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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against Mr Wright made by the Solicitors Regulation Authority LTD 

(“SRA”) were that while in practice as a solicitor and manager at Ashely Wilson LLP 

(“the Firm”): 

 

1.1 Between February 2016 and June 2016, having agreed that the Firm should not act for 

both the purchaser and vendor to a conveyancing transaction, he failed to disclose to 

the Firm and the Firm’s clients, the vendors, of his continued direct involvement with 

the purchase of the property, namely: 

 

 (i) in the financial arrangements regarding the purchase of the property; 

 

(ii) in providing instructions to the buyers’ instructed solicitors in relation to the 

transaction; 

 

(iii) in the preparation of a pre action protocol letter to the Firm alleging a 

misrepresentation of the property and seeking damages in respect of the same; 

and 

 

(iv) in the instruction of Counsel by the buyers’ solicitors in relation to the alleged 

misrepresentation of the property. 

 

As such, he thereby breached any or all of Principles 2 and/or 6 of the SRA Principles 

2011 (“the Principles”) and/or in circumstances where he was a Manager of the Firm 

and knew that the Firm acted for the vendors, he acted where there was an own client 

conflict and accordingly failed to achieve Outcome 3.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct 

2011 (“the Code”). 

 

1.2 Between February 2016 and June 2016, he instructed the buyers’ solicitors to make 

payments from the client account, which were not connected to an underlying 

transaction, in breach of Rule 14.5 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011 (“the Accounts 

Rules”), and in doing so he thereby breached Principle 6 of the Principles. 

 

2. Mr Wright admitted both allegations in their entirety. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit IWB1 dated 10 November 2022 

• Answer dated 5 January 2023 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 3 February 2023 

 

Background 

 

4. Mr Wright was admitted to the Roll in April 1991.  At the time of the alleged and 

admitted misconduct, he was a Manager at the Firm.  Mr Wright held an unconditional 

practising certificate.  Mr Wright left the Firm in February 2020.  His conduct was 

reported to the SRA by another Manager of the Firm who found the file in relation to 
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the sale of the property.  The file showed that Mr Wright had been instructing the 

buyers’ solicitors in direct conflict of the Firm’s vendor client. 

 

Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 

 

5. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Mr Wright 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 Mr Wright’s right to a fair trial 

and to respect for their 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 Wright’s admissions were properly made. 

 

8. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (10th Edition – June 2022).  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 Wright 

was motivated by his desire to reduce the purchase price of the property to his benefit 

and the detriment of the Firm’s client.  His conduct was in direct conflict with the duties 

he owed to his Firm’s client.  He was an experienced solicitor and was wholly 

responsible for his conduct. His conduct was planned.   

 

9. In mitigation, the Tribunal noted that this was an isolated incident in a previously 

unblemished career.  He had co-operated with the Applicant and had made early and 

full admissions. 

 

10. The Tribunal considered that the nature of the misconduct, including that Mr Wright 

had acted without integrity, was such that sanctions such as No Order or a Reprimand 

did not adequately reflect the seriousness of the misconduct.  The Tribunal did not find 

that Mr Wright’s misconduct was such that the protection of the public and the 

reputation of the profession demanded that he have restrictions placed on his practice, 

or that he be prevented from practising by way of a suspension.   

 

11. The Tribunal determined that the appropriate sanction was a financial penalty.  The 

Tribunal assessed Mr Wright’s conduct as very serious, such that it fell within Level 4 

of the Tribunal’s Indicative Fine Bands.  The parties had agreed a fine in the sum of 

£32,000.  The Tribunal considered that the agreed amount adequately reflected the 

serious of the misconduct.  Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the agreed sanction.  
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Costs 

12. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £15,600 + VAT.  The Tribunal found the agreed

sum both reasonable and proportionate.  Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered Mr Wright

to pay costs in the agreed amount.

Statement of Full Order 

13. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, JOHN CHARLES WRIGHT solicitor, do

pay a fine of £32,000.00, such penalty to be forfeit to His Majesty the King, and it

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

fixed in the sum of £15,600.00 plus VAT.

Dated this 17th day of February 2023 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

A Ghosh 

Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

17 FEB 2023 
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