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Allegations 

 

1.  The allegations made by the Applicant against the Respondent were that:  

 

1.1 By virtue of his conviction on 16 November 2018 for failing to comply with Money 

Laundering Regulation 7(1)(b) contrary to Regulation 45 of the Money Laundering 

Regulations 2007 when acting for client Mr PP in his purchase of a property, Property 

A, with Mr KP, which completed on 26 January 2010 (the criminal offence) he 

breached all or any of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 (the 2011 

Principles).  

 

1.2 By virtue of his conviction on 17 December 2018 for failing, during the course of the 

proceedings in which he was convicted for the criminal offence, to surrender to bail on 

16 October 2018, contrary to Section 6(1) of the Bail Act 1976 he breached all or any 

of Principles 1, 2 and 6 of the 2011 Principles.  

 

2. In addition, recklessness was alleged as an aggravating factor with respect to allegation 

1.1 

 

Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal had before it the following documents: 

 

 Rule 12 Statement dated 26 May 2020 with exhibit PL1 

 Respondent’s Answer dated 7 July 2020 

 Application for extension of time for submission of an Agreed Outcome dated 

15 July 2020 

 Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome signed by the Respondent on 

14 July 2020 and by the Applicant on 15 July 2020 

 Amended Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome signed by both parties 

on 28 July 2020 

 Applicant’s Schedule of Costs as at 8 April 2020 dated 26 May 2020 

 

Factual Background 

 

4.  The Respondent, was born in 1960. He was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors on 

1 March 1985. As at the date of the Rule 12 Statement the Respondent’s name remained 

on the Roll but he did not hold a practising certificate.  

 

5.  The Respondent has practised property conveyancing throughout his career as a 

solicitor. The Respondent started trading as a partner in Oakley and Davies Solicitors 

on 1 June 2001. That firm became a limited company, Oakley and Davies Limited on 

1 May 2008 and ceased trading in May 2011. Oakley and Davies Limited practised 

from offices in Canton, Cardiff.  

 

6.  At all material times the Respondent was a solicitor, director and money laundering 

officer of Oakley and Davies Limited. The Respondent told the Applicant that he had 

not practised as a solicitor since 2 November 2011.  
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7.  On 6 March 2019, the Respondent reported the criminal offence, his conviction and 

sentence to the Applicant. 

 

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

 

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

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

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

Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions. On 22 July 2020, a division of the Tribunal 

had considered an application and accompanying Statement of Agreed Facts and 

Proposed Outcome in this matter. There appeared to be a sub-paragraph left out at 

paragraph 30. The Tribunal refused the Agreed Outcome. In order to assist the parties 

the Tribunal indicated that based on the papers provided, it was inclined to approve the 

Agreed Outcome but could not arrive at a determination because the section of the 

Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dealing with the Respondent’s 

mitigation appeared to be incomplete. A slightly amended version of the Statement of 

Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome was submitted for the Tribunal’s consideration. 

This Panel of the Tribunal was prepared to consider the application although it was 

within 28 days of the date listed for the substantive hearing 13 August 2020. 

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

9. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations to the standard applicable in civil 

proceedings (the balance of probabilities). The Tribunal had due regard to the 

Respondent’s rights to a fair trial and to respect for their private and family life under 

Articles 6 and 8 of the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms. 

 

10. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it. Rule 32(1) of the SDPR 2019 provides: 

 

“A conviction for a criminal offence in the United Kingdom may be proved by 

the production of a certified copy of the certificate of conviction relating to the 

offence and proof of a conviction will constitute evidence that the person in 

question was guilty of the offence. The findings of fact upon which that 

conviction was based will be admissible as conclusive proof of those facts save 

in exceptional circumstances.” 

  

The Tribunal was satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the Respondent’s 

admissions were properly made. 

 

11. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanctions (November 2019). In doing 

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

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. It concluded that the Respondent was 

entirely culpable for his actions in his failure to comply with the Money Laundering 

Regulations. His criminal conviction harmed the reputation of the profession.  The 

Tribunal agreed that while no dishonesty had been alleged against the Respondent and 

he had self-reported as soon as it was permissible for him to do so, he had been reckless 

and his misconduct resulted in a criminal conviction which was a considerable 

aggravating factor. The Tribunal noted that the Respondent had appeared before it on 

four previous occasions albeit all a considerable time ago, the last of these being on 
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2 November 2011 when he was suspended from practice for three years from 

2 November 2011 (i.e. until 1 November 2014). The events which led to the convictions 

which were the subject of this case, occurred before that suspension was imposed and 

he had not practised since. The Tribunal agreed that in all the circumstances striking 

off was a reasonable and proportionate sanction. 

 

Costs 

 

12. The parties had agreed costs in the amount of £2,000, an amount considerably less than 

that claimed by the Applicant in the costs schedule before the Tribunal. 

 

Redaction of part of the Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome  

 

13. The Tribunal noted that part of point (1) of paragraph 23(1) of the Statement of Agreed 

Facts and Proposed Outcome contained sensitive personal information about the 

Respondent which the Tribunal did not consider appropriate to put into the public 

domain.  

 

14.  Accordingly the Tribunal ordered that after the following sentence: “The respondent 

would like to state that (1) The length of time since the events and the investigation by 

the police and now the SRA has had a significant effect on my self esteem”, (to the end 

of that sentence), the remainder be redacted when this judgment is published with the 

Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome attached to it. Sub point (2) is 

unaffected by the redaction. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

14. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, STEPHEN MICHAEL OAKLEY, solicitor, 

be STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs 

of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the agreed sum of £2,000.00. 

 

Dated this 24th day of August 2020 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

 

C Evans 

Chair 

 

     JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

        24 AUGUST 2020 
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