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1. Which kinds of professions do professional associations in your country regulate?

1.1 Historically, many professions in the UK were subject to regulation by professional associations. However, there has been a tendency in recent years to transfer regulatory functions to public authorities, for example in the case of financial intermediaries. 

1.2 Barristers, solicitors, accountants, actuaries and pharmacists remain subject to regulation by their professional associations. 

1.3 The professional conduct of doctors is supervised by the General Medical Council, which is something of a hybrid between a professional association and a public authority. About half of its members are elected by practitioners, a quarter are appointed by teaching bodies and a quarter are lay persons appointed by the Privy Council. It is distinct from professional associations such as the British Medical Association and the Royal College of Surgeons, etc. 

1.4 A similar body, the General Dental Council, supervises the professional conduct of dentists. It comprises dentists elected by practitioners, dentists nominated by dental authorities such as dental schools and the Royal Colleges (professional associations), lay members appointed by the Privy Council, the Chief Dental Officers for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, doctors nominated by the General Medical Council and a dental auxiliary elected by the Dental Auxiliaries Committee.

1.5 Standards in journalism are regulated by the Press Code and supervised by the Press Complaints Commission. The Press Code is prepared by a committee of newspaper editors and ratified by the Press Complaints Commission. The members of the Press Complaints Commission are appointed by an Appointments Commission and comprise a minority of “press members” and a majority of “public members”. The Appointments Commission comprises the Chairman of the Press Complaints Comission, the Attorney-General and other establishment figures.

1.6 Standards in advertising in printed media and in direct marketing are regulated by the British Code of Advertising, Sales Promotion and Direct Marketing (the CAP Code) under the supervision of the Advertising Standards Authority. The CAP Code is written by the Committee on Advertising Practice, whose members are appointed by the main trade and professional bodies representing advertisers, agencies, service suppliers and media owners.
2. What competences do such associations have (authorization to operate; advertising and promotional activities; price fixing; litigation with clients)?

2.1 Most professional regulation in the UK is concerned with authorisation to operate and professional conduct, expertise and training. Some professional regulation concerns restrictions on multi-disciplinary practice. Some associations, such as the Royal Institute of British Architects, provide price recommendations or indications, but overt price fixing has been abolished. Restrictions on advertising, other than those which repeat the general law (e.g. prohibition of misleading comparison), have mostly been abolished. 

2.2 Some professional associations provide a dispute resolution service although this does not normally preclude recourse to the courts. There is a special arrangement for barristers’ fees, which have traditionally not been subject to binding contract. A Fees Collection Committee (FCC) of the General Council of the Bar (GCB) may direct that credit should be withdrawn from a solicitor who has defaulted on fees. Barristers are prohibited from accepting instructions without payment of the fee in advance where such a direction has been made
. A joint tribunal of the FCC and the Law Society’s Office of Supervision of Solicitors (OSS) may determine disputed cases.

2.3 A number of professional associations represent members in negotiating fees and terms of publicly funded work with public authorities. These include, for example, the General Council of the Bar (barristers), the Law Society (solicitors) and the British Medical Association (doctors). 

2.4 Many professional associations represent their members in relation to policy issues, and provide a variety of support services to members, such as health insurance, pensions advice, credit cards, etc.

2.5 In some cases there are separate professional associations for different parts of the United Kingdom. For example, in the case of the legal profession, there are separate law societies and bar councils for (a) England and Wales, (b) Scotland and (c) Northern Ireland, corresponding to the different legal systems in these regions. Similarly, in the case of accountancy, there are separate institutes of chartered accountants of (a) England and Wales and (b) Scotland; while in Northern Ireland, the Ulster Society of Chartered Accountants is a district society of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Ireland. The powers of such associations typically relate to their members who are concentrated in, but not confined to, the respective regions.
2.6 Conversely, many professional associations based in the UK have members in other countries, and some associations are truly international in character, for example the Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (ACCA) and the Institute of Financial Accountants (IFA).
2.7 In many cases there are several professional associations within what some would regard as the same profession. In some cases, the different associations regulate what may be regarded either as different branches of the same profession, or as different professions, depending on one’s point of view. Thus the legal profession was historically divided primarily between (a) barristers (providing advocacy services and specialist advice on referral from solicitors) and (b) solicitors (providing general legal services, but not advocacy in the higher courts). The division is now less clearcut, since solicitors can now qualify as advocates in the higher courts and barristers can now accept instructions from members of a wide range of other professions and organisations. Nevertheless, in practice, most advocacy in the higher courts is still conducted by barristers, and barristers are mostly instructed through solicitors (either in private practice or employed by companies or authorities) or foreign lawyers.
2.8 The rank of “Queen’s Council” (“QC”) is conferred on leading advocates by the Lord Chancellor (a member of the government) and does not fall within the competence of any professional association. Nor is it a requirement to practice advocacy in any UK court, although some foreign bars admit UK QCs without further qualification while not admitting UK “junior barristers” (i.e. barristers who are not QCs). In the UK many clients attach significance to the status and commendation conveyed by the title and, following criticism by the Office of Fair Trading (Competition Authority), the government is considering whether it should be abolished
.

