need to ensure, in the interests of the pubhc and profession, that there
is an understanding that the conduct of the Respondents has been found to be in
breach of the Sohcitors'ode of Conduct 2007, and why.

Followmg submissions from the parties and the chant the Tribunal determined on
22 December 2016 that the correct course was to produce a stand-alone pubhc
Judgment, balanang the prinmples of open justice with the legitimate mterests of the
client, whose identity remmns undisclosed and whose anonymity should bc rcspcctcd.

The Tribunal wishes to emphasise that in making this decision and causmg the full
Judgment to remain confidential to the parties it is taking a wholly exceptional course
dnven by the exceptional facts of this case, on a highly fact-sensitive basis I'his

decision should not be regarded as a precedent nor should it be expected that tins
coui se will be followed in any futute case

The Tnbunal has had full regard to its Judgment Publicanon Policy (Apnl 2016), and
m particular to the provision to the effect that the fact that a Tribunal has directed that
a heanng or part of it is to be held m pnvate does not determine that the Tnbunal must
decide that the Judgment should be anonymised, and that each case must be decided
on its own facts and ments. Here, there is no anonymisation of the Respondents. The
particular and highly mdividual facts have dictated an exceptional solution, not for the
protection of the Respondents, but for the protection of the client who, as the Tnbunal
has found, was given improper advice.



The chent will be referred to throughout as "the client"; the specific police force
conducting the relevant mvestigation will be referred to as "the police". The only
other relevant party, the Crown Prosecution Service, cames no geographic mdicator
and does not need anonymisation. The date on which the advice was given will be
referred to as "the Relevant Date". The absence of any spemfic date reference is
designed to limit speculation or deduction as to the identity of the chent It is
necessary to note that the Relevant Date was m 2011, but the Tnbunal was satisfied
that no matenal change in the law has occurred since that time so that its conclusions
remam valid today

8. Detads contained in the original allegations and narrated facts have been omitted and
adlusted for the reasons already given. For the purposes of creating a seamless
document devices such as [name reducrer() or [words omirreti) have not been used.

Allegations

9 The alleganons against the First Respondent, Mr lan Richard Burton, on behalf of the
Sohcitors Regulation Authonty ("SRA")were that, on the Relevant Date, achng in his
capamty as a Partner in BCL Burton Copeland ("the Firm" ) and in the course of
advismg a client on an investigation by the pohce, he gave advice, and caused or
allowed advice to be given by the Second Respondent, to the effect that steps should

be taken to remove certmn materials from an area of the client's premises, in

anticipation of, and with the intention of preventing or impedmg, a search by the
poltce, and m doing so.

1.1 faded to uphold the law and the admmistration of Jusuce in breach of Rule
1.01 of the Sohmtors Code of Conduct 2007 ("the 2007 Code");

1.2 allowed lus mdependence to be compromised m breach of Rule 1.03 of the
2007 Code;

1.3 failed to behave in a way which mmntained the trust the pubhc placed m him

and in the provision of legal services in breach of Rule 1.06of the 2007 Code.

10. The allegations against the Second Respondent, Mr Michael John Drury, on behalf of
the Solimtors Regulauon Authonty ("SRA") were that, on the Relevant Date, acting
m his capacity as a Partner m the Firm and in the course of advising a client on an
mvestigation by the police, he gave advice to the effect that steps should be taken to
remove certam matenals from an area of the client's premises, in anticipation of, and
with the intention of preventing or impedmg, a search by the police, and m domg so'

I failed to uphold the law and the admimstration of Justice m breach of Rule
I 01 of the 2007 Code;

22 allowed his independence to be compromised in breach of Rule 1.03 of the
2007 Code,

2.3 failed to behave in a way wluch mmntained the trust the public placed in him
and m the provision of legal services m breach of Rule I 06 of the 2007 Code.



