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Allegations 
 
1. The allegations against the Respondent were that: 
 
1.1 Having missed court deadlines of 20 and 27 September 2013 for filing witness 

statements, updated medical evidence and updated Schedule of losses, and having been 
notified by the Defendant’s solicitors, by a letter dated 22 January 2014, that they would 
apply to court to have the claim struck out, she failed to notify Client A od the situation 
and failed to obtain her instructions. In doing so, she breached any or all of Principles 
2, 4, 5 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 and/or failed to achieve either or both of 
Outcomes 1.1 and 1.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011. 

 
1.2 On 30 January 2014, she accepted an offer in settlement from the Defendant which was 

lower than an offer that Client A had previously rejected, without taking Client A’s 
instructions and, in fact, contrary to her last known instructions. In doing so, she 
breached any or all of Principles 2, 4, 5 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 and/or failed 
to achieve either or both of Outcomes 1.1 and 1.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011. 

 
1.3 That having accepted the offer of settlement, she failed to inform Client A that she had 

settled the claim and that the settlement monies had been received into the firm’s client 
account. In doing so, she breached any or all of Principles 2, 4, 5 and 6 of the SRA 
Principles 2011 and/or failed to achieve either or both of Outcomes 1.1 and 1.2 of the 
SRA Code of Conduct 2011.  

 
1.4 That between 30 January 2014 and 8 March 2018, she made statements to Client A, 

which were untrue and were likely to mislead Client A as to the progress of her personal 
injury claim and which she knew or ought tp have known were liable to have this effect 
at the time they were made. In doing so, she breached any or all of Principles 2, 4, 5 
and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 and/or failed to achieve either or both of Outcomes 
1.1 and 1.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011. 

 
2. In addition, dishonesty was alleged as an aggravating factor with respect  
 
Documents 
 
3. The Tribunal considered all of the documents in the case which included: 
 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 14 June 2022 and Exhibit AML1. 
• Letter from Saunders Law (on behalf of the Respondent) dated 15 July 2022. 
• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome (“AO”) dated 18 August 2022. 

 
Background 
 
4. The Respondent was admitted to the Roll in November 1995. She last held a Practising 

Certificate in 2019/2020. 
 
5. At all material times, the Respondent was employed by Ewart Price (“the Firm”) based 

in Welwyn Garden City. She was employed by the Firm from March 1996 until 
June 2020. 
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6. Client A instructed the Respondent to act on her behalf with regards to a personal injury 
claim in 2012. The Defendants to that claim admitted liability at the outset. The 
contentious issue was quantum of damages which required evidence to be filed on 
behalf of Client A in order to substantiate her losses and medical evidence in relation 
to her injuries. Prior to the deadline for evidence to be filed, those representing the 
Defendants made a settlement offer in the sum of £7,500.00 plus reasonable costs.  

 
7. The Respondent failed to inform Client A of that offer within the prescribed deadline 

which Client A rejected nonetheless. Further, the Respondent failed to comply with the 
Court deadlines for filing evidence to substantiate Client A’s losses and injuries. 
Consequently, those representing the Defendants made a reduced offer in settlement of 
the claim in the sum of £5,000.00 plus reasonable costs. The Respondent, without 
having taken instructions from Client A, accepted the same. 

 
8. The Respondent proceeded to mislead Client A that her claim was ongoing when, in 

fact, she was well aware that it had been settled. The Respondent’s misconduct only 
came to light when Client A complained to the Firm in April 2018 about the service she 
had received from the Respondent. The Firm investigated that complaint and it 
transpired that the Respondent had settled the claim in January 2014. 

 
Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 
 
9. 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 
 
10. The Applicant 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 the Respondent’s rights to a fair 
trial and to respect for their private and family life under Articles 6 and 8 of the 
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 
 
12. The Tribunal applied the Guidance Note on Sanction (Tenth Edition: June 2022). In so 

doing the Tribunal was satisfied that the proposed sanction was the appropriate and 
proportionate sanction given the dishonest misconduct admitted by the Respondent. 
The Tribunal noted that exceptional circumstances were neither advanced nor found on 
the papers. An order striking the Respondent from the Roll was therefore required in 
order to protect the public from harm, declare and uphold proper standards in the 
profession and maintain public confidence in the regulatory process. 

 
Costs 
 
13. Costs were agreed in the sum of £4,721.00 which the Tribunal considered to be 

reasonable and proportionate. 
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Statement of Full Order 
 
14. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, ZOE ANN LOWE, 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 £4,721.00. 

 
Dated this 14th day of September 2022 
On behalf of the Tribunal 
 

 
A E Banks 
Chair 
 
 
 
 
 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  14 SEPT 2022 
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