2.9 There are a number of other branches of the legal profession which have separate professional associations, including patent agents (Chartered Institute of Patent Agents, CIPA), trade mark agents (Institute Trade Mark Agents, ITMA), legal executives (Institute of Legal Executives, ILEX) and licensed conveyancers (Council of Licensed Conveyancers, CLC). Advice as to tax liabilities (which might normally be provided by qualified lawyers in some countries, such as France and Spain) is often provided in the UK by accountants, who will typically be members of one of the accountants’ professional associations mentioned below (§2.10) and/or the Chartered Institute of Taxation (CIT).

2.10 There are a number of professional associations of accountants, including the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales (ICAEW) (and the corresponding Institute for Scotland – see §2.5 above), the Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (ACCA), the Chartered Institute of Management Accountants (CIMA), the Institute of Cost & Executive Accountants (ICEA), the Institute of Financial Accountants (IFA) and the Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT). Although these associations have different foci, there is a considerable overlap in the work their members do. To this extent these associations and their members may be regarded as competing with each other.

3. Are members of the public authorities represented on the governing bodies of these associations? 

3.1 Members of public authorities are represented on the governing bodies of associations in some cases. For example:

3.1.1 The Attorney General, the Solicitor-General and the Director of Public Prosecutions are ex officio members of the Bar Council, the governing body of the barristers’ profession, although in practice they do not participate in its affairs these days. 

3.1.2 About a quarter of the members of the General Medical Council (which regulates the conduct of doctors) are lay members appointed by the Privy Council.

3.1.3 The members of the General Dental Council include the 4 Chief Dental Officers for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, as well as lay members appointed by the Privy Council.

3.1.4 The Attorney-General is a member of the Appointments Commission of the Press Complaints Commission.

4. Are these associations considered to be “associations of undertakings” in the sense applied in competition law?

4.1 Chapter I of the Competition Act 1998 is modeled on article 81 (ex 85) of the Treaty of Rome and applies to decisions by associations of undertakings as well as agreements between undertakings and concerted practices. The UK provision is required to be interpreted as far as possible consistently with the case-law of the European Court of Justice under article 81. It is thought that most professional associations would be regarded as “associations of undertakings” for the purpose of these provisions. However, many members of professional associations are not self-employed and are not themselves “undertakings” for the purpose of these provisions.

5. Does legislation enable these associations to adopt universally binding rules? If so, is the fact that associations adopt such universally binding rules under legislation, together with associations’ special legislative status, relevant as regards the application of competition law? 

5.1 Most professional associations have powers to adopt rules which are binding on their members. The legal basis for such rules varies: 

5.1.1 In some cases, the power to adopt rules is based on a Royal Charter or legislation constituting the association as a legal person. For example, the General Medical Council is constituted under the Medical Act 1983 and is empowered by that Act to lay down standards of professional conduct, performance and ethics. The Law Society (solicitors), the Chartered Institute of Patent Agents and the Royal Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain are examples of professional associations incorporated under Royal Charter.

5.1.2 In other cases, the association is constituted as a company under the general companies legislation. The legal relationship between the association and its members is then based on the articles of association and company law. 

5.1.3 In other cases, the association is merely an unincorporated association and the legal relationship between the members is based on the general law of contract and trust. However, it is well established that obligations between members of an unincorporated association can be enforced by the courts. The Bar Council (General Council of the Bar) (the professional association of barristers’ in England and Wales) is an unincorporated association, as is the British Medical Association. 

