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Allegations 
 
The allegations against the Respondent, made by the SRA are that while in practice as a 
solicitor, director, COLP and COFA at EMEA Law Ltd trading as Cleverson Solicitors (“the 
Firm”): 
 
Allegation 1 
 
1. Between July 2021 and 18 October 2021 caused or allowed conveyancing transactions 

to be completed unsupervised by the Second Respondent, an unadmitted individual 
(Mr W) meaning solicitor’s undertakings were given by the unadmitted person during 
the course of the conveyancing transactions, when he was not authorised to do so. By 
doing so, the Respondent breached any or all of:  

 
Principles 2, 5, and 7 of the SRA Principles and Paragraphs 2.1, 2.3, 4.3, 9.1 and 9.2 of 
the Code of Conduct for Firms (“the Code of Conduct”).  

 
Allegation 2 
 
2. He permitted or allowed the unadmitted person to effectively run the Firm in an 

unsupervised capacity. By doing so, the First Respondent breached any or all of:  
 

Principles 2, 5, and 7 of the SRA Principles and Paragraphs 9.1 and 9.2 of the Code of 
Conduct 

 
Allegation 3 
 
3. That between 19 March 2021 and 9 January 2022 the Respondent caused or allowed 

significant delays to occur in registering 13 properties with HM Land Registry 
(“HMLR”). By doing so, he breached any or all of:  

 
Principles 2 and 7 of the SRA Principles.  

 
Allegation 4 
 
4. Between 10 February 2020 and October 2021:  
 
4.1  caused or allowed a cash shortage totalling £12,912.68 to occur on the Firm’s client 

bank account;  
 
4.2  did not ensure month end client account reconciliations were being undertaken; and  
 
4.3  failed to submit an Accountant’s Report covering the period 31 October 2019 to 

31 October 2020. By doing so, he breached any or all of:  
 

Principles 2 and 7 of the SRA Principles and Rules 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 6.1, 8.1(b), 8.1(c), 8.3, 
12.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules (“SARs”).  
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Allegation 5 
 
5. Did not set aside sufficient or any funds to meet the Firm’s VAT liabilities of at least 

£83,803.79 which caused the Firm to become insolvent. By doing so, he breached any 
or all of:  

 
Principles 2 and 7 of the SRA Principles and Paragraphs 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 9.1 and 9.2 of the 
Code of Conduct.  

 
Recklessness  
 
6. In addition, recklessness was alleged as an aggravating feature in each of the 

allegations.  
 
7. The Respondent made admissions to all the allegations including recklessness.  
 
Documents 
 
8. The Tribunal had before it the following documents:- 
 

• The Form of Application dated 2 April 2024 
• Rule 12 Statement dated 2 April 2024 
• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 2 October 2024 

 
Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome  
 
9. 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.  

 
10. The Respondent admits Allegations 1.1 to 1.4 and all associated breaches of the 

Principles and Code of Conduct and Rules.  
 
11. The SRA was satisfied that the admissions and outcome do satisfy the public interest. 
 
Factual Background 
 
12. The facts are as set out in paragraphs 3 to 10 of the Agreed Outcome document.  
 
Findings of Fact and Law 
 
13. The Applicant was required to prove the allegation on the balance of probabilities. The 

Tribunal had due regard to the Respondent’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. 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  
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15. 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.  

16. The matters to which the Respondent had made admissions were evidently very serious
and persisted for a long time. 

17. The sale and purchase of a home is for many people an anxious and difficult time and
by permitting an unadmitted person to run his firm, the Respondent had placed his 
clients at a significant and unnecessary extra risk. It was perhaps more by luck than 
judgment that no client was said to have suffered harm. The Respondent had been right 
to accept that his conduct had been reckless.  

18. The Tribunal would have considered a much more substantial penalty were it not for
the level of insight the Respondent had demonstrated upon his poor conduct and the 
remedial steps he had taken in removing the unadmitted person and closing the firm in 
an orderly way.  

19. The Tribunal was therefore prepared to accept the proposed sanction as one
commensurate to the circumstances and seriousness of the case and it agreed the 
Respondent should be suspended for 2 years and then be subject to restrictions on his 
practise, indefinitely, as set out below:      

Costs 

20. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £6,000. The
Tribunal determined that the agreed amount was reasonable and appropriate. 
Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the Respondent pay costs in the agreed sum. 

21. Statement of Full Order

1. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, DAVID DURKIN-FINCH, solicitor, be
suspended from practice as a solicitor for the period of 2 years to commence on the 
3rd day of October 2024 and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental 
to this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £6,000.00.  

2. Upon the expiry of the fixed term of suspension referred to above, the Respondent shall
be subject to conditions imposed by the Tribunal, indefinitely, as follows: 

2.1 The Respondent may not:  

2.1.1 Practise as a sole practitioner or sole manager or sole owner of any authorised 
body or recognised firm.  

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.  
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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 Work as a solicitor other than in employment approved by the SRA Ltd. 

Dated this 25th day of October 2024. 
On behalf of the Tribunal 

A Banks 

Ms A Banks 
Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 
25 OCTOBER 2024 
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