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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations made by the Applicant against the Respondent were set out in a 

Rule 12 Statement dated 9 April 2020 and were that: 

 

1.1 On or around 10 July 2017, having accepted £4,500.00 in cash from client Ms CS in 

order to discharge counsel’s fees, she retained £2,000.00 of that money without 

Ms CS’s authority, failing to pay it into client account, thereby breaching all or 

alternatively any of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 and Rule 14.1 of 

the SRA Accounts Rules 2011.  

 

1.2  She altered a fee note from 18 St John Street Chambers dated 16 March 2018 in order 

to disguise the true date on which payment was made by her to discharge the fees of 

Mr Jonathan Dale of Counsel, thereby breaching all or alternatively any of 

Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

 

1.3 On 14 December 2018, in an attempt to conceal her wrongdoing and to prevent the 

SRA from discovering what she had done, she contacted Mr John Poyser by way of a 

text message and asked him to remove from a file of documents to be sent to the SRA 

the fee note which she had altered, thereby breaching all or alternatively any of 

Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

 

2. In addition, dishonesty was alleged as an aggravating factor in respect of each 

allegation.  

 

Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal had before it an electronic bundle containing the following documents: 

 

 Rule 12 Statement dated 9 April 2020 with Exhibit AHJW1. 

 Respondent’s Answer to the Rule 12 Statement dated 15 May 2020. 

 Signed Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome (undated). 

 Judgment in respect of a previous sanction imposed by the Tribunal on the 

Respondent on 2 February 2006. 

 

Factual Background 

 

4. The Respondent was born in April 1960. She was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors in 

July 1999. At the date of consideration of the Agreed Outcome Proposal the 

Respondent did not hold a practising certificate. 

 

5. At the material time of the admitted misconduct, the Respondent was working as a 

consultant solicitor at John Poyser Solicitors (“the Firm”) based in Manchester. 

Mr Poyser reported the Respondent to the Applicant for the matters particularised in 

the admitted allegations on 22 August 2018. 

 

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

 

6. 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 
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Judgment. The parties submitted that the outcome proposed was consistent with the 

Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

7. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations on a balance of probabilities. The 

Tribunal had due regard to the Respondent’s rights to a fair trial and to 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. 

 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  

 

9. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanctions (Seventh Edition: 

November 2019). In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm 

identified together with the aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. 

 

10. The Respondent had admitted three episodes of dishonest conduct over a 16 month 

period.  The first incident was motivated by personal gain and a desire to deprive the 

client account of funds that should have been deposited therein.  The subsequent acts 

of dishonesty were (a) perpetrated with the intention of covering up her initial 

dishonest act (b) planned, (c) premediated and (d) self-serving.  Her misconduct 

caused irreparable harm to the reputation of the legal profession, breached the 

fundamental tenet that all solicitors should be capable of being trusted to the ends of 

the earth and was incompatible with her continued inclusion on the Roll of Solicitors. 

 

11. The Tribunal considered that in the light of the admitted conduct, the proposed 

sanction of strike off was appropriate, proportionate and in accordance with the 

Sanctions Guidance. 

 

Costs 

 

12. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay the Applicant’s costs of these 

proceedings fixed in the sum of £3,678.00. The Tribunal considered the costs 

application to be appropriate and proportionate, and ordered that the Respondent pay 

the costs in the agreed amount. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

13. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, MARIA WILLIAMS, 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 £3,678.00. 

 

Dated this 17th day of September 2020 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 
P S L Housego 

Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 
17 SEPT 2020 
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