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Allegations 

 

1.  The allegation against the Respondent made by the Solicitors Regulation Authority 

(“SRA”) was that, while in practice as a Solicitor at Inghams (“the Firm”): 

 

1.1 On or around 27 June 2016 he signed a secured lending agreement and/or a CH1 form 

confirming that Client A had signed one or both documents in his presence, when he 

did not witness Client A signing one or both documents and did not ask Client A 

whether he had signed one or both documents, and he thereby breached any or all of 

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

 

Documents 

 

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

 

 Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit GMBH1 dated 10 September 2020 

 Respondent’s Answer dated 14 October 2020 

 Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 18 December 2020 

 

Background 

 

3. The Respondent was born in 1981 and was admitted to the Roll in August 2006.  At 

the material time, the Respondent was employed as an Assistant Solicitor at the Firm. 

The Respondent became a partner in the Firm in July 2017 and as of the date of the 

Rule 12 Statement, he was one of six partners in the Firm.  According to the SRA’s 

records, the main areas of the Firm’s practice were probate and estate administration 

and residential property. The Respondent held a current practising certificate, free 

from conditions. 

 

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

 

4. 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.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

5. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations on the balance of 

probabilities.  The Tribunal had due regard to the Respondent’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. 

 

6. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied that the 

Respondent’s admission was properly made.  

 

7. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (November 2019). In doing 

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

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed.  The Tribunal found the Respondent 

to be solely and directly responsible for his misconduct.  He was an experienced 
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solicitor who knew that he ought not to have signed a document attesting to have 

witnessed a signature when that was not the case.  In so doing, the Respondent have 

caused harm to both Client A and Lender F.  The harm caused was foreseeable.  The 

Tribunal noted that the Respondent had admitted his misconduct at an early stage and 

had demonstrated insight into his misconduct.  The Tribunal also noted that this was a 

single episode in an otherwise unblemished career. 

 

8. The Tribunal considered that sanctions such as No Order or a Reprimand did not 

adequately reflect the seriousness of the Respondent’s misconduct. The Tribunal did 

not consider that the misconduct was so serious that there should be any interference 

with the Respondent’s ability to practise.  The Tribunal determined that a financial 

penalty was appropriate and proportionate.  The Tribunal assessed the Respondent’s 

misconduct as very serious such that if fell within the Tribunal’s Indicative Fine Band 

Level 4.  The Tribunal considered that a fine in the proposed sum of £20,000 

adequately and proportionately reflected the seriousness of the Respondent’s 

misconduct.  Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the proposed sanction. 

 

Costs 

 

9. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £16,350. The Tribunal found that in the 

circumstances, the agreed sum was appropriate and proportionate.  Accordingly, the 

Tribunal ordered the Respondent to pay costs in the agreed amount. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

10. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, EDWARD JOHN HARVEY STATHAM, 

solicitor, do pay a fine of £20,000.00, such penalty to be forfeit to Her Majesty the 

Queen, and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this 

application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £16,350.00. 

 

Dated this 12th day of January 2021 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

 
 

G Sydenham 

Chair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  13 JAN 2021 
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