5.2 Rules laid down by professional associations may be “universally binding” either in accordance with specific statutory provision or because membership of the association is necessary to practice the profession. However, the position varies and is rarely clearcut:

5.2.1 The General Medical Council is required by the Medical Act 1983 to maintain a list of qualified medical practitioners. Practitioners may be removed or suspended from the list for serious professional misconduct or suspended for seriously deficient professional performance or incapacity. Practitioners whose registration is not in force are not prevented from practising altogether, but cannot sue to recover fees or sign certain certificates, and are not eligible for various posts. (It is interesting to note that historically this regime enabled eminent refugees from Germany and other countries under Nazi control to practice in the UK without having to requalify.)

5.2.2 In general, a person only has a right of audience (representing another person professionally) before a court in England and Wales or to conduct litigation professionally on behalf of another person if this has been granted by an authorised body whose qualification regulations and rules of conduct have been approved for this purpose under the Courts and Legal Services Act 1990. The authorised bodies are the Bar Council (barristers), the Law Society (solicitors), the Institute of Legal Executives (ILEX) (for the conduct of litigation but not the right of audience), and any other body designated by Order in Council
. The Chartered Institute of Patent Agents (CIPA) has been designated for the purpose of the right to conduct litigation.

5.2.3 Conveyancing (land transfer) is restricted to solicitors (who must be members of the Law Society), barristers (who must be members of the Bar Council) and licensed conveyancers authorised under the Courts and Legal Services Act 1990. The preparation of documents relating to other property and the administration of estates of deceased persons are also reserved to solicitors, barristers and, in certain circumstances, other professionals (e.g. registered patent agents may prepare documents relating to inventions, designs, technical information and trade marks)
.

5.2.4 The Chartered Institute of Patent Agents (CIPA) is required to maintain a register of patent agents. Anyone who is qualified and pays the required fee is entitled to be placed on the register unless the Secretary of State has directed that his name be erased because of misconduct. Any person may practice patent agency, but registered patent agents have certain advantages:

(a) Only registered patent agents can call themselves “patent agent” or “patent attorney”; and a firm or company cannot describe itself as “patent agents” or “patent attorneys” unless at least 25% of its partners or directors are registered patent agents, and the other partners or directors are registered European Patent Attorneys. 

(b) Registered patent agents have rights of audience and to conduct proceedings in the Patents County Court
 and on appeal to the Patents Court from the Patent Office
. 

(c) Registered patent agents may be granted a general right to conduct litigation (in all courts) by CIPA as an authorised body under the Courts and Legal Services Act. 

(d) Communications with a registered patent agent are privileged from disclosure in legal proceedings
. 

(e) Registered patent agents are exempt from the prohibition in the Solicitors Act on the preparation of documents relating to property as regards instruments relating to inventions, designs, technical information or trade marks.

6. Does national legislation require these associations to observe public-interest criteria when taking their decisions? Which competences of the associations are not public interest/order related?

6.1 When exercising regulatory functions of a governmental nature, the general law would require public interest criteria to be taken into account; a decision based on other criteria would be susceptible to judicial review as a misuse of power (see §7 below). However, it is not normal for legislation relating to professional bodies to contain explicit requirements to observe public-interest criteria. 

6.2 Decisions of professional associations imposing restrictions which are not justified by public interest criteria are likely to be unenforceable under the common law doctrine of restraint of trade
 and contrary to the Competition Act 1998.

6.3 As noted in §§2.3 – 2.4 above, some professional associations conduct negotiations with public authorities on behalf of their members and/or provide their members with ancillary services. Such associations would not be compelled to observe public interest criteria in carrying out these functions.

7. Can the decisions of these associations be revised in the ordinary courts? If so, to what extent? 

7.1 When exercising powers of a public, governmental nature, decisions of professional associations will normally be subject to judicial review by the Administrative Court. That Court may quash a decision, or prohibit the making or implementation of a decision, or make a mandatory order or a declaration. However, the Court will rarely substitute its own decision for that of the association; if a decision is challenged on valid grounds, the Court will normally quash it and leave it to the association to reach a fresh decision if appropriate.

7.2 The grounds for review include error of law (including lack of jurisdiction), procedural impropriety, irrationality (where no reasonable person could have reached the decision) and misuse of powers. However, if these grounds do not apply, the substantive merits of the decision are not open to challenge by judicial review.

