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Allegations 

 

1. The Allegations contained in the Rule 12 Statement were as follows: 

 

1.1  Between 11 December 2013 and 8 January 2014, the Respondent, while acting as 

RPH’s deputy, transferred £252,070.07 from RPH’s bank account into accounts in his 

own name, and thereby he breached any or all of Principles 2, 6 and 10 of the SRA 

Principles 2011 and Rules 1.2(a) and 14.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011.  

 

1.2  Between 31 March 2017 and 28 September 2019, the Respondent, while acting as JH’s 

deputy, raised bills of costs for work which was not undertaken and/or was not properly 

chargeable and improperly transferred the sum of £272,917.68 from monies held on 

behalf of JH to Switalskis’ office account in respect of the said bills, and thereby he 

breached any or all of Principles 2, 6 and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011 and Rule 20.1 

of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011.  

 

1.3  Between 28 February 2018 and 29 March 2018, the Respondent, while acting as AS’s 

deputy, raised bills of costs for work which was not undertaken and/or was not properly 

chargeable and improperly transferred the sum of £58,759.91 from monies held on 

behalf of AS to Switalskis’ office account, and thereby he breached any or all of 

Principles 2, 6 and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011 and Rule 20.1 of the SRA Accounts 

Rules 2011.  

 

1.4  On or around 17 October 2019, the Respondent purchased products from an Apple store 

to the value of £3,113.00 using JR’s money and kept products to the value of £2,275.00 

for himself, and thereby he breached any or all of Principles 2, 6 and 10 of the SRA 

Principles 2011. 

 

1.5  Between 18 November 2019 and 27 November 2019, the Respondent, while acting as 

JR’s deputy, transferred £662,571.65 from JR’s bank account into accounts in his own 

name, and thereby he breached any or all of:  

 

1.5.1  Principles 2,6 and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011;  

 

1.5.2  Rules 1.2(a) and 14.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011; and/or  

 

1.5.3  Principles 2, 4, and 5 of the SRA Principles (2019) and paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3 

of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs (2019). 

 

1.6  Between 2 January 2018 and 12 July 2019, the Respondent provided the Office of the 

Public Guardian with information which was untruthful or apt to mislead, and thereby 

he breached any or all of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

 

2. Allegations 1.1-1.6 were advanced on the basis that Mr Guy’s conduct was dishonest. 

Dishonesty was alleged as an aggravating feature of his misconduct but was not an 

essential ingredient in proving the allegations. 

 

 

 

 



3 

 

Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal considered all of the documents in the case, which were included in an 

agreed electronic bundle. 

 

Application for leave to submit a proposed Agreed Outcome out of time 

 

4. The substantive hearing of this matter was listed for 16 May 2023. On 15 May 2023 at 

14.55 the Tribunal received an application for leave to submit a proposed Agreed 

Outcome out of time, together with the proposed Agreed Outcome itself.  

 

5. Rule 25(1) of the SDPR 2019 stated as follows: 

 

“25.—(1) The parties may up to 28 days before the substantive hearing of an 

application (unless the Tribunal directs otherwise) submit to the Tribunal an 

Agreed Outcome Proposal for approval by the Tribunal.” 

 

6. The parties had clearly not submitted this application more than 28 days before the 

hearing and so an application was required for permission to have the proposed Agreed 

Outcome considered.  

 

7. At the request of Mr Hopkins, the Tribunal heard this application in private on the basis 

that there was an application for an embargo on publication of this Judgment, which 

was dealt with below. In order to preserve the position on the application for an 

embargo, the Tribunal heard this application in private. For the reasons set out below, 

however, the application for an embargo was refused and so the details of the 

applications can be set out in full. 

 

8. Mr Hopkins told the Tribunal that he apologised for the lateness of the application. He 

submitted that the parties had expedited the discussions about an Agreed Outcome as 

far as possible, but it had not been possible to agree a final text until the day before the 

substantive hearing. This was due in part to the ongoing criminal investigation, which 

Mr Guy was the subject of.  

 

9. Mr Hopkins reminded the Tribunal that under Rule 6(2) of the SDPR 2019, it could 

dispense with time limits where it was just to do so. Mr Hopkins submitted that it was 

just to do so in this case because approving the proposed Agreed Outcome was the most 

sensible way to dispose of the case in a way that was consistent with the overriding 

objective.  

 

10. Mr Hopkins submitted that as part of the proposed Agreed Outcome, Mr Guy made 

admissions to Allegations 1.2, 1.3, 1.6 and part of 1.4. He had further admitted that his 

conduct was dishonest and he had agreed to be struck off the Roll. There was no greater 

sanction that could be imposed and so even if the hearing took place, it would not alter 

the outcome. The same rationale applied to the application to withdraw the unadmitted 

Allegations. 

 

11. Mr Hopkins further noted that Mr Guy had already admitted Allegations 1.2 and 1.3 in 

his Answer and submitted that the likely result would be a strike off in relation to those 

admissions alone, in circumstances where £330,000 was involved.   
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12. Mr Hopkins submitted that there was a clear practical benefit in saving cost and time if 

this application was allowed.  

 

13. Mr Guy also apologised for the lateness and confirmed that he agreed with Mr Hopkins’ 

submissions.  

 

The Tribunal’s Decision  

 

14. The Tribunal was dismayed by the lateness of the application. While it did not seek to 

trespass into areas of ‘without prejudice’ correspondence between the parties, there was 

no obvious good reason why this position could not have been reached sooner. By the 

time the application had been lodged the previous day, the Tribunal had been fully 

prepared to hear the case and had read the papers, which ran to approximately 1,500 

pages. Three days of Tribunal time had been set aside to hear the case, much of which 

would now be wasted.  

