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Allegations 
 
1. The allegations against Ms Todner were that while in practice as a solicitor, director 

and Managing Director of Kaim Todner Solicitors Limited (“KTS”) and thereafter: 
 
1.1  Between June 2015 and November 2015, in relation to Client C and between June 2014 

and October 2017 in relation to Client P, she caused or allowed sums received by KTS 
for unpaid professional disbursements to be retained in the KTS office account for a 
period in excess of that allowed under Rule 17.1(b) of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011, 
in circumstances where the relevant client ledgers erroneously showed the same monies 
had been paid out to counsel, and in doing so breached Principles 6, 8 and 10 of the 
SRA Principles 2011 and Rules 14.1, 17.1, 29.1, 29.2 and 29.4 of the SRA Accounts 
Rules 2011. 

  
1.2 From March 2015 onwards, in relation to Client S, she caused or allowed sums received 

by KTS for unpaid disbursements to be retained by KTS, in circumstances where the 
relevant client ledger erroneously showed the said monies had been paid out to counsel, 
and, following the writing off of the disbursements to which such sums related, failed 
to cause the sums to be returned to the client, and in doing so breached Principles 6, 8 
and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011 and Rules 14.1, 17.1, 29.1, 29.2 and 29.4 of the SRA 
Accounts Rules 2011. 

  
1.3 In the period from June 2014 onwards, by reason of the facts and matters admitted 

above, she caused or allowed minimum cash shortages in the sum of up to £99,480 to 
have existed on the Client Account of KTS, and in doing so breached Principles 6, 7, 8 
and 10 of the SRA Principles 2011 and Rules 7.1 and 7.2 of the SRA Accounts Rules 
2011 and Rule 6 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2018. 

  
1.4 By reason of the matters admitted above (to the extent that they arose on or before 2 

March 2016), she failed to comply with her obligations as KTS’s Compliance Officer 
for Finance and Administration (“COFA”) in that she failed to ensure that the Firm and 
its managers and employees complied with the Solicitors Accounts Rules 2011, and in 
doing so breached Rule 8.5 of the SRA Authorisation Rules 2011 and Principle 8 of the 
SRA Principles 2011. 

 
Documents 
 
2. The Tribunal considered all the documents contained within an electronic bundle 

prepared and agreed by the parties.  
 
Background 
 
3. Ms Todner was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors in 1987. When the cash shortages 

underlying the allegations first arose, she was a Director and Managing Director, and 
sole owner, of KTS, until she sold her shares therein to One Legal Services Limited in 
March 2016. KTS was a recognized body until 1 July 2016, at which point it became a 
licensed body. KTS ceased to trade on 31 March 2017. 
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4. Ms Todner was the sole registered and beneficial shareholder of KTS from 1 May 2010 
until 2 March 2016. She was a Director of KTS from 1 May 2010 until 2 March 2016. 
In addition, she was COFA at KTS from 10 December 2012 until 2 March 2016, and 
was Money Laundering Reporting Officer (“MLRO”) at KTS from 1 May 2010 until 
3 March 2016. 

 
5. Ms Todner was also, at the material time, a senior and experienced solicitor, and Vice 

President of the Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal. 
 
6. At the date of the hearing, Ms Todner held a practising certificate free from conditions 

and was a Director and Owner of Karen Todner Limited. 
 
Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 
 
7. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Ms Todner 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.  

 
8. The proposed sanction was initially that Ms Todner pay a fine of £17,500 and be subject 

restrictions relating to acting as a Compliance Officer for Legal Practice (“COLP”), 
COFA and MLRO and acting as a signatory to client or office accounts or authorising 
transfers from such accounts (save for routine office expenses up to a limit of £100 per 
authorisation).  

 
Findings of Fact and Law 
 
9. The SRA 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, to act in a manner which was compatible with Ms Todner’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. 

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

probabilities that the Ms Todner’s admissions were properly made. 
 
11. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (9th Edition/ December 2021) 

(“the Sanctions Guidance”). In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm 
identified together with the aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. The 
Tribunal considered that the proposed sanction did not reflect the seriousness of the 
admitted conduct taking into account the aggravating factors set out in the Statement of 
Agreed Facts and Outcome:  

 
“46.1 The fact that the Respondent had misconducted herself in a number of 
other respects, also while a senior and experienced solicitor, as admitted by her 
and set out in the Regulatory Settlement Agreement.  
 
46.2 The Respondent’s misconduct took place while she held the role and 
responsibility of director and COFA within KTS, and while serving as Vice 
President of the Tribunal.  
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46.3 The misconduct continued over a period of time. The Client S SAR breaches 
remain unrectified, albeit involving a modest sum.  
 
