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Allegations 

 

1.  The Allegations made against the Respondent, Carter Devile (“the Firm”) made by the 

SRA, are that they: 

 

1.1 From approximately 26 June 2017 to 21 January 2020, it failed to ensure that it had in 

place a firm -wide risk assessment, as required by Regulation 18(1) of the Money 

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

Regulations 2017 (“the 2017 MLRs”), and in doing so: 

 

In so far as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019, breached any or all of 

Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and failed to achieve Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 

of the 2011 Code.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, breached either or 

both of Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019 (“the 2019 Principles”) and Rule 2.1 of 

the SRA Code of Conduct for Firms 2019 (“the 2019 Code”). 

 

1.2 From approximately 6 October 2022 to on or around 26 June 2017, it failed to establish 

or maintain appropriate and risk-sensitive policies and procedures, as required by 

Regulation 20(1) of the 2007 MLRs, and  

 

In doing so breached any or all of Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and failed 

to achieve Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 of the 2011 Code 

 

1.3 For a period between approximately 26 June 2017 to February 2021, it failed to 

establish and maintain policies, controls and procedures to mitigate properly anti-

money laundering risks, and in doing so:  

 

In so far as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019, breached or failed to 

achieve any of all of Principles 6 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and Outcome 7.2 of the 

2011 Code of Conduct.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, breached either or 

both of paragraph 2.1(a) of the SRA Code of Conduct for Firms (the Code for Firms) 

and Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

 

1.4 Between 5 January 2015 and 26 June 2017, it failed to take appropriate measures so 

that all relevant employees were regularly given training in how to recognise and deal 

with transactions and other activities which may be related to money laundering or 

terrorist financing, as required by Regulation 21(b) of the 2007 MLRs. 

 

In doing so breached any or all of Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and failed 

to achieve Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 of the 2011 Code. 

 

1.5 From 26 June 2017 to on or around 21 February 2021, it failed to take appropriate 

measures to ensure that its relevant employees were regularly given training in how to 

recognise and deal with transactions and other activities or situations which may be 

related to money laundering or terrorist financing, as required by Regulation 24(1) of 

the 2017 MLRs, and in doing so: 
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In so far as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019, breached any or all of 

Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and failed to achieve Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 

of the 2011 Code.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, breached any or all 

of Principle 2 of the 2019 Principles and Rules 2.1a and 4.3 of the 2011 Code. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit LJF1 dated 30 April 2024; 

• The Respondent’s Answer dated 3 July 2024; 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 14 October 2025 

 

Background 

 

3. Proceedings were brought by the Applicant against the Respondent in these 

proceedings. 

 

4. The Respondent was a recognised body with the SRA from 31 March 2009 until 

13 October 2023. At the time of the Allegations, the Firm was managed by two 

Partners: the Respondent (Senior Partner and sole equity owner) and Ms Heather Mead. 

Ms Mead held the roles of Compliance Officer for Legal Practice (“COLP”), 

Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration (“COFA”), and Money Laundering 

Compliance Officer (“MLCO”). 

 

5. Following the sad passing of Ms Mead on Friday 13 October 2023, the Respondent 

ceased operating as an SRA-authorised partnership. The continuing practice of 

Carter Devile now trades as the recognised sole practice of Mr John Devile, with SRA 

authorisation transferred from the former partnership to the sole practice, effective from 

13 October 2023. 

.  

6. The proceedings are brought against the Respondent on the basis that the Tribunal 

retains jurisdiction to sanction a former recognised body pursuant to Schedule 2 of the 

Administration of Justice Act 1985. 

 

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

 

7. 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 (11th edition, February 2025).  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

8. 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. 
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9. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 
 

10. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanctions. Having regard to all the 

circumstances, including the Respondent’s limited personal culpability, his lack of 

direct involvement in the subject matter files, and his genuine belief that the Firm was 

compliant at the material time, the Tribunal determined that the level of seriousness and 

culpability was low. It was therefore satisfied that it would be unfair and 

disproportionate to impose a sanction and accordingly made No Order.  

 

Costs 

 

11. The parties had agreed costs in the sum of £5,000.  The Tribunal found the agreed sum 

to be reasonable and proportionate. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered the Respondent 

to pay costs in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

12. The Tribunal makes NO ORDER in respect of the allegations against the Recognised 

Body CARTER DEVILE, of 592 Green Lane, Ilford, Essex, IG3 9SG. The Tribunal 

further Ordered that the Respondent pay the costs of and incidental to this application 

and enquiry fixed in the sum of £5,000.00.  

 

DATED AND FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

Dated this 4th day of November 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

H Hasan  

 

H Hasan 

Chair 

 

 

Clerks Note 

 

The amendments highlighted in blue were made by the Clerk on 20 November 2025 in 

accordance with Rule 40(5) of the Solicitors (Disciplinary Proceedings) Rules 2019. 








































