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Allegations 

 

1. The Allegations made against the Respondent were set out in a Rule 12 Statement dated 

16 July 2021 and were that while in practice as an Associate Solicitor at Capital Law 

Limited (“the Firm”):  

 

1.1.  Between 18 December 2013 and 21 November 2016 he caused or allowed payments 

into and out of the Firm's client account, any or all of which were other than in respect 

of an underlying legal transaction, and in doing so provided banking facilities through 

the Firm's client account in breach of any or all of:  

 

1.1.1.  in relation to the period from 21 November 2014 onwards only, Principle 2 of 

the SRA Principles 2011 (“the Principles”); 

 

1.1.2.  in relation to the whole of the period between 18 December 2013 and 

21 November 2016, Principle 6 of the Principles and Rule 14.5 of the SRA 

Accounts Rules 2011 (“the Rules”). 

 

1.2 He allowed client funds to remain in the Firm's client account when they should have 

been returned to the client as soon as there was no longer any proper reason to retain 

those funds. In doing so he breached any or all of:  

 

1.2.1.  Principle 6 of the Principles;  

 

1.2.2.  Rule 14.3 of the Rules.  

 

1.3.  Allegation 1.1 was advanced on the basis that the Respondent's conduct was reckless. 

Recklessness was alleged as an aggravating feature of the Respondent's misconduct but 

not as an essential ingredient in proving the allegations.  

 

Admissions 

 

2. The Respondent admitted the above allegations. 

 

Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal had before it the following documents:- 

 

• The Application, Rule 12 Statement dated 16 July 2021 and exhibits; 

• An application for an Agreed Outcome dated 22 September 2021; 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 24 September 2021. 

 

Background 

 

4. The Respondent was admitted to the Roll on 3 May 2005. At all material times he was 

an Associate Solicitor at the Firm's office in Cardiff where he practised in corporate 

law. He resigned from the Firm on 30 April 2017.  

 

5. The Respondent is currently a principal at Loosemores in Cardiff and has a practising 

certificate, free from conditions, for the 2020/2021 practice year. 
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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 Proposed Outcome annexed to this 

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

Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions (December 2020). The proposed sanction was 

that the Respondent pay a fine of £24,000 and that restrictions on his practice be 

imposed for an indefinite period.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

7. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations on the balance of probabilities.  

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

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

Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

 

8. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  

 

9. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (December 2020). In doing so 

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

and mitigating factors that existed.  

 

10. The detail of the Respondent’s admitted misconduct over an extended period of almost 

two years, and involving 53 payments, is set out in detail in the attached Statement of 

Agreed Facts and is not repeated in this judgment. The Respondent was an experienced 

solicitor specialising in corporate transactional work and had had notice of the risks 

involved in allowing a banking facility to be provided. The Applicant had issued 

guidance to all solicitors on the improper use of client accounts as a banking facility. 

The harm caused by such conduct to the reputation of the profession was significant. 

The Respondent had full control over the relevant circumstances and should have 

realised his conduct was in breach of his obligations as a solicitor. The Tribunal 

considered that the misconduct, which included an admitted failure to act with integrity 

aggravated by recklessness, was very serious.  

 

11. The Tribunal considered that the appropriate sanction in this matter was a financial 

penalty falling within Level 4 of its Indicative Fine Bands (suitable for conduct assessed 

as “very serious”) coupled with indefinite restrictions preventing the Respondent 

having direct control of client money or acting in a compliance role in relation to legal 

practice or finance and administration. The Tribunal did not consider that a fine alone 

would adequately protect the public or the reputation of the profession and that 

restrictions were also required. The parties proposed a fine of £24,000 with the 

following conditions to be applied indefinitely, that the Respondent may not:  

 

• Act as Head of Legal Practice/Compliance Officer for Legal Practice or Head of 

Finance and Administration/Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration;  

 

• Hold client money other than with leave of the Solicitors Regulation Authority; or  
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• Act as a signatory on any client account other than with leave of the Solicitors 

Regulation Authority. 

 

12. The Tribunal, having determined that the proposed sanction was appropriate and 

proportionate, granted the application for matters to be resolved by way of the Agreed 

Outcome. 

 

Costs 

 

13. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay the Applicant’s costs of these 

proceedings fixed in the sum of £22,000. The Tribunal considered the costs application 

to be appropriate and proportionate, and ordered that the Respondent pay the costs in 

the agreed amount. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

14.1 The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, Sion Tudur, solicitor, do pay a fine of 

£24,000, such penalty to be forfeit to Her Majesty the Queen.  

 

14.2 The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent be subject to conditions imposed by the 

Tribunal as follows: 

 

15.1 The Respondent may not:  

 

15.1.1 Act as Head of Legal Practice/Compliance Officer for Legal Practice or Head 

of Finance and Administration/Compliance Officer for Finance and 

Administration;  

 

15.1.2 Hold client money other than with leave of the Solicitors Regulation 

Authority; or  

 

15.1.3 Act as a signatory on any client account other than with leave of the Solicitors 

Regulation Authority. 

 

15.2 There be liberty to either party to apply to the Tribunal to vary the conditions set out 

at paragraph 2.1 above. 

 

6. The Tribunal further Ordered that the Respondent do pay the costs of and incidental to 

this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £22,000. 

 

Dated this 22nd day of October 2021 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

 
P Lewis  

Chair 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 
  22 OCT 2021 
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