Factual Background

The First Respondent was admitted as a solicitor in 1971 At all matenal times he
was the senior partner of BCL Burton Copeland ("the Firm" ), which he had founded
m about 1980. The Firm's offices are and were at 51 Lmcoln's Inn Fields, London
WC2A 3LZ

The Second Respondent was admitted as a solimtor m 1996, having previously
qualified as a hamster The Second Respondent )oined the Firm m 2010, having
previously worked in venous pubhc, sector positions, including as a prosecutor for
HM Customs and Excise and latterly as Director of Legal Affairs at the UK
Government Conunumcation Headquarteis ("GCHQ")

13 Both Respondents had professional careers in the field ofor related to criminal law.

The Applicant's Investigation

14. An investigation was commenced by the Applicant m November 2011, followmg
receipt of a complamt from the Crown Prosecution Service ("CPS") The
investigation involved review of documents held by the Firm.

15. Afier the imtial mvestigation, the Applicant cxchangcd correspondence with the Firm
anil thereafier sohcitors instructed by the Respondents The Applicant also obtamed
b anscnpts of inteiviews conducted by the police with each of the Rmpondents.

The Tnbunal*s Findinas as to the facts in outline

16 The facts in this case were largely agreed and accepted.

17 Nine days before the Relevant Date the police had cerned out a search of the client's
premises which the Second Respondent had believed strongly was unlawfiil. On the
Relevant Date the Second Respondent received an mdication that a fiuther search
might be camtxt out which in his view would also be likely to be unlawfuL Alter
speakmg to the First Respondent, the Second Respondent spoke to the chent at about
9.10am and advised that specifie matenal in the chent's premises should be removed
and secured. This advice was confirmed by emad at 9.17am, in spemfic terms Thc
matenal was removed by about 9 35am. At 9 48am the Second Respondent sent an
email to the chent further confimung the advice to remove the matenal and settmg out
some reasons why this action was m thc Second Respondent's view appropnate. At
9.52am it was confirmed to the Second Respondent that an arrest of a particular
individual had occurred at 8 00am, a matter on which the pohce might have relied m
exermsmg powers of search At 1015am the client confirmed to the Second
Respondent that the matenals had been removed. Shortly thereafter, at about
10.20am, the First Respondent spoke to the police and informed them that the matenal
had been removed At 10 50am, a police Inspector authonsed a search of the client's
premises under s18 PACE By about I 1am the materials that had been removed were
delivered to the Firm's offices In a telephone call at 11.18am the First Respondent
agretxt to provide the matenal which had been upliiled to the police The pohce
attended the client's premises at about I 20pm and at about 2.25pm attended the
Firm's offices and obtained the matenal



The Tnbunal's Findinas —General

18. Three allegations were made agamst the Respondents, namely that
they')

Fiuled to uphold the rule of law and the administration of)ustice;
b) Allowed their independence to be compromised, and

c) Failed to behave in a way which mmntained the trust the public placed m them
and m the provision of legal services

in that on the Relevant Date the Second Respondent gave advice to the client to the
effect that steps should be taken to remove matenals in anticipation of and with the
intention of preventing or impeding a search by the police. In the case of the First
Respondent, it was alleged that he had caused or allowed this advice to be given

The events m this case took place some five and a half years ago

20. Both Respondents were partners in the Firm. The First Respondent was the Semor
Partner at the firm and the Second Respondent had day to day responsibdity for the
client's matter. Both were highly expenenced solicitors. The Second Respondent had
dunng his career acted as a Crown servant for over 25 years mcludmg as a prosecutor
for HM Customs and Exmse, then with the SFO and latterly as Director of Legal
Affairs at GCHQ

21. In this matter the Respondents were operating in what was described by the Second
Respondent as a "fetid" or "febnle" atmosphere The case was of malor pubhc
1liter est.

22. An unusual feature of the case compared with many others that come before this
Tnbunal was that the allegations against both Respondents mvolved no "bad faith" on
their part so far as the advice that was given.

23. The advice that they gave on the Relevant Date took place in a time frame of
approximately 45 mmutes between about 9.10am and 09.48am, when the earlier
advice was confirmed by email

24. The advice that the Respondents gave on that date was mfiuenced by events that had

happened some mne days before when a search had been cerned out under s18 PACE

25. The Second Respondent had had senous concerns about the Iusufication for that
search and whether it had been unlawful Two days after the first search advice was
obtamed from Queen's Counsel which confirmed that this was his opinion also. A
letter was drafted by the QC to go to the police which set out detaded reasons for
these concerns on behalf of the client. In fact, this letter was not sent but a shorter
email was sent to the pohce by the Second Respondent three days afier the search,
stanng that m his view the actions taken were unlawful and that the Firm would wnte
further to the pohce concerning tlus

The Tribunal was told that the letter that had been drafted by the QC was not sent
because of the chent's wider strategic considerations.



