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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent were that: 

 

1.1 From January 2018 to September 2018 the Respondent misappropriated monies from 

client account in the sum of £80,000.00.  In so doing she breached any or all of the 

following:  

 

1.1.1 Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 (“2011 Principles”); and  

 

1.1.2 Rule 20.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011 (“2011 Accounts Rules”). 

 

It was alleged that the Respondent had acted dishonestly. 

 

1.2 From in or around 2013 the Respondent failed to have properly written up books of 

account or proper accounting systems in place in breach of all or any of Rules 1.2(e), 

1.2(f). 1.2(i), 6, 12.7(b), 29.2 and 29.12 of the 2011 Accounts Rules. 

 

1.3 The Respondent failed to replace a minimum shortfall on client account in the sum of 

£245,100.00, promptly or at all, and therefore breached Rule 7.1 of the 2011 

Accounts Rules and all or alternatively any of Principles 6 and 10 of the 2011 

Principles; 

 

1.4 The Respondent failed to run the business effectively and in accordance with proper 

governance and sound risk management principles by failing to establish and 

maintain proper accounting systems, and controls over those systems as detailed in 

allegation 1.2 and by failing to have systems and controls in place to prevent the sum 

of £165,100.00 being incorrectly paid out of client bank account.  In so doing she 

breached any or all of the following:  

 

1.4.1 Principles 6, 7, 8 and 10 of the 2011 Principles; 

  

1.4.2 Rule 8.5 of the SRA Authorisation Rules 2011 (2011 Authorisation Rules”).   

 

1.5 The Respondent failed to comply with an undertaking given to AS Solicitors on 

15 August 2017 in that she failed to hold the net proceeds from a property sale to their 

order.  In so doing she has breached any or all of the following:  

 

1.5.1 Principles 2, 6 and 7 of the 2011 Principles. 

  

1.5.2 Failed to achieve Outcome 11.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct. 

 

1.6 The Respondent acted where there was a conflict (or significant risk of a conflict) 

between her own interests and those of her client in borrowing monies from her client 

without ensuring they obtained independent legal advice.  In so doing she has 

breached any or all of the following:  

 

1.6.1 Principle 3 and 4 of the 2011 Principles; and  

 

1.6.2 Failed to achieve Outcome 3.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct. 
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Documents 

 

2. The Tribunal reviewed all the documents submitted by the Applicant and the 

Respondent which included: 

 

 The Applicant’s Application and Rule 5 Statement dated 29 July 2019 together 

with attached exhibits 

 

 Applicant’s Statement of Costs dated 29 July 2019 

 

 Standard Directions dated 1 August 2019 

 

 The Respondent’s Answer to the Rule 5 Statement dated 1 September 2019 

 

 The Respondent’s Personal Financial Statement dated 3 October 2019  

 

 Statement of Agreed Facts, Admissions and Outcome dated 6 November 2019 

 

Preliminary Matters – Agreed Outcome Procedure 

 

3. On 6 November 2019 the Applicant submitted an application on behalf of both parties 

for the Tribunal to approve an Agreed Outcome to the proceedings.  In accordance 

with paragraph 2.2 of the Tribunal’s standard directions, the matter was listed for 

consideration by a division of the Tribunal, in private, on 8 November 2019.  For the 

reasons set out below, the Tribunal was satisfied that the Agreed Outcome should be 

approved without requiring any further submissions from the parties.  The Tribunal’s 

decision was announced in open court, and an Order setting out the Tribunal’s Order 

was filed with the Law Society on 8 November 2019.  This Judgment sets out the 

circumstances of the matter and the Tribunal’s reasons for its decision.  The Statement 

of Agreed Facts, Admissions and Outcome is attached to this Judgment. 

 

Agreed Factual Background 
 

4. The Respondent, born in 1948, was admitted as a solicitor on 2 May 2006.  

 

5. At all relevant times the Respondent practised on her own account under the style of 

Jusprowess Solicitors at 214 High Street, Hounslow, Middlesex, TW3 1HB (“the 

Firm”).  The Firm started trading on 1 December 2007.   

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

6. The Tribunal had carefully considered all the documents provided.  The Applicant 

was required to prove the allegations beyond reasonable doubt.  The Tribunal had due 

regard to the Respondent’s rights to a fair trial and respect for her private and family 

life under Articles 6 and 8 of the European Convention for the Protection of Human 

Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.  

 

7. The Tribunal was satisfied that the Respondent’s admissions to all the allegations 

were properly made.  On the basis of those admissions and the agreed facts presented 
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the Tribunal was satisfied that the allegations had all been proved to the requisite 

standard. 

 

8. The Tribunal considered its Guidance Note on Sanctions.  In doing so, the Tribunal 

assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the aggravating and 

mitigating factors that existed.  The Tribunal agreed with the analysis of the outcome 

set out in the Agreed Outcome.  

