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Factual Background 

 

4. The Respondent was born in 1942. He was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors on 

11 January 1969.  He does not hold a current Practising Certificate.  He resides in 

Diss, Norfolk.  

  

5. The Respondent was at the material time practising as a sole practitioner 

(unauthorised) as Peter H. Rollin Solicitor.  

 

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

 

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

accordance with the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome annexed to this 

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

Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

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

Tribunal gave due weight to its statutory duty, under section 6 of the Human Rights 

Act 1998, to act in a manner which was compatible with 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. 

 

8. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied beyond reasonable 

doubt that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  

 

9. 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.  

 

10. The Respondent had admitted serious professional misconduct.  The Tribunal was 

particularly concerned with his deliberate decision not to take out indemnity 

insurance.  It was also very concerning that the conduct, which involved an admitted 

lack of integrity, extended over 12 years.  The Respondent was directly responsible 

for his actions as a sole practitioner.  There was a clear risk of harm to the profession 

and to clients arising from his actions.  Given his extensive experience he ought to 

have known his conduct was in breach of his obligations and the Tribunal considered 

this to be an aggravating factor.  

 

11. The Tribunal noted the mitigation put forward by the Respondent.  In all of the 

circumstances the Tribunal accepted the assessment made by the parties of the 

appropriate sanction and approved their proposal.  

 

Costs 

 

12. The parties had agreed costs in the sum of £5,000.  The Tribunal was satisfied that 

this was an appropriate sum and approved this element of the Agreed Outcome.  
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