27. The client's mstructions throughout this penod were that the Respondents were to
cooperate fully with the police

28. There was a strong feeling (endorsed by the QC) that the tactics used by the police
were designed to allow the poltce to use a s18 power of search, which could be
authonsed by an officer of the rank of Inspector or above, rather than havmg to apply
to a Judge under the provisions of section 9 and Schedule I PACE. The Second
Respondent considered that, in the mrcumstances of the matter, the authonty of a
Judge was unhkely to be granted

29. The Apphcant's position, m bnef, was that the Respondents could have advised the
client that the matenal should not bc intcrfcrcd with, pending the conduct of any
search, so that the contents remamed available to the police; advised the client to
apply for Judimal review, coupled with an apphcation for an mlunction; applied for
the return of any items removed under s59 of the 2001 Act. It was also subnutted that
enquires should have been made of the pohce to check the position as to whether any
relevant person had been arrested, mcluding an enqmry about whether or not a search
was to be oamed out. It was noted that the police could have been told before the
matenal was removed that the chent would be advised to remove the matenal so as to
prevent an unlawful search, but that the client would nevertheless famlitate the
provision ot the material to the police.

30. On behalf of the Respondents it was stud that wlulst that may be the case, they
categorised these as "exammatton" type answers rather than a "real hfe" approach
given the febrile environment in which they were workmg It was tiirther submitted
that in any event it was unlikely that the police would have provided information to
ihe Fum

31. The Tnbunal had heard evidence from the Second Respondent. The Tnbunal found
him to be an honest witness who, while he held strong views about this matter and the
way that the pohce had dealt with it, clearly wanted to give his client what he
considered to be the best advice he could in the circumstances.

32. The Tnbunal fully accepted that the Second Respondent was workmg in a pressunsed
atmosphere and m difficult conditions. However, the Tnbunal found as a fact that
there was an oppoitumty for him to consider all the other options, as identified by the
Applicant, as well as the one that he actually advised should be followed on the
Relevant Date. There had been a period of 9 days following the earlier incident
mvolving an allegedly unlawful search, in wluch it was clearly contemplated that
further arrests could occur and a further search might have been authonsed. The
Second Respondent could have communicated the options to the chant together with
an analysis of the potential nsks. Those risks may have included risks to the Second
Respondent, the Firm and the client, that they might be accused of obstructing the
pohce or perverting the course of justice. If he had done this, he would have ensured
that the client was fully advised. The Tnbunal found that full advice could and should
have been given at or around the time that the QC gave his advice on the drafi letter,
some seven days before the Relevant Date.



33. The Tnbunal also found that the Second Respondent could and should have made
enquiries of the police as to whether a relevant person had been arrested, dunng the

morning of the Relevant Date. By making such inquines he would have known

~ Whether or not there had been an arrest and the manner of that arrest, or
~ That the police were not prepared to disclose this mformation in any event.

How the police responded would have provided the Second Respondent with better
information on wluch to base his advice to the client.

34 While the approach that was advised by the Second Respondent had the practical
effect of removmg the material, it was not proper advice from a stnctly legal point of
view, m view of the other opnons that were available. If the client did not want to go
so far as the legal options outlined by the Apphcant or to send the letter as drafted by
the QC, a letter sent m abbreviated form laying down a marker agamst future simdar
conduct by the police and the action that the client would take if this was to reoccur
could have been sent (agam at any time afier receipt of the QC's advice up to the day
before the Relevant Date) before the search took place This would have been a sound
legal solution that would have caused no breach of the Rules and may indeed have
given the chent a higher moral and legal standpoint if the way that the police had dealt
with the previous incident was repeated.