 

15. The Tribunal was, as always, mindful of the overriding objective. In the proposed 

Agreed Outcome Mr Guy had made admissions to dishonesty and had not advanced 

any exceptional circumstances. Although the Tribunal was, at this stage, only 

considering the question of whether to grant leave, it would have been artificial to 

ignore the reality that refusing to entertain the Agreed Outcome and proceeding with a 

hearing would have been highly likely to result in the same position being reached at 

the conclusion of the hearing. That would not be a proportionate use of Tribunal 

resources and would increase costs for both parties unnecessarily.  

 

16. In all the circumstances the Tribunal agreed to consider the proposed Agreed Outcome 

out of time. 

 

Application for approval of the Agreed Outcome 

 

17. The parties invited the Tribunal to dispose of the matter as set out in the Statement of 

Agreed Facts and Outcome appended to this Judgment.  

 

18. In summary, Mr Guy admitted Allegations 1.2, 1.3, 1.6 and part of Allegation 1.4, 

together with dishonesty in relation to each of those Allegations. The SRA applied to 

amend Allegation 1.4 to reflect the admission and to withdraw Allegations 1.1 and 1.5. 

The parties agreed that the only appropriate sanction in this matter was that Mr Guy be 

struck off the Roll and that he pay the SRA’s costs, fixed in the sum of £17,000. 

 

19. The SRA was required by Rule 5 of The Solicitors (Disciplinary Proceedings) Rules 

2019 to prove the allegations to the standard applicable in civil proceedings (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 Guy’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. 
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20. The Tribunal was satisfied that Mr Guy’s admissions were properly made and 

supported by the evidence. In those circumstances, given the seriousness of the 

admitted Allegations, the Tribunal was content to grant permission for the unadmitted 

Allegations to be withdrawn, including the amendment to Allegations 1.4. This was on 

the basis that the severity of the misconduct proved against Mr Guy would not be 

materially increased by a hearing on the unadmitted matters, if they were proved.  

 

21. The Tribunal had regard to the Guidance Note on Sanctions (June 2022). The Tribunal 

assessed the seriousness of the misconduct by considering Mr Guy’s culpability, the 

level of harm caused together with any aggravating or mitigating factors. Mr Guy had 

made admissions to serious Allegations involving dishonesty at the highest level. Only 

exceptional circumstances could justify a sanction other than a strike-off. No such 

circumstances were advanced and the Tribunal identified none from the material before 

it. The Tribunal was satisfied that the only appropriate sanction was that Mr Guy be 

struck off the Roll. 

 

Application for embargo of this Judgment 

 

22. Mr Guy applied for the Tribunal to exercise its discretion to temporarily embargo the 

publication of the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome and the Tribunal’s Judgment 

for a period of six months, with liberty to apply. The basis of this application was the 

ongoing criminal investigation. The Tribunal was told that the investigation was 

concerned with the same or similar matters to those dealt with in this Judgment. The 

Tribunal was further informed that the matter had not yet been sent to the Crown 

Prosecution Service for a charging decision, but this was anticipated by Mr Guy. 

 

23. Mr Guy told the Tribunal that he was concerned about putting information into the 

public domain ahead of any trial on the basis that his acceptance of matters in these 

proceedings could be prejudicial to him in future proceedings. The Police were fully 

aware of the SRA matters. 

 

24. Mr Hopkins told the Tribunal that the SRA did not oppose the application for an 

embargo. 

 

The Tribunal’s Decision  

 

25. The starting point was open justice and the public interest in having knowledge of 

proceedings before the Tribunal, the nature of allegations faced by Respondents and the 

ability to read and follow the Tribunal’s reasoning. The default position was that 

Judgments were published as soon as practicable following the conclusion of 

proceedings. In order to depart from that, the Tribunal would need to be satisfied that 

exceptional prejudice or exceptional harm could arise from the Tribunal following its 

usual procedure.  

 

26. In this case, criminal proceedings were speculative and not yet under way. The Crown 

Prosecution Service had not yet been asked to make a charging decision, and so there 

was no realistic prospect of proceedings commencing in the near future. It was also not 

known what charges Mr Guy would face if proceedings did take place.  
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27. If proceedings did commence and the matter went to trial, there were safeguards as to 

the circumstances in which the Tribunal’s findings could be adduced in evidence 

against Mr Guy at any trial. The Crown Prosecution Service would need to make an 

application under the ‘bad character’ provisions of the Criminal Justice Act 2003.  

 

28. Taking all those factors into account, the Tribunal saw no exceptional prejudice or 

exceptional harm that could be caused by publication of this Judgment without delay. 

There was therefore no basis to depart from the principle of open justice and therefore 

Mr Guy’s application was refused.   

 

Costs 

 

29. The parties had agreed that Mr Guy pay £17,000 in costs and the Tribunal was content 

to order he pay costs in that sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

30. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, ALEX RICHARD GUY, solicitor, 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 £17,000.00. 

 

Dated this 22nd day of May 2023  

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 
A Kellett 

Chair 

 

ADDENDUM 

 

The Tribunal notes that whilst no formal application to withdraw the unadmitted 

allegations had been made, those allegations were dismissed so as to definitively deal with 

those, no evidence having been offered by the SRA. 

 

 

 

 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  22 MAY 2023 
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