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Allegations 
 
1.  The allegations made against the Respondent were that: 
 
1.1 Between February 2003 and April 2019, whilst in practice as a solicitor at BTMK 

Solicitors Limited, he misappropriated monies belonging either to BTMK or their 
clients 
 
and insofar as the conduct took place during the period from February 2003 but before 
6 October 2011, he acted in breach of Rules 1.02, 1.04 and 1.06 of the Solicitors’ Code 
of Conduct 2007 and Rule 22 of the Solicitors Accounts Rules 1998; 
 
and insofar as the conduct took place during the period from 6 October 2011 to 
April 2019, he acted in breach of Principles 2, 6 and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011 and 
Rules 1.2 and 20.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011. 

 
1.2 Between May 2019 and March 2020, whilst in practice as a solicitor at Palmers 

Solicitors he misappropriated monies belonging either to Palmers or their clients  
 
and insofar as the conduct took place during the period from May 2019 but before 
25 November 2019, he acted in breach of Principles 2, 6 and 10 of the SRA Principles 
2011 and Rules 1.2 and 20.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011;  
 
and insofar as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, he acted in breach 
of Principles 2, 4 and 5 of the SRA Principles 2019 and Rule 5.1 of the SRA Accounts 
Rules 2019. 

 
2. Allegations 1.1 and 1.2 were advanced on the basis that the Respondent's conduct was 

dishonest.  
 
Admissions 
 
3. The Respondent admitted the above allegations. 
 
Documents 
 
4. The Tribunal considered all the documents contained within an electronic bundle 

prepared and agreed by the parties. 
 
Background 
 
5. For over sixteen years, the Respondent misappropriated funds belonging to his 

employers’ clients or his employers. In several instances, he provided false information 
to his employer and the clients. The Respondent held part-time judicial office as a 
Deputy District Judge during the relevant period. 

 
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. 



3 
 

The parties submitted that the outcome proposed was consistent with the Tribunal’s 
Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 
7. The proposed sanction was that the Respondent be struck off the Roll of Solicitors.  
 
Findings of Fact and Law 
 
8. The SRA 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 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. 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 
 
10. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (10th Edition/June 2022) (“the 

Sanctions Guidance”). In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm 
identified together with the aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. 

 
11. The admitted misconduct involved dishonestly misappropriating client and/or employer 

funds which struck at the heart of what the public would expect of a solicitor, namely 
that they “may be trusted to the ends of the earth” as per Bolton v Law Society [1994] 
1 WLR 512.  

 
12. The Sanction Guidance states at [51] that: “A finding that an allegation of dishonesty 

has been proved will almost invariably lead to striking off, save in exceptional 
circumstances (see Solicitors Regulation Authority v Sharma [2010] EWHC 2022 
(Admin)).” The Tribunal did not consider there were exceptional circumstances present 
such that a lesser sanction was warranted and none were advanced by the parties in the 
Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome.  

 
13. For the reasons set out in the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome, the Tribunal 

determined that the protection of the public and public confidence in the profession and 
the reputation of the profession required no lesser sanction than that the Respondent be 
removed from the Roll. The Tribunal found that the proposed sanction of striking the 
Respondent from the Roll was appropriate, proportionate and in accordance with the 
Sanctions Guidance 

 
Costs 
 
14. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £1,500. The 

Tribunal determined that the agreed amount was reasonable and appropriate, taking into 
account the information about the Respondent’s financial means as set out in the 
Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the 
Respondent pay costs in the agreed sum. 
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Statement of Full Order 
 
15. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, SEAN MICHAEL CALLAGHAN, 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 sum of £1,500. 

 
Dated this 29th day of June 2022 
On behalf of the Tribunal 

 
 
P. Jones 
Chair 
 
 
 
 
 
 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  29 JUN 2022 
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