35. The Tnbunal found that in giving the advice that he did shortly before 09 17am
which was subsequently confirmed in greater detail at 09.48am on the Relevant Date,
the Second Respondent lefi both lumself, his Firm and lns client exposed to an
accusation that he or they had prevented or impeded a potentially lawful search and
the consequential nsk of a police investigation and possible prosecution for
obstructing the police and/or perverhng the course of justice. In preventing or
impeding a potentially lawful search, the Second Respondent failed to uphold the rule
of law and the proper admmistration ofjustice

36. The Tnbunal carefully considered whether the Second Respondent allowed his
mdependence to be compromised. Wlule the Tnbunal accepted and found that he
held strong views on the question of whether the proposed search was unlawful, it
noted that no bad fmth had been alleged, agamst either Respondent. The Apphcant
accepted that each allegation was self-standing. In view of this, and given that the
Tnbunal found that the Second Respondent advised honestly, the Tnbunal did not
find that m advising as he did he allowed his independence to be compromised Nor,
by analogy, did the Tnbunal find tins allegation to be proved agmnst the First
Respondent

37. The Tnbunal noted and found that a police witness had confirmed the suspimons of
the Second Respondent that the police, at least in part, had a strategy to use an arrest
as a device for obtaming an Inspector's authonty for a s18 search. Whist the
Tnbunal found it troubling that there could be any senous question about the
lawfulness of the proposed search on the Relevant Date, any such concerns did not
jusnfy the advice that the Second Respondent gave at or before 09.17, for the reasons
set out above.



38. The Tnbunal wanted to emphasise that there was no bad faith m the advice given by
the Second Respondent. The Tnbunal accepted that he was operating in difficult and
pressunsed conditions. The Tnbunal noted that the Second Respondent forwarded his
0948 email to the QC one minute afier it was sent and received no reply. The
Tnbunal noted, of course, that the QC was not asked formally to advise on this emad
or the course of action on winch the Second Respondent had advised. In any event, of
course, the matenal had already been removed by that time.

39. The Tnbunal also noted that the police were mformed about the removal of the
matenal by the First Respondent at about 10.20 am The Tnbunal found that there was
no intention by the Respondents to lude what had happened from the police

40. The Tnbunal was also satished that the steps taken to ensure the continuity, integrity
and preservation of the matenal appeared to be sufficient m the mrcumstances and
were in line with the procedures followed on the earher search. Further, the matenal
that was taken was m the possession of the police by 2.25pm on the relevant day. The
Tnbunal noted the Firm continued to advise the client for some months thereafter.

41 So far as the First Respondent was concerned, the Tnbunal noted that he played a less
pmmment role in this matter. However, the First Respondent made it clear m his
witness statement that in providmg the advice that they did, he considered (and still
considered) that they were actmg in the best interests of their client, fearlessly
protecting their fundamental nghts until any issue as to legality could be resolved with
the police.

42 The First Respondent was the Senior Partner of the firm He had over forty
years'xpenenceof actuig ui cnminal cases. He was the lead pm tnei un the mauei and was

providmg advice in relation to strategy and any significant demsions that were to be
taken He was workmg closely with the Second Respondent who used him as
somethmg of a "soundmg board". As such, he had a very important role to play in
providing clear, calm and detached advice. He could have urged caution or cvcn
advised the Second Respondent agamst taking the action that was contemplated when

they spoke sometime afier 08.30 on the Relevant Date —but did not do so. As such,
the Tribunal found that he caused or allowed the Second Respondent to give the
advice.

43. The allegations against the First Respondent, Mr Ian Richard Burton, on behalf
of the Solicitors Regulation Authority ("SBA") were that, on or about the
Relevant Date, acting in his capacity as a Partner in BCL Burton Copeland (uthe
Firm" ) and in the course of advising a client on an investigation by the police he
gave advice, and caused or allowed advice to be given by the Second Respondent,
to the effect that steps should be taken to remove certain materials from an area
of the client's premises, in anticipation of, and with the intention of preventing or
impeding, a search by tire police, and in doing sot

1.1 failed to uphold the law and the administration of justice in breach of
Rule 1.01of the Solicitors Code of Conduct 2007 ("the 2007 Code");

1.2 allowed his independence to be compromised in breach of Rule 1.03of the
2007 Code;



1.3 failed to behave in a way which maintained the trust the public placed in
him and in the provision of legal services in breach of Rule 1.06 of the
2007 Code.