  

9. The Tribunal noted that, at the time of the alleged conduct the Respondent was the 

firm's Compliance Officer for legal Practice (“COLP”), Compliance Officer for 

Finance and Administration (“COFA”) and Money Laundering Reporting Officer 

(“MLRO”).   

 

10. The Firm had made a report to the Solicitors Regulation Authority (the “SRA”) on 

5 October 2018.  The Firm had stated that two of its email addresses had been hacked.  

The Firm had made payments of £165,100.00 out of the client bank account based on 

payment instructions received in fraudulent emails.  Consequently, the payments had 

been made to incorrect parties.  

 

11. The Firm's professional indemnity insurance policy for the period 1 October 2018 to 

30 September 2019 had not been properly incepted.  Since 1 October 2018 the Firm 

did not hold professional indemnity insurance (“PII”).  Following the Firm being 

unable to obtain PII for the 2018/19 indemnity period the Firm ceased trading on 

30 December 2018.  The Respondent did not submit a “Firm Closure Notification” 

form.  

 

12. Due to a lack of accounting records, the SRA’s Forensic Investigation Officer (“FIO”) 

was unable to calculate whether the firm held sufficient funds in client bank account 

to match the liabilities to clients.  He was able to confirm that, as at 30 November 

2018, a minimum cash shortage existed upon the client account of £245,100.00.  At 

the date of the FIO report (18 January 2019) the Firm had replaced £80,000.00 by way 

of a loan from a client.  

 

13. In an email dated 13 December 2018 from the Respondent to the FIO, answering 

queries raised around the sum of £80,000.00 which had been paid to Client C, the 

Respondent had admitted she had used Client C’s money for refurbishment of the 

Firm’s new office in March and April 2018 to pay for builders and materials.  The 

Respondent stated she had borrowed the sum of £80,000 and had replaced it on 

10 December 2018 to pay back Client C.    

 

14. In a further letter dated 21 December 2018 from the Firm to the FIO the Respondent 

again confirmed that Client C’s money had been used for office expenses and 

payments between January 2018 and September 2018. 

 

15. On 12 February 2018, the Firm was intervened and the Respondent’s practising 

certificate was suspended.  At the time of the intervention a shortfall of £165,100 

existed. 
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16. The Tribunal had found that the Respondent had acted dishonestly.  She had 

knowingly misappropriated a client's money to fund the refurbishment of her office 

and for office expenses and payments.  The client’s funds had been taken over a 

period of 9 months and had caused a shortage of £80,000.00 on client account which 

was identified by the Respondent on 11 September 2018.  This shortage remained 

until the funds were replaced on 10 December 2018.   

 

17. Furthermore the Firm’s books of account did not comply with the Solicitors Accounts 

Rules 2011.  There was a lack of accounting records and the ledgers had not been 

maintained as required by the rules.  No client account reconciliations had been done 

since the client account was opened in 2013 and there was no list of liabilities owed to 

clients.  The accounts had not been audited as required by the rules.   

 

18. The Tribunal was satisfied that the Respondent had failed to establish or maintain any 

proper accounting systems or internal controls over those systems or keep accounting 

records properly written up.  She had no system in place to check the authenticity of 

emails to prevent email fraud and thereby protect client funds.  The Respondent had 

failed to comply with an undertaking and she had borrowed £80,000 from a client 

without advising that client to take independent legal advice.  The Tribunal found that 

the Respondent had failed to run the Firm effectively and in accordance with proper 

governance and sound financial and risk management principles.   

 

19. The Tribunal was satisfied that the Respondent’s conduct was extremely serious.  The 

Respondent had acted dishonestly and there were no exceptional circumstances in this 

case.  The Tribunal was satisfied that the appropriate and proportionate sanction was 

for the Respondent to be Struck Off the Roll of Solicitors.  This was the minimum 

necessary to protect the public and the reputation of the profession.      

 

20. The Tribunal determined that the case could be concluded on the basis of the 

Statement of Agreed Facts, Admissions and Outcome.  The Tribunal Ordered the 

Respondent be Struck Off the Roll of the Solicitors. 

 

Costs 
 

21. As part of the proposed Agreed Outcome, it was further proposed that the Respondent 

should pay £4,000 for the Applicant’s costs. 

 

22. Based on the agreement between the parties, the Tribunal was satisfied that the agreed 

costs in the sum of £4,000 were reasonable and proportionate, particularly as a full 

trial had not been necessary in this case.  Accordingly the Tribunal Ordered the 

Respondent to pay the Applicant’s costs in the agreed sum of £4,000. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

23. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, JAYANTHI REDDY SAGANTI, 

solicitor, be STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors and it further Ordered that she do 

pay the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of 

£4,000.00. 
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Dated this 20th day of December 2019 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

 
 

P. Lewis  

Chairman 

 

     JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

             20 DEC 2019 
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