
SOLICITORS DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNAL 
 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE SOLICITORS ACT 1974 Case No. 12352-2022  
 
 
BETWEEN: 
  
 SOLICITORS REGULATION AUTHORITY LTD. Applicant 
 

and 
 

ANTHONY GALE Respondent 
 
  

_____________________________________________ 
 

Before: 
 

Ms A Horne (in the chair) 
Mr G Sydenham 
Dr A Richards 

 
Date of Consideration: 10 October 2022 

 
______________________________________________ 

 
Appearances 
 
Michael Collis, Counsel, of Capsticks LLP, 1 St George’s Road, London, SW19 4DR, for the 
Applicant. 
 
The Respondent represented himself. 

 
______________________________________________ 

 
 

JUDGMENT ON AN AGREED OUTCOME 
 

______________________________________________ 
 
 
 



2 
 

Allegations 
 
Allegations relating to Client A/Property B  
 
1. The allegations against Mr Anthony Gale made by the SRA were that while in practice 

as a solicitor at Ison Harrison Limited, SRA ID 484936 (“Firm 1”):    
 

1.1 Between 5th August and 7th November 2016, in acting for Client A in the transfer of 63 
St Georges Road, Harrogate (“Property B”), he:   

 
1.1.1 failed to undertake proper enquiries in relation to the transaction;   
 
1.1.2 failed to ascertain whether the transfer of the property was in the interests of 

Client A;  
 
1.1.3 failed properly to advise Client A as to the risks and consequences of the  

transfer;  
 
1.1.4 failed to take steps to protect Client A’s interests including any right he had to 

continue residing in the property;  
 

In doing so, Mr Gale breached any or all of Principles 2, 4, 5, 6 and 10 of the SRA 
Principles 2011  

 
1.2 Between 5th August and 7th November 2016, Mr Gale acted on behalf of both Client A 

and Client C, the buyer and seller of Property B, in circumstances giving rise to an 
actual or significant risk of a conflict of interest. In doing so he breached any or all of 
Principles 2, 3, 4 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 and failed to achieve outcome 3.5 
of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011.  

 
2. Allegations 1.1 and 1.2 were advanced on the basis that Mr Gale’s conduct was 

reckless. Recklessness is alleged as an aggravating feature of Mr Gale’s misconduct but 
is not an essential ingredient in proving the allegations.  

  
Allegations relating to Mr E/ Property F  
 
3. The allegations against Mr Gale were that, while in practice as a solicitor at Lofthouse 

& Co, SRA ID 74867 (“Firm 2”):  
 

3.1 On or around 2 July 2020 he signed a sale contract in relation to 59 Wakehurst Drive, 
Crawley (‘Property F’), on behalf of Mr E when he was not instructed to do so. In doing 
so, he breached Paragraph 3.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and 
RFLs and both or either of Principles 2 and 5 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

 
Documents 
 
4. The Tribunal had before it an electronic bundle of papers which included: 
 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 1 July 2022. 
• Respondent’s Answer to the Rule 12 Statement dated 3 August 2022. 
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• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome (“the AO”) dated 10 
October 2022. 

 
Background 
 
5. Mr Gale was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors in February 1990. From 1 September 

2015 to 1 March 2017 he was employed as a solicitor by Ison Harrison Ltd (“Firm 1”). 
From 2017 to 30 July 2021 he was employed as a solicitor by Lofthouse & Co (“Firm 
2”). As at the date of consideration, Mr Gale was employed as a solicitor by Pudsey 
Legal Services Ltd, and  held a Practising Certificate subject to conditions.  

 
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. 
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 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. 

 
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 (Tenth Edition: June 2022).  

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

 
10. With regard to culpability, the Tribunal determined that Mr Gale (a) appeared to have 

been motivated by expediency and demonstrable tardiness, (b) planned his actions, (c) 
acted in breach of trust in relation to Client A who was vulnerable, (d) had direct and 
sole responsibility for the circumstances upon which his misconduct was predicated 
and (e) Mr Gale held significant experience, namely 26 years post qualification 
experience with regard to Allegations 1.1 , 1.2 and 2. He had 30 years post qualification 
experience with regard to Allegation 3. The Tribunal therefore found Mr Gale to be 
highly culpable.  

 
11. With regard to harm, the Tribunal determined that the impact of Mr Gale’s misconduct 

on Client A was profound. He facilitated the transfer of Client A’s home to another for 
no payment, and absent any formal agreement entitling Client A to continue to reside 
in the property. Client A had limited intellectual skills, a low level of intelligence and 
an estimated mental age of 12 years and 4 months. The Tribunal noted the Respondent’s 
assertion that none of those impairments were apparent to him at the material time. The 
Tribunal further determined that, in relation to Allegation 1.3, the impact of Mr Gale’s 
misconduct was severe and led to increased legal fees for all concerned. The admitted 
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misconduct represented a grave departure the “complete integrity, probity and 
trustworthiness” expected of a solicitor. The harm Mr Gale caused to the solicitors’ 
profession was extensive. The harm caused both to those directly involved and to the 
profession was eminently foreseeable. 