44. As set out above, the First Respondent had a less prominent role in the advice given
on the mommg of the Relevant Date. However, the matter had been referred to him

by the Second Respondent m his capacity as the Firm's semor partner who was both
expenenced and had a role m relation to the chant to advise on strategy The First
Respondent had a responsibdity to provide clear, calm and detached advice to the
Second Respondent. He could have advised against the proposed removal of matenal,
or that counsel should be consulted, but did not do so. The First Respondent had
caused or allowed the Second Respondent to give the advice. In domg so, the First
Respondent had failed to uphold the rule of law and the proper administration of
Iustrce and had acted m a way winch would dimimsh the trust the pubhc would place
m him and m the legal profession.

45 The Tnbunal was not satisfied that m actmg as he did the First Respondent had
allowed his mdependence to be compromised, for the reasons set out m relation to the
Second Respondent.

Allegation 2 - The allegations against the Second Respondent, Mr Michael John
Drury, on behalf of the Solicitors Regulation Authority ("SRA")were that, on or
about the Relevant Date, acting in his capacity as a Partner in the Firm and in
the course of advising the client on an investigation by the police, he gave advice
to the effect that steps should be taken to remove certain materials from an area
of the client's premises, in anticipation of, and with the intention of preventing or
impeding, a search by the police, and in doing so:

2.1 failed to uphold the law and the administration of justice in breach of
Rule 1.01of the 2007 Code;

2.2 allowed his independence to be compromised in breach of Rule 1.03of the
2007 Code;

2.3 failed to behave in a way which maintained the trust the public placed in
him and in the provision of legal services in breach of Rule 1.06 of the
2007 Code.

In view of the matters set out above, the Tnbunal found that allegations 2.1 and 2 3
were proved beyond reasonable doubt so far as the Second Respondent was
concerned In the light of the matters set out above, the Tribunal did not find
allegation 2.2 to be proved agamst the Second Respondent.

Previous Disciplinary Matters

48 There were no previous disciphnary matters recorded against either Respondent.
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Mitigation

49 Mr Gibbs, for both Respondents, submitted that for solicitors of the standing of these
Respondents, the findings alone constituted a penalty

50. Mr Gtbbs submitted that he hoped there would be no need to interfere with the ability
of either Respondent to practise.

51 Mr Gibbs noted that in its oral Iudgment on the allegations, the Tribunal had dealt
with the motivations of the Respondents and the difficulties which had faced them,
thcrc was li1 tie to add as the Tnbunal had already noted these points

Sanction

52 The Tnbunal had regard to its Guidance Note on Sanction (December 2015), to all of
the facts of the case and the submissions of the parties.

53 In assessmg the senousness of the Respondents'isconduct the fnbunat considered
their respective culpability, the harm done and the presence of any aggravatmg or
mitigatmg factors.

54 The Respondents had not planned to breach their professional obhgations and had not
breached any pomuon of trust. The Respondents had control over the mrcumstances
and both were very expenenced. The Tnbunal found that the Respondents had been
motivated by trying to look atter the interests of their chant. The advice had been
given without bemg planned, but there had been the oppottuntty to considei the
options, perhaps with counsel, and advise calmly m the days after the previous
incident and leadmg up to the Relevant Date.

55. The Tnbunal determmed that the First Respondent was less culpable than the Second
Respondent. He had not given evidence, and in the absence of his evidence it was
unclear what he had been told by the First Respondent in the course of the telephone
conversation on the mormng of the Relevant Date. The First Respondent had had a
duty to ensure that he received all of the necessary mformation in order to give a
proper view. The Second Respondent's culpabdity, whdst greater than that of the
First Respondent, could not be said to be at the highest leveL

In assessmg harm, the Tnbunal noted that a findmg that a sohmtor had failed to
uphold the rule of law and the proper admmistration of justice was a serious matter
and would harm the reputation of the profession. Looked at simply, the Respondents
had advised that material should be removed when it was known or suspected that the
police wanted to carry out a search; that would be a matter of considerable concern to
the public However, whilst two of the three allegations had been proved agamst both
Respondents there had been no resultant damage or loss. There was nothing to
suggest that the police invesugation had been preludiced in any way. The material
which had been uplifted had been made available to the police about three and a half
hours atter the el 8 search had been authonsed. There was nothing to suggest that the
integnty of the material had been compromised m any way. There had been no
intention to keep the material from the police permanently, the Second Respondent



had told the Tnbunal that the mtention had been to release the material, rather than let
it be seized in a potentially unlawful search.

