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Appearances 
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Allegations 

 

1.  The allegations against Mr Browell made by the Solicitors Regulation Authority Ltd 

(“SRA”) were that, while in practice as a Solicitor and Director of Browell Smith & Co 

Solicitors Ltd (“the Firm”):  

 

1.1 On or around 9 February 2018, 26 July 2018 and 9 August 2018, he caused or allowed 

one or more improper client to office account transfers (“the 2018 Transfers”) and he 

thereby breached any or all of Principles 2, 4, 6, and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011 

(“the Principles”) and Rule 20.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011 (“the Accounts 

Rules”).  

 

1.2 Between January 2018 and July 2019, he caused or allowed the Firm to retain residual 

client balances that were contrary to Rules 14.3 and/or 14.4 of the Accounts Rules and 

in doing so he breached all or any of Principles 4, 6, and 8. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit LJF1 dated 3 November 2021 

• Mr Browell’s Answer dated 6 December 2021 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 14 January 2022 

  

Background 

 

3. Mr Browell was a solicitor having been admitted to the Roll in December 1981.  He 

was the sole owner, manager, COLP and MLRO of the Firm.  Between 1 February 2018 

and 23 August 2019, Mr Browell assumed the responsibilities of the Firm's COFA 

following Colleague A's resignation from the Firm.  

 

4. Mr Browell held a current practising certificate, which was subject to the following 

conditions:  

 

• With effect from 28 days of notification of the decision, [the Respondent] is not 

the sole English or Welsh lawyer manager of any authorised body, authorised 

non-SRA firm or legal services body.  

 

• He may not act as a compliance officer for legal practice (COLP) or compliance 

officer for finance and administration (COFA) for any SRA authorised body, or 

Head of Legal Practice (HOLP) or head of finance and administration (HOFA) 

in any authorised non-SRA firm.  

 

• He may not act as a sole signatory to any client or office account, or have the 

power to solely authorise transfers from any client or office account.  

 

• He may not practice under regulation 10.2(a) or 10.2(b) of the SRA 

Authorisation of Individual Regulations. 

 

 



 

 

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 and Proposed 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 

 

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

Tribunal had due regard to its statutory duty, under section 6 of the Human Rights Act 

1998, to act in a manner which was compatible with the Mr Browell’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. 

 

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

probabilities that Mr Browell’s admissions were properly made. 

 

8. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (9th Edition).  In doing so the 

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

mitigating factors that existed.  The Tribunal noted that Mr Browell had self-reported 

following advice from his accountant.  It was also noted that the improperly withdrawn 

monies had been replaced in a short space of time, and that the misconduct had occurred 

over a short space of time.   

 

9. The Tribunal found Mr Browell to be wholly culpable for his misconduct.  He was an 

experienced solicitor who understood the sacrosanct nature of client monies, and who 

knew, at the time the transfers were made, that the transfers were in breach of the 

Accounts Rules.  In using client monies as he did, he had caused harm to the reputation 

of the profession. 

 

10. The Tribunal considered that Mr Browell’s conduct was serious such that a sanction of 

no order or a reprimand were not proportionate.  The Tribunal did not consider that this 

misconduct together with the remedial action taken were such that the need to protect 

the public and the reputation of the profession required that his ability to practise should 

be removed.  The Tribunal determined that a financial penalty adequately reflected the 

seriousness of his misconduct.  The Tribunal assessed Mr Browell’s misconduct as very 

serious such that it fell within its Indicative Fine Band 4.  The Tribunal considered that 

the proposed sanction of a fine in the sum of £20,000 adequately reflected the 

seriousness of the misconduct. 

 

11. The Tribunal determined that given the nature of Mr Browell’s misconduct, it was also 

necessary to impose restrictions on his practise in order to protect the public and the 

reputation of the profession from future harm by him.  The Tribunal determined that 

the restrictions agreed by the parties adequately protected the public and the reputation 

of the profession.  Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the proposed Agreed Outcome. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Costs 

 

12. The parties agreed that Mr Browell should pay costs in the sum of £25,000.  The 

Tribunal considered that the agreed sum was reasonable and proportionate.  

Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that Mr Browell pay costs as agreed. 

 

13. Statement of Full Order 

 

1. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, PHILIP ASHLEY BROWELL, solicitor, 

do pay a fine of £20,000.00, such penalty to be forfeit to Her Majesty the Queen, and it 

further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry 

fixed in the sum of £25,000.00. 

 

2. The Respondent shall be subject to conditions imposed by the Tribunal as follows: 

 

2.1 The Respondent may not: 

 

2.1.1 practise as a sole practitioner or be the sole authorised person that is a manager of an 

authorised or recognised body; 

 

2.1.2 be a Compliance Officer for Legal Practice (COLP) or Compliance Officer for Finance 

and Administration (COFA) for any SRA authorised body, or Head of Legal Practice 

(HOLP) or Head of Finance and Administration (HOFA) in any authorised non-SRA 

firm; 

 

2.1.3 act as a sole signatory to any client or office account, or have the power to solely 

authorise transfers from any client or office account; 

 

2.1.4 practise under regulation 10.2(a) or 10.2(b) of the SRA Authorisation of Individual 

Regulations. 

 

3. There be liberty to either party to apply to the Tribunal to vary the conditions set out at 

paragraph 2 above. 

 

Dated this 2nd day of February 2022 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 
A E Banks 

Chair 

 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  02 FEB 2022 
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