7.3 The distinction between private public, governmental powers (subject to judicial review under public law) and private powers (governed only by civil law) is not entirely clear. In Swain v The Law Society
, the House of Lords held that the Law Society’s power (granted by statute) to require solicitors to take out indemnity insurance was subject to judicial review. On the other hand, in R v Disciplinary Committee of the Jockey Club rx p Aga Khan
 the Court of Appeal held that the Jockey Club’s power to prohibit the use of performance enhancing drugs was not subject to judicial review. Although these cases can be distinguished in that the Jockey Club’s power was derived from contract rather than statute, it was held in the earlier case of R v Panel on Takeovers and Mergers ex p Datafinn
 that the legal source of the power was not a decisive consideration.

7.4 Even where decisions of professional associations are not judicially reviewable under public law, members may be able to bring civil proceedings invoking contractual rights to require compliance with the rules of the association and with terms which may be implied, such as that decisions will be made fairly. 

7.5 Members and third parties may also bring proceedings in the civil courts for injunctions and damages under Chapters I and/or II of the UK Competition Act 1998 (and/or under articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty of Rome) in respect of decisions of associations which have the object or effect of preventing, restricting or distorting competition (and are not exempted) or which amount to abuses of dominant position. The substantive provisions of the 1998 Act are essentially the same as those of articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty of Rome, except that e.g. “trade within the United Kingdom” is substituted for “trade between member states”. Furthermore, so far as practicable, the corresponding provisions of the UK Act are required to be interpreted in the same way as articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty
, and it seems clear that this requirement would apply to the circumstances in which a party to a contract may claim damages from another party. It is thought that an individual member of a professional association who was damaged by a decision of the association which was contrary to Chapter I would normally be entitled to damages in accordance with the principles laid down by the ECJ in Case C-453/99 Courage v Crehan
.
7.6 Prohibitions of discrimination on grounds of race, gender and nationality under UK and EU law are also applicable to decisions of professional associations.

7.7 In many cases, decisions of professional associations are subject to internal appeal. In some cases, decisions may be appealed to an external tribunal, which may be a court or a member of a court. For example, the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council hears appeals from the General Medical Council and the General Dental Council.

8. Does a legal or de facto exemption for the application of competition law to these associations exist in your country? If so, what are the justifications for these exemptions?

8.1 The Chapter I and II prohibitions of the Competition Act 1998 are required to be interpreted as far as possible consistently with the case-law of the European Court of Justice under articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty of Rome. In particular, the UK provisions must be interpreted in accordance with the principle laid down by the ECJ in Case C-309/99 Wouters, that restrictions necessary for the proper practice of a profession are not prohibited by competition law.

8.2 The Chapter I and Chapter II prohibitions do not apply to undertakings entrusted with the operation of services of general economic interest in so far as they would obstruct the performance of the particular tasks assigned to such undertakings
. This provision is likewise required to be interpreted so far as possible consistently with the case-law of the European Court of Justice under article 86(2) (ex 90(2)) of the Treaty of Rome. It is conceivable that this provision could apply to some professional activities.

8.3 The Chapter I and Chapter II prohibitions do not apply to agreements or conduct of persons authorised to provide regulated financial services to the extent to which the provisions or conduct in question are encouraged by the Financial Services Authority’s regulating provisions
.

8.4 Schedule 4 of the Competition Act 1998 formerly provided for the exclusion from the Chapter I Prohibition of the professional rules of a wide range of professions on notification to the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry. Under these provisions, the exception would continue to apply unless the Secretary of State decided otherwise on the advice of the Director-General of Fair Trading and after consulting any other minister with functions relevant to the profession in question. Somewhat surprisingly, no professional rules were ever notified under these provisions. The provisions themselves were abolished by §207 of the Enterprise Act 2002 with effect from 1 April 2003.

8.5 Associations can apply for individual exemption of particular agreements from the Chapter I prohibition
. The criteria to be applied correspond to those of article 81(3) of the Treaty of Rome and so far as possible are required to be interpreted consistently with it
. The UK legislation does not in terms provide for individual exemption of decisions of associations, but it could be argued that references to “agreements” in the relevant provisions should be interpreted as including decisions of associations, so as to be consistent with article 81(3). Applications for individual exemption of professional regulations have been made by the General Insurance Standards Council and the Jockey Club (see §9 below).

