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 Statement of Agreed Facts, Admissions and Outcome 

 

Factual Background 

 

3. The Respondent was born in September 1961 and was admitted to the Roll of 

Solicitors on 15 August 2001. At all relevant times the Respondent was the sole 

equity partner at Chambers Solicitors (“the Firm”) in Bradford. 

 

4. On 23 November 2016 the Respondent was convicted of conspiracy to defraud the 

Legal Aid Agency. On 9 June 2017 he was sentenced to three years and six months 

imprisonment. 

 

Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 

 

5. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against the Respondent in 

accordance with the Statement of Agreed Facts, Admissions and Outcome annexed to 

this Judgment. The parties submitted that the outcome proposed was consistent with 

the Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 

6. The Statement of Agreed Facts, Admissions and Outcomes contained additional 

allegations in respect of allegation 1.1. These allegations had not been made in a Rule 

5 or Rule 7 Statement and had not been certified by the Tribunal. It was not 

appropriate to introduce new allegations in a Statement of Agreed Facts, Admissions 

and Outcome.  

 

7. In a different matter the inclusion of such allegations could have resulted in the 

Agreed Outcome document being rejected. However, given the gravity of the 

allegations in the Rule 7 Statement these additional allegations (which largely 

mirrored the allegations 1.1.1 and 1.1.2) did not in any way alter the appropriate 

sanction in this matter. When considering the proposed Agreed Outcome the Tribunal 

disregarded the allegations set out at paragraphs 2.1.3 and 2.1.4 of the Agreed Facts, 

Admissions and Outcomes document. 

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

8. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations beyond reasonable doubt.  The 

Tribunal had due regard to the Respondent’s rights to a fair trial and to respect for his 

private and family life under Articles 6 and 8 of the European Convention for the 

Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

 

9. The Respondent admitted the allegations against him in their entirety. The Tribunal 

reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied beyond reasonable doubt that the 

Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  

 

10. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (December 2016). In doing 

so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed.  

 

11. The Tribunal was satisfied that the appropriate sanction in all the circumstances was a 

strike-off. The Respondent accepted the seriousness of his misconduct and had not 
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