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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations made by the Applicant against the Respondent (who was also known 

as John Washington) were set out in a Rule 5 Statement dated 29 March 2018 and 

were that on 1 September 2016 he was convicted after trial upon indictment of 

committing “an act/series of acts with intent to pervert the course of public justice”, 

and thereby failed to: 

 

1.1 uphold the rule of law and the proper administration of justice in breach of Principle 1 

of the SRA Principles 2011 (“the Principles”); and/or 

 

1.2 act with integrity in breach of Principle 2 of the Principles; and/or 

 

1.3 behave in a way that maintains the trust the public places in him and the provision of 

legal services in breach of Principle 6 of the Principles. 

 

Documents 

 

2. The Tribunal considered all of the documents in the case which included the 

following supplied by the Applicant: 

 

 Application and Rule 5 Statement dated 29 March 2018 and exhibit JRL1 

 

 Statement of costs at issue dated 29 March 2018 and updated statement of costs 

for the hearing dated 5 December 2018 

 

 Witness statement of CH dated 3 April 2018  

 

The Respondent had not provided any documentation to the Tribunal (other than 

indirectly by way of the documents appearing within the exhibit to the Rule 5 

Statement). 

 

Preliminary Matters – Application to proceed in the absence of the Respondent 

 

The Applicant’s Submissions 

 

3. The Applicant applied to proceed in the absence of the Respondent.  The Applicant 

submitted that the Respondent had received the case papers.  On 26 February 2018 the 

Respondent had provided a postal address to the Applicant and this had been used 

since that date by the Applicant and the Tribunal.  Mr Moran, for the Applicant, 

confirmed that both post and e-mail addresses, including the e-mail address from 

which the Respondent had written to the Applicant on 26 February 2018, had been 

used to serve the case papers.  A further full set of all relevant papers had been served 

by e-mail on 25 July 2018.  

 

4. Mr Moran stated that the Applicant had been engaged in correspondence with the 

Respondent following the Tribunal’s certification of the case, and this correspondence 

had included making the Respondent aware of the Tribunal’s practice note on 

adjournments which sets out the evidence which would be required to support an 

application to adjourn based on ill-health.  Mr Moran stated that the Applicant had 
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