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Allegations 

 

Mr Ko admitted that whilst he was practising as a solicitor at Kennedys Law LLP (“the Firm”), 

and in respect of the purchase of, and subsequent sale of units in the Grosvenor Hotel Bristol: 

 

1.  Between around 7 December 2016 and 22 September 2017, he failed to conduct 

adequate client due diligence, and, in doing so:  

 

1.1.  Breached either or both Principles 7 and 8 of the SRA Principles 2011 (“the SRA 

Principles”);  

 

1.2.  Failed to achieve outcome 7.5 of the SRA Code 2011 (“the SRA Code”);  

 

1.3  Caused the Firm to breach Regulation 7 of the Money Laundering Regulations 2007 

(“the MLRs 2007”); and  

 

1.4.  For conduct taking place from 26 June 2017, caused the Firm to breach Regulation 27 

of the Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information on 

the Payer) Regulations 2017 (“MLRs 2017”). 

 

2.  Between around 7 December 2016 and 22 September 2017, he failed to conduct 

sufficient ongoing monitoring of the business relationship with his client and, in doing 

so:  

 

2.1.  Breached either or both Principles 7 and 8 of the SRA Principles 2011;  

 

2.2.  Failed to achieve Outcome 7.5 of the SRA Code;  

 

2.3.  Caused the Firm to breach Regulation 8 of the MLRs 2007;  

 

2.4.  For conduct taking place from 26 June 2017, caused the Firm to breach Regulation 28 

of the MLRs 2017.  

 

3.  Between around 7 December 2016 and 22 September 2017 he caused, allowed or acted 

in transactions which bore the hallmarks of fraud and, in doing so, breached any or all 

of Principles 6 and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011.  

 

4.  Between around 23 May 2017 and 12 July 2017, he authorised or allowed payments to 

be made to be made to Mr Varma totalling up to £925,000, to KD Law of £10,000 and 

to Casa Investments Ltd totalling up to £133,500 in circumstances which bore the 

hallmarks of fraud. In doing so he:  

 

4.1.  Breached Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011;  

 

4.2.  Breached Rule 14.5 of the SRA Accounts Rules. 

 

5. Given Mr Ko’s admissions, the Applicant applied to withdraw the pleaded breaches of 

Principle 2 (in relation to allegations 3 and 4) and recklessness. It was submitted that 

following the service of Mr Ko’s Answer, Witness Statements and his skeleton 

argument, it was no longer in the public interest or the interests of justice to proceed 
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with those matters. The Tribunal determined that following the extensive admissions 

made, and the proposed sanction, it was appropriate for the denied matters to be 

withdrawn. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit HWP1 dated 10 January 2024 

• Mr Ko’s Answer and documents in support dated 19 February 2024 

• Applicant’s Reply to Mr Ko’s Answer 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome for Mr Ko dated 17 November 2024 

 

Background 

 

7. Mr Ko was admitted to the Roll in October 2002. He held a current unconditional 

practising certificate. From 1 May 2014 to 22 September 2017, he was a manager at the 

Firm. He was the matter partner in relation to the Grosvenor Hotel transaction. 

 

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

 

8. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Mr Ko 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 

 

9. 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 Ko’s rights 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. 

 

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

probabilities that Mr Ko’s admissions were properly made. 
 

11. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (10thedition - 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 sanctions such 

as No Order or a Reprimand did not reflect the seriousness of his misconduct. He had 

admitted to numerous failings that continued over a number of months. The Tribunal 

did not consider that the misconduct was so serious that there should be any interference 

with his ability to practise. The Tribunal determined that a financial penalty was 

appropriate and proportionate to the seriousness of his misconduct. The Tribunal 

assessed the misconduct as falling within its Indicative Fine Band Level 4, as it assessed 

the misconduct as very serious. The parties had agreed that a fine in the sum of £27,500 

was appropriate. The Tribunal found that this amount was proportionate to the admitted 

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

 

12. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £25,000. The Tribunal determined that this was 

reasonable and accordingly ordered Mr Ko to pay costs in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

13. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, DENNIS KO, solicitor, do pay a fine of 

£27,500.00, 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 £25,000.00. 

 

 

Dated this 20th day of December 2024 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

M.N. Millin 

 

M.N. Millin 

Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

20 DECEMBER 2024 






















































