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

(“SRA”) were that whilst practising as the sole principal of Messenger & Co (“the 
Firm”): 

 
1.1 Between 31 December 2015 and 9 May 2017, a shortage of £5,063.95 existed on the 

Client Account of the Firm. By reason of the existence of that shortage he breached any 
or all of:  

 
1.1.1 Principle 6 SRA Principles 2011 (“the Principles”) 
 
1.1.2 Principle 7 of the Principles 
 
1.1.3 Principle 10 the Principles 
 
1.1.4 Rule 7.1 SRA Accounts Rules 2011(“the Accounts Rules”) 
 
1.1.5 Rule 20.9 of the Accounts Rules. 

 
1.2 Between 12 May 2015 and 18 May 2017, he provided a banking facility to Client A 

and/or Company B through the Client Account of the Firm. He thereby breached any 
or all of:  

 
1.2.1 Principle 6 of the Principles  
 
1.2.2 Principle 7 of the Principles  
 
1.2.3 Rule 14.5 the Accounts Rules.  

 
1.3 From April 2015 onwards he failed to complete client account reconciliations as 

required by the SRA Accounts Rules. He thereby breached any or all of:  
 

1.3.1 Principle 6 of the Principles  
 

1.3.2 Principle 7 of the Principles  
 

1.3.3 Rule 29.12 of the Accounts Rules.  
 
1.4  As at 18 July 2018 he retained residual balances on 38 client matter ledgers to a total 

value of £19,921.29. The relevant clients had not been notified every 12 months that 
balances continued to be held on client account in respect of their completed matters. 
He thereby breached any or all of:  

 
1.4.1. Principle 6 of the Principles  
 
1.4.2. Principle 7 of the Principles  
 
1.4.3. Rule 14.3 of the Accounts Rules  
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1.4.4.  Rule 14.4 of the Accounts Rules. 
 
2. Mr Messenger admitted the allegations set out in paragraphs 1.1.1 to 1.1.3, 1.2 (insofar 

as it related to Company B only, 1.3 and 1.4).  The SRA applied to withdraw allegations 
set out at 1.1.4 and 1.2 (insofar as it related to Client A only).  Given the admissions 
made, the SRA did not consider that it was proportionate or in the public interest to 
pursue the denied matters.  

 
3. The Tribunal agreed that it was neither proportionate nor in the public interest to pursue 

the denied matters.  Accordingly, the Tribunal granted permission to withdraw the 
matters as detailed above. 

 
Documents 
 
4. The Tribunal had before it the following documents:- 
 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit AJB1 dated 16 December 2021 
• Mr Messenger’s Answer dated 27 January 2022 
• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome  

 
Background 
 
5. Mr Messenger was admitted to the Roll in March 1974.  He was a sole practitioner from 

admission until December 2015.  He held a current unconditional Practising Certificate. 
 
Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 
 
6. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Mr Messenger 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 
 
7. 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 Mr Messenger’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 on the balance of 

probabilities that Mr Messenger’s admissions were properly made. 
 
9. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (9th Edition/December 2021).  

In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 
aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. The Tribunal found that Mr Messenger 
was solely and directly responsible for his misconduct.  The Tribunal accepted that the 
misconduct was a result of Mr Messenger’s carelessness and was not deliberate.  It was 
noted that Mr Messenger made full and frank admissions and had co-operated fully 
with the investigation.  The Tribunal determined that sanctions such as no order or a 
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reprimand did not adequately reflect the seriousness of the misconduct.  The Tribunal 
assessed the misconduct as falling within its Indicative Fine Band Level 2, having 
determined that the misconduct was moderately serious.  The Tribunal considered that 
a fine in the sum of £5,000 (as proposed) adequately reflected the seriousness of the 
misconduct.  Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the proposed sanction. 

 
Costs 
 
10. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £7,500.  The Tribunal considered that the agreed 

costs were reasonable and proportionate.  Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered costs be 
paid in the agreed amount. 

 
11. Statement of Full Order 
 
1. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, CHRISTOPHER ATTWOOD 

MESSENGER  solicitor, do pay a 
fine of £5,000.00, 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 £7,500.00. 
 

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 sole manager or sole owner of an authorised or 

recognised body; 
 
2.1.2 Be a partner or member of a Limited Liability Partnership (LLP), Legal Disciplinary 

Practice (LDP) or Alternative Business Structure (ABS) or other authorised or 
recognised body; 

 
2.1.3 Be a Compliance Officer for Legal Practice or a Compliance Officer for Finance and 

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

paragraph 2 above. 
 
Dated this 30th day of March 2022 
On behalf of the Tribunal 
 

 
A N Spooner 
Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  30 MAR 2022 
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