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Allegations 

 

1.  The allegations against Mr Haro, made by the SRA, were that, while in practice as a 

Solicitor at Buckles Solicitors LLP ("the Firm"):  

 

1.1  Between 15 February 2017 and 18 June 2020 he made statements in correspondence to 

Client A and/or Client B ("his clients"), which he knew or ought to have known were 

misleading, regarding the status of their claim against Anfi Sales S.L and Anfi Resorts 

S.L. ("his clients' claim") and in doing so: breached any or all of:  

 

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 Principles 2, 4 and 6 of the 

SRA Principles 2011 ("the 2011 Principles") and Outcome O (1.1) of the SRA 

Code of Conduct 2011 ("the 2011 Code").  

 

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

breach of any or all of Principles 2, 4, 5, and 7 of the SRA Principles 2019 ("the 

2019 Principles") and paragraph 1.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors 

2019 ("the 2019 Code").  

 

1.2  In a letter dated 28 July 2017 to the defendant in his clients' claim, he stated that his 

clients' claim against the defendant was with the Court pending processing and serving 

on the defendant, which was misleading and which he knew or ought to have known 

was misleading, and in doing so acted in breach of any or all of Principles 2 and 6 of 

the 2011 Principles and Outcome O(11.1) of the 2011 Code.  

 

2.  In addition, insofar as such conduct in Allegation 1.1 took place after 6 October 2011, 

but before 25 November 2019, that allegation was advanced on the basis that the 

Respondent's conduct was dishonest. Dishonesty was alleged as an aggravating feature 

of Mr Haro's misconduct but was not an essential ingredient in proving the allegation. 

For the avoidance of doubt, insofar as the conduct in Allegation 1.1 took place on or 

after 25 November 2019, dishonesty was alleged under Principle 4 of the SRA 

Principles.  

 

3.  Allegation 1.2 was advanced on the basis that Mr Haro's conduct was dishonest. 

Dishonesty was alleged as an aggravating feature of Mr Haro's misconduct but was not 

an essential ingredient in proving the allegation. 

 

4. Mr Haro admitted the allegations in full, save that he did not admit that his actions were 

dishonest before 2018. Mr Haro admits dishonesty in respect of the emails sent to 

Clients A and/or B from 2018 onwards.  

 

5.  In the circumstances of this case, having particular regard to the admissions made, the 

Applicant did not consider it proportionate to pursue the dishonesty allegations in 

respect of any matters before 2018. The Applicant therefore sought leave to withdraw 

the allegation of dishonesty as an aggravating factor in relation to Allegation 1.1 where 

it was alleged in relation to any email sent in 2017 and to withdraw dishonesty as an 

aggravating factor in relation to Allegation 1.2. 
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6. The Tribunal determined that it was contrary to the interests of justice to refuse the 

application to withdraw dishonesty, given the admissions made by Mr Haro, and the 

agreed proposed sanction. Accordingly, the application to withdraw dishonesty for 

matters that had taken place prior to 2018 was granted. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit JW1 

• Respondent's Answer 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome 

 

Background 

 

8. Mr Haro, who was born in 1968, was a solicitor in England and Wales and an Abogado 

in Spain. He was admitted to the Roll in England and Wales on 1 August 2011. At the 

material time he was a manager in the International Department at Buckles Solicitors 

LLP. As at November 2024, he held an unconditional Practising Certificate.  

 

9.  The conduct in this matter came to the attention of the SRA on 19 January 2022 when 

the COLP of the Firm made a report to the SRA in relation to the handling of a client 

matter by Mr Haro following receipt of a complaint about Mr Haro from Client A and 

Client B, dated 6 January 2022. In summary, the allegations related to Mr Haro's 

conduct of a case in which the claimants, his clients, were based in the United Kingdom 

and the defendant was based in Spain. 

 

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

 

10. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Mr Haro 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 

 

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 Mr Haro’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. 

 

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

probabilities that Mr Haro’s admissions were properly made. 
 

13. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (11th edition – February 2025). 

In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. The Tribunal determined that given the 

misconduct included dishonesty with deliberate, calculated and repeated misconduct 

continuing over a period of time, the only appropriate and proportionate sanction in 
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order to protect the public and the reputation of the profession, was to strike Mr Haro 

off the Roll of Solicitors. Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the sanction proposed by 

the parties.  

 

Costs 

 

14. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £20,000. The Tribunal considered the costs to be 

reasonable and proportionate. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered Mr Haro to pay costs 

in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

15. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, ALEJANDRO EMILIO VERDU HARO 

of 40 Hambleton Road, PE9 2RY solicitor, be STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors 

and it further Orders that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this application and 

enquiry fixed in the sum of £20,000.00. 

 

 

Dated this 10th day of July 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

E. Nally 

 

E Nally  

Chair 
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