 
12. With regard to aggravating features, the Tribunal determined that Mr Gale’s 

misconduct (a) was deliberate, calculated and repeated, (b) facilitated Client A, who 
was vulnerable, being taken advantage of, and (c) was a material breach of his 
obligations to protect the public and the reputation of the profession, the potential for 
which harm he knew/ought reasonably to have known.  

 
13. The Tribunal was extremely concerned at the previous findings recorded against 

Mr Gale. On 23 April 2018 he appeared before the Tribunal for related allegations about 
his conduct on five conveyancing matters, which involved concerns about him acting 
without instruction or consent; not carrying out due diligence, and failing to register 
lender's charges. The misconduct took place between 2005 and 2014. Mr Gale denied 
those allegations, the Tribunal found the majority of them proved. Mr Gale was ordered 
to pay a fine and costs as well as being made subject to indefinite conditions which 
included (i) not practising as a sole practitioner or sole manager or sole owner of an 
authorised or recognised body and (ii) not being a Compliance Officer for Legal 
Practice or a Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration. Notwithstanding that 
previous finding and sanction imposed, Mr Gale’s repeated misconduct demonstrated 
his complete lack of insight into and understanding of his failings. The Tribunal held 
serious concerns as to the risk of repetition in the future given Mr Gale’s demonstrable 
propensity to ignore red flags in conveyancing transactions, and his inherent inability 
to identify and heed warning signs of fraud or exploitation.  

 
14. The Tribunal did not find any mitigating features. The admissions made by Mr Gale in 

the Agreed Outcome were first conveyed to the Applicant in August 2022, shortly 
before the Tribunal hearing. Throughout the Applicant’s investigation and the Tribunal 
proceedings, Mr Gale had denied the allegations in their entirety. 

 
15. Weighing all the factors set out above in the balance, the Tribunal assessed Mr Gale’s 

misconduct as so serious that neither No Order, a Reprimand nor a Fine was a sufficient 
sanction, or in all the circumstances appropriate. The need to protect both the public 
and the reputation of the legal profession from future harm required an Order which 
removed Mr Gale’s ability to practise for a period of time, coupled with an Order 
thereafter which restricted his ability to practise indefinitely. 

 
16. It was plain to the Tribunal that Mr Gale had a complete blind spot with regard to the 

obligations to “know your client”, the risks of fraud in conveyancing transactions, 
management of conflicts of interest, and the obligations attendant upon accepting 
instructions from vulnerable clients. The previous sanction imposed in 2018 had not 
rectified Mr Gale’s ineptitude in those respects, and had not protected either the public 
or the reputation of the profession from repeated harm. The proposed sanction in the 
Agreed Outcome did address those risks by requiring Mr Gale to demonstrate that he 
had undertaken training in the aspects of his practice in which his knowledge was 
deficient before his future employment would be approved by the SRA, and the 
Tribunal therefore endorsed the same. 
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Costs 
 
17. Costs were agreed by the parties in the sum of £12,000.00, which sum the Tribunal 

determined was reasonable and proportionate in all the circumstances. 
 
18. Statement of Full Order 
 
1. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, ANTHONY GALE, solicitor, be suspended 

from practice as a solicitor for the period of 12 months to commence on the 10th day of 
October 2022 and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this 
application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £12,000.00. 
 

2. Upon the expiry of the fixed term of suspension referred to above, the Respondent shall 
be subject to conditions imposed by the Tribunal for an indefinite period of time 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; or as a freelance solicitor; or as a solicitor in an unregulated 
organisation; 

 
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 Head of Legal Practice/Compliance Officer for Legal Practice or a Head of 

Finance and Administration/Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration; 
 
2.1.4 Hold client money; 
 
2.1.5 Be a signatory on any client account; 
 
2.1.6 Work as a solicitor other than in employment approved by the Solicitors Regulation 

Authority Ltd, and such approval not to be given until the Respondent has demonstrated 
to the SRA satisfactory completion of courses or further training in the following areas: 

 
 2.1.6.1 Know your client. 
 2.1.6.2 Risks of fraud in conveyancing transactions. 
 2.1.6.3 Conflicts. 
 2.1.6.4 Accepting instructions from vulnerable clients. 
 
3. There be liberty to either party to apply to the Tribunal to vary the conditions set out at 

paragraph 2 above. 
 
Dated this 24th day of October 2022 
On behalf of the Tribunal 

 
A Horne 
Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  24 OCT 2022 
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