9. Have these associations applied for individual exemptions for their agreements before your national competition authorities? If so, did these authorities clear these agreements? Did they approve the agreements subject to conditions?

9.1 The General Insurance Standards Council (GISC), an association established in 2000 to provide a self-regulatory regime in relation to selling, advising on and brokering general insurance, applied for negative clearance or an exemption. It obtained negative clearance after dropping one of its rules (see §10.1.3 below).

9.2 The British Horse Racing Board and the Jockey Club have applied for exemption of their arrangements relating to the governance, administration and management of horseracing in Great Britain. The Office of Fair Trading has issued a Rule 14 Notice
 stating objections to various restrictions on the operations of racecourses under these arrangements and that they do not meet the requirements for exemption since they go beyond what is indispensable to ensure viable, orderly and trustworthy racing.

10. Have there been cases in your country where competition law has been applied to these associations? If so, what were the infringements, and what were the remedies or the amount of the fine imposed on the associations?

10.1 UK competition law has frequently been invoked against rules of professional associations. The associations have generally conceded ground before a finding could be made. 

10.2 Recent activity has centred around a report on competition in the professions, focusing on law, accountancy and architecture, published by the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) in March 2001. The report was made under the general power to review commercial activities in section 2 of the Fair Trading Act 1973, and was itself based on a report commission by the OFT from LECG (“the LECG report”). (The Fair Trading Act 1973 is about to be replaced by the Enterprise Act 2002, which will provide similar and additional powers.)

10.3 The question of whether restrictions on multi-disciplinary practice should be relaxed was discussed at length in the LECG Report. However, it is thought that this issue may have to be reconsidered in the light of the Enron scandal and developments in the US. The view of this reporter, which appeared to be supported by the consensus of members of the UK Competition Law Association attending a workshop to review a draft of this report, is that:

10.3.1 the auditing function should be ring-fenced, i.e. professionals auditing a company and persons connected with them should not provide other services to that company or a connected company (because if they do, they have to review as auditors the robustness and value of their own advice or other services – this can be regarded as a special case of the general requirement to avoid conflict of interest identified in §10.3.2);

10.3.2 all professionals should be prohibited from acting in matters where their client’s interests might conflict with those of their other clients or themselves or persons connected with them, without the fully-informed consent of all persons concerned;

10.3.3 subject to the above, there should be no restrictions on multi-disciplinary practice; it should be left to the market to decide whether to favour specialist practices or practices operating in a variety of disciplines.

10.4 The Law Society Council has recently approved in principle a proposal to permit fee sharing and to relax the restrictions on payments for referrals. If the proposal is implemented by the Law Society’s Standards Board, it will effectively remove the remaining restrictions on multi-disciplinary practice under the Law Society’s rules.

10.5 In recent years, the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales (ICAEW) has favoured multi-disciplinary practice. There is no restriction on its members forming partnerships with non-accountants, although a practice may not use the designation “Chartered Accountants” unless (a) more than 50% of its partners or directors are members of the ICAEW or an equivalent assocation, (b) more than 50% of rights to vote are held by such members, and (c) other partners or directors have affiliate status with the ICAEW
.

10.6 It is, however, interesting to note that the Royal Charter of 1880 which constituted the ICAEW recited:

“That the Petitioners further desire and propose that the Corporation should lay down such rules respecting admission to membership and exclusion therefrom as would prevent Public Accountants from mixing the pursuit of any other business with the discharge of the higher duties devolving on them as Public Accountants and as would put an end to the practice which has been much objected to of the division of profits with persons in other professions or callings in the form of commission or the like.”

10.7 The Bar Council remains opposed to multi-disciplinary practice by “practising barristers” (i.e. barristers holding themselves out as barristers in connection with the suppy of legal services). 

10.8 The Bar Council Code of Conduct currently prohibits practising barristers from supplying legal services except as independent practitioners or employed barristers (which includes barristers working for a single person under a contract of services
). Independent practitioners may not supply legal services through any other person (including a partnership or company), and may not practise in association with, or from the office of, any person other than a barrister in independent practice, a registered European lawyer, a foreign lawyer with the consent of the Bar Council, or a non-practising barrister or retired judge practising as an arbitrator or mediator. Employed barristers may supply legal services only to their employer, co-employees, other public authorities (if the employer is a public authority), their employer’s members (if the employer is a trade association), and their employer’s clients (if the employer is a solicitor, authorised litigator, or public authority providing legal aid to the public)
. The Bar Council has a general power to waive these requirements, but so far as this reporter is aware, it has not done so
.