57 The advice to the client was given deliberately, afler discussion between the
Respondents The misconduct mvolved was not repeated and took place in a very
short penod of time. There had been no concealment of what had happened, either to
the police or to the Apphcant. The Respondents should have appremated that the
advice they gave was in material breach of their obhgations under the 2007 Code.
The Respondents had no previous findings against them. Any "loss" which had
occurred, in the delay to the pohce mvestigation, had been put nght quickly. The
misconduct occurred m a very short penod in otherwise unblemished careers. The
Second Respondent had given evidence but had not demonstrated msight into his
misconduct, largely because he stdl believed that he had acted correctly. The First
Respondent had chosen not to give evidence so the Tnbunal could not assess whether
he had real insight mto his misconduct, but the terms of his witness statement
mdicated that he did not. The degree of co-operation with the Applicant was
unexceptionaL

58. This was clearly a matter m wluch a sanction must be imposed, it was too senous for
there to be no order or a reprimand, m the light of the factors set out above. However,
given that the harm done was limited, that the misconduct was unlikely to be repeated
and there had been no bad faith shown, there was no need to interfere with either
Respondents'bihty to practice.

59 The Tribunal determmed that the appropriate and propornonate sanction was a fine for
each Respondent. Given the greater culpability of the Second Respondent, it was
nght that he should be fined more than the First Respondent. The Tnbunal
determined that m order properly to reflect the level of seriousness of the misconduct,
the First Respondent should be fined 85,000 and the Second Respondent KI 0,000

Costs

60. The Apphcant made an application for the Respondents to pay the costs of the
proceedings A schedule of costs in the total sum of 8182,011.83had been submitted
for the Ap ph cant.

61 Mr Dutton, for the Applicant, submitted that the Applicant was consmous that the
costs set out appeared high. This was a potentially high profile case The
Respondents had instructed a large City firm imtially, which had sent a number of
long and detaded letters to the Apphcant m the course of this matter.

62 It was submitted that the appropnate course of action was for the Tnbunal to order a
detmled assessment of costs, on the standard basis, if the costs could not be agreed
Mr Dutton told the Tnbunal that during the hearing he had been assisted by two
solicitors, which he submitted was reasonable given that he was famng two leading
counsel for the Respondents Substantial resources had been deployed by both parties
in the proceedmgs As two out of three allegations had been proved, it was submitted
that the Respondents should be ordered to pay two-thirds of the reasonable costs of
the case, as assessed.
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63. Mr Gibbs for the Respondents submitted that a detailed assessment, on the basis set
out above, was approprtate.

64 The Trtbunal considered the schedule of costs and the submissions of the parties

65. The costs certainly appeared to be high The Tnbunal was satisfied that as two out of
three allegations had been proved there should be a reduction in the

Respondents'iability

for costs and that it was appropnate to order the Respondents to pay two-
thirds of the reasonable costs of the case, as assessed on the standard basis, if the costs
could not be agreed. As the Respondents had adopted a Joint approach and had been
Jomtly represented, it was appropnate to order them to pay costs on a Joint and several
habihty basis.

Statement of Fug Order

66 The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, IAN RICHARD BURTON, solimtor, do
pay a fine of f5,000.00, such penalty to be forfeit to Her Malesty the Queen, and it
further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and mcidental to this application and

enquiry, to be sub)act to a detailed assessment on the standard basis (unless agreed
between the parties), hmited to two-thirds of the costs of the substannve case, on a
Joint and several basis with the Second Respondent.

67. The Tiibunal Ordered thai ihe Respondent, MICHAEL JOHN DRURY CMG,
solicitor, do pay a fine of f10,000 00, such penalty to be forfeit to Her Majesty the
Queen, and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this
application and enquiry, to be sub)act to a detaded assessment on the standard basis
(unless agreed between thc patties), limited to two-tlutds of the costs of the
substantive case, on a joint and several basis with the First Respondent

Dated this 2" day of February 2017
On behalf of the Tnbunal

A. N.
Ch
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