46.4 The Respondent knew or ought reasonably to have known that the 
misconduct in question was in material breach of her obligations to protect the 
public and the reputation of the legal profession, and to protect client monies.  
 
46.5 The Respondent did not self-report.” 

 
12.  The Tribunal accordingly declined to approve the proposed sanction. The Tribunal also 

queried with the parties the way in which the proposed restrictions on practice were 
drafted so as to relate to “any solicitor’s practice” and “when the Respondent’s co-
owner is unavailable”.  

 
Amended application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 
 
13. Mr Williams QC made an amended application on behalf of Ms Todner. The amended 

proposed sanction was that she pay a fine of £25,000 and that the restrictions on practice 
be drafted to apply to any authorised or recognised body. He noted that there was no 
suggestion of any allegation of dishonesty, no allegation that Ms Todner’s conduct had 
lacked integrity or that she had been reckless and there had been no motivation of gain. 
He submitted that in such circumstances financial penalties were often lower. He 
referred the Tribunal to various testimonials, including from counsel involved in the 
cases out of which the allegations arose. Many spoke of Ms Todner’s record of reliable 
payment of fees. Mr Williams described the testimonials as superb and noted that the 
conduct giving rise to the allegations occurred six years ago and there was nothing to 
Ms Todner’s detriment since. She had made early factual admissions and the cases 
highlighted in the allegations were just three from a long and very successful career. 
Mr Williams submitted that the proposed sanction as amended was sufficient for the 
purposes of punishment and also to maintain the reputation of the profession.   

 
14. Mr Tabachnik, for the SRA, confirmed that the SRA supported the revised application. 

The SRA’s submission was that the admitted conduct warranted a Level 4 fine (by 
reference to the Sanctions Guidance). Mr Tabachnik described the case as resulting, 
ultimately, from not spending enough time devoted to supervising the firm’s accounts 
and those responsible for them. He submitted that the proposed fine met the aggravating 
features present in the case and that the proposed far-reaching restrictions squarely 
addressed the underlying risks and underlined the seriousness of the allegations and the 
admitted conduct.  

 
The Tribunal’s Decision 
 
15. Ms Todner had had direct control over the circumstances of the misconduct, and given 

her experience at the time, and role as Vice President of the Tribunal, the Tribunal 
agreed that she must have appreciated that she was a role model who needed to conduct 
herself accordingly. Scrupulous adherence to the letter and spirit of the accounts rules 
was a cornerstone of legal practice and not something which could be neglected, 
however committed the solicitor was to legal work for their clients. This was 
particularly so given Ms Todner’s roles as COLP and COFA.  
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16. Set against these points, there was no allegation of recklessness, lack of integrity or 
dishonesty. The testimonials produced, including from some of the counsel directly 
involved in the cases with which the allegations were concerned, were extremely 
positive and indicated that there was no wider pattern of failing to pay disbursements.  

 
17. In all the circumstances the Tribunal considered that the revised proposed fine of 

£25,000, falling within Level 4 of the Indicative Fine Bands (suitable for conduct 
assessed as “very serious”), coupled with the proposed restrictions on practice, was 
appropriate.  

 
18. The Tribunal, having determined that the revised proposed sanction was appropriate 

and proportionate, granted the application for matters to be resolved by way of the 
Agreed Outcome. 

 
Costs 
 
19. The parties agreed that the Ms Todner should pay the SRA’s costs of these proceedings 

fixed in the sum of £21,055.21. The Tribunal considered the costs application to be 
appropriate and proportionate, and ordered that Ms Todner pay the costs in the agreed 
amount. 

 
Statement of Full Order 
 
20. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, Karen Todner, solicitor, do pay a fine of 

£25,000, such penalty to be forfeit to Her Majesty the Queen.  
 
21. The Tribunal further ORDERED that the Respondent be subject to conditions imposed 

by the Tribunal as follows: 
 
21.1 The Respondent may not (without the prior written consent of the SRA or the prior 

written permission of the Tribunal):  
 

21.1.1 act as COFA, COLP or MLRO in any authorised or recognised body;  
 
21.1.2 act as a signatory to any client or office account or have the power to authorise 

transfers from any client or office account, save for routine office expenses limited 
to £100 per authorisation when the Respondent’s co-owner is unavailable or 
otherwise in any authorised or recognised body. 

 
21.2 There be liberty to either party to apply to the Tribunal to vary the conditions set out at 

paragraph 22.1 above. 
 
22. The Tribunal further ORDERED that the Respondent do pay the costs of and incidental 

to this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £21,055.21. 
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Dated this 21st day of April 2022 
On behalf of the Tribunal 
 
 

 
 
A Kellett 
Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  21 APR 2022 
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