10.9 The OFT has stated that it intends to give further consideration to the issues raised by these restrictions
.

10.10 The LECG Report identified a number of other restrictions which its author considered to raise competition concerns:

10.10.1 Prohibitions under the professional rules of the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales (ICAEW), the Association of Chartered and Certified Accountants (ACCA) and the Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT) on:

(a) advertising fee comparisons

(b) “cold calling” to seek business

(c) making or receiving payment for referrals.

All three bodies removed these restrictions following publication of the 2001 Report.

10.10.2 The RIBA’s guidance on fees. 

The RIBA adjusted the wording to make it clearer that the fees stated were merely indications and that architects and their clients were entirely free to negotiate different fees.

10.10.3 Prohibitions in the Law Society’s rules on:

(a) Solicitors employed by non-solicitors acting for third parties (practice rule 4);

(b) Advertising fee comparisons;

(c) Cold-calling; and

(d) Payment for referrals; 

and Guidance of the Law Society on fees for non-contentious work.

Following the Report, practice rule 4 was amended to allow solicitors employed by non-solicitors to act for third parties. The prohibition on advertising fee comparisons was also abolished. The prohibition on cold-calling was abolished in relation to businesses but retained in relation to consumers. The other points are still under consideration by the Law Society. As noted above, the Law Society Council has recently approved in principle a proposal to relax the restrictions on payments for referrals. 

10.10.4 Restrictions in the Bar Council Code of Conduct on:

(a) Advertising fee comparisons;

(b) Direct access to barristers by non-solicitors;

(c) Comparative advertising of success rates;

(d) Forming partnerships with other barristers or members of other professions;

(e) The conduct of litigation by practising barristers.

Following the Report, the prohibition on advertising fee comparisons was abolished and changes have been made to enable direct access to barristers by a wide variety of approved organisations and members of approved professions. The other restrictions have been retained. The OFT has accepted the restriction on comparative advertising of success rates, but has stated an intention to pursue the restrictions on forming partnerships and conducting litigation
.

10.11 Another recent example of competition scrutiny of professional rules concerned the rules of the General Insurance Standards Council (GISC) which were notified to the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) for negative clearance or an exemption under Chapter I of the Competition Act 1998. The initial negative clearance given by the OFT was set aside by the Competition Commission Appeal Tribunal (CCAT), which held that a rule requiring GISC members to deal only with intermediaries who were also regulated by GISC was caught by the Chapter I prohibition. The rule was dropped by the Council and a further negative clearance was given by the OFT
.

10.12 In another recent decision of the OFT, the Northern Ireland Livestock and Auctioneers' Association (NILAA) was held to have infringed the Chapter I prohibition by recommending fixed commissions. However, in view of the exceptional difficulties faced by the members as a result of BSE and foot and mouth disease, and the fact that the recommendation was overt, no fine was imposed.
10.13 Earlier examples of restrictions being abandoned following intervention by the competition authorities include:

10.13.1 Rules of the London Stock Exchange which provided for: (a) brokers’ minimum commissions, (b) single capacity and separation between brokers and jobbers, and (c) restrictions on outside shareholding and ownership of stock exchange firms. These rules were referred by the Director-General of Fair Trading (DGFT) to the Restrictive Practices Court in 1979, and were terminated in advance of a hearing. In 1995 the DGFT criticized a further rule which granted market makers an exclusive right to display prices on the Stock Exchange Automated Quotation (SEAQ) system and prevented them from displaying better prices on other public display systems. The prohibition on showing better prices on other public display systems was revoked.

10.13.2 The Bar’s two-Counsel rule under which a Queen’s Counsel (see §2.8 above) was required to work with a Junior Counsel.

10.13.3 The general prohibition on barristers advertising.

10.13.4 The Law Society’s fixed fees for conveyancing (land transfers).

10.14 Restrictions on the provision of ancillary dental services have recently been criticised by the Office of Fair Trading
. However, these restrictions derive from statute (the Dentists Act 1984) rather than the rules of a professional association.
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