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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, made by the SRA were that, while in practice 

as a Partner at DWF Law LLP (“the Firm”):  

 

1.1  Between October 2019 and November 2020, he failed to check the conditions of the 

relevant contract had been met and that monies were properly due to the Client before 

authorising payments from the Firm’s client account and in doing so:  

 

1.1.1  insofar as such conduct took place on or after 6 October 2011 but before 

25 November 2019, acted in breach of any or all of: 

 

a)  Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011; 

 

b)  Principle 10 of the SRA Principles 2011; and 

 

c)  Accounts Rule 20.1(a) of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011. 

 

1.1.2 insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, acted in 

breach of any or all of:  

 

d)  Principle 2 of the SRA Principles;  

 

e)  Paragraph 4.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFL; 

f) Rule 5.1(a) of the SRA Accounts Rules 2019; and g) Rule 5.2 of the SRA 

Accounts Rules. 

 

Admissions 

 

2. The Respondent admits allegations 1.1. 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 and the associated breaches of 

the Principles and Code of Conduct referred to. 

 

Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal had, amongst other things, the following documents before it:- 

 

• The Form of Application dated 13 September 2025. 

 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 13 September 2025 and exhibits. 

 

• Agreed Outcome submitted 8 May 2025 

 

Background 

 

4. The Respondent is a solicitor, who was admitted to the Roll on 16 September 2002. At 

the time of the alleged misconduct, he had a practising certificate free from conditions 

and was working as a solicitor and partner in the London real estate team at the Firm. 

He continues to hold this role. 
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Application for leave  

 

5. The parties lodged the application less than 28 days from the date of the Substantive 

Hearing and therefore required the leave of the Tribunal to submit the Agreed Outcome 

proposal. 

 

6. The Applicant and Respondent apologised for the late submission, which was 

regrettable and no discourtesy to the Tribunal had been intended.  The parties stated 

that they had been aware of their responsibilities and obligations under the Tribunal’s 

rules however due to matters which were subject to ‘without prejudice’ negotiations 

unfortunately there was no further information which they could provide the Tribunal.  

 

The Tribunal’s decision on leave 

 

7. Notwithstanding the parties’ reference to ‘without prejudice’ it would have expected a 

more fulsome explanation of the delay without such being held behind this blanket term. 

The Tribunal noted that the application was submitted on 8 May 2025 only two working 

days before the hearing. The application had been made very late and on the face of it 

there appeared to be no reason why it could not have been made earlier.  

 

8. The Tribunal has consistently stated that the reason for the time limit is that there is 

time to convene a different division of the Tribunal (to that which is listed to hear the 

Substantive Hearing) to consider the Agreed Outcome. If the division listed to hear the 

substantive case considers the Agreed Outcome, and declines to approve it, there is a 

likelihood that the Substantive Hearing date will be lost as the Tribunal members who 

were listed to sit will have to recuse themselves. The late submission of such 

Applications therefore interferes with the Tribunal’s ability to make proper 

arrangements for listing matters and is disruptive for Tribunal members, who work in 

other roles and professions, but are necessarily required to ensure their availability over 

a number of days. 

 

9. That said, given the circumstances relating to the Respondent and the proposal set out 

in the Agreed Outcome, the Tribunal decided it was right to grant the parties leave. 

 

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

 

10. 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 

 

11. 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. 
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12. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 

 

13. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (11th edition). In doing so the 

Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the aggravating and 

mitigating factors that existed. 

 

14. As a partner of the Firm the Respondent  had ultimate responsibility for final sign off 

on the payment authorisations and given the very large sums of money involved the 

Respondent should have exercised greater care and scrutiny before authorising their 

release.  However, it was to his credit that he had self-reported the matter and made 

appropriate admissions. 

 

15. In all the circumstances the Tribunal accepted that the proposed sanction (as set out in 

its order) was a reasonable and proportionate sanction to mark the seriousness of the 

misconduct, protect the public and maintain the reputation of the profession. 

 

Costs 

 

16. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £19,000. The 

Tribunal considered the Applicant’s costs schedule and determined that the agreed 

amount was reasonable and appropriate. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the 

Respondent pay costs in the agreed sum. 

 

 Statement of Full Order 

 

17. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, MARK ANDREW SHEPHERD 

solicitor, do pay a FINE of £14,168.00, 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 £19,000.00. 

 

Dated this 23rd day of May 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

T. Cullen 

 

T. Cullen 

Chair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
































