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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, made by the SRA within its Rule 12 Statement 

dated 16 December 2022 were: 

 

1.  While in her capacity as owner and sole director of Linklaw Solicitors Limited (“the 

Firm”):  

 

1.1. -1.1.3 - Withdrawn with the Tribunal’s permission. 

 

1.2.  Between January 2016 and 29 November 2019, Ms Shah failed to act in the best 

interests of the executors and/or the residuary beneficiary of a client’s estate in that she:  

 

1.2.1  overcharged the estate of Mr SC (deceased) by £35,537.50 plus VAT; (as 

amended: see below)  

 

1.2.2  charged the estate of Mr SC for reviewing 3,784 items whereas the investigation 

conducted by the SRA suggested only 1,394 items reviewed;  

 

1.2.3  recorded an attendance of 6.5 hours for distribution of funds to the residuary 

beneficiary when the witness evidence of her co- executor and a representative 

of the residuary beneficiary both contradict this;  

 

1.2.4  delayed in the administration of the estate, failed to fully inform and/or update 

the residuary beneficiary appropriately and failed to provide it with sufficient 

information to enable it to satisfy itself that it had received its full entitlement; 

and in doing so she:  

 

i) insofar as such conduct took place on or after 6 October 2011, acted in 

breach of any or all of Principles 2, 4 and 5 of the SRA Principles 2011; 

 

ii) insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, acted 

in breach of any or all of Principles 2, 5 and 7 of the SRA Principles 

2019.  

 

1.3 Between January 2015 and February 2016 Ms Shah acted as both executor and 

conveyancer in the sale of Mr SC’s property, notwithstanding that she had a connection 

to the purchaser, Boscola. In the circumstances, there was a significant risk of conflict.  

 

In doing so she thereby acted in breach of any or all of Principles 2, 4, 5 and 6 of the 

SRA Principles 2011, and Outcome 3.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011.  

 

1.4.  Withdrawn with the Tribunal’s permission. 

 

2. In addition, the allegation 1.2 was advanced on the basis that Ms Shah’s conduct was 

dishonest.  
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Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal considered the documents submitted in support of the application for an 

Agreed Outcome which were contained within an electronic hearing bundle agreed by 

the parties. 

 

Background and Factual Summary 

 

4. Ms Shah was admitted to the Roll on 1 February 1984. At the time of the misconduct 

she had a full practising certificate. In September 2018 she was enrolled as a Notary 

Public for England and Wales.  

 

5. On 18 October 2004, Ms Shah acquired a sole practice, Tibb & Co which she converted 

into a sole partnership. Subsequently, on 1 October 2010, Tibb & Co was converted 

into a limited company, Linklaw Solicitors Limited, 569 Kingsbury Road, London, 

NW9 9EL (“the Firm”). Ms Shah was the Firm’s sole equity owner and she was the 

sole signatory to the Firm’s bank accounts and the sole individual capable of making 

payments from the accounts, save that her son Ashiv Shah was able to access the firm’s 

online banking in his role as the Firm’s practice manager. 

 

6. The Firm was closed by orderly wind-down on 30 April 2021. Before the Firm’s 

wind-down, and throughout the material period, Ms Shah was the Firm’s Compliance 

Officer of Legal Practice (“COLP”), Compliance Officer of Finance and 

Administration (“COFA”), Money Laundering Reporting Officer (“MLRO”), and 

Money Laundering Compliance Officer.  

 

7. The Firm’s fee income from the practising year 2020/2021 was £202,700.09.  

 

8. The issues surrounding the Allegations were brought to the SRA’s attention following 

an anonymous report received in May 2017 concerning conveyancing transactions at 

the Firm. This led to various forensic investigations being conducted and the subsequent 

allegations (set out in the Agreed Outcome document).  

 

Application to withdraw allegations 

 

9. Ms Shah had agreed to make admissions to allegation 1.2 (including dishonesty) and 

allegation 1.3 (but she did not accept she was dishonest in relation to allegation 1.3). 

Ms Shah denied allegations 1.1 and 1.4.  

 

10. Notwithstanding that the Applicant considered the disputed allegations had been 

properly brought it applied to withdraw allegations 1.1 and 1.4, and the allegation of 

dishonesty in relation to allegation 1.3 on the basis that it was not proportionate to invite 

the Tribunal to determine those allegations in light of the admissions, which included 

dishonesty, and Ms Shah’s agreement to be struck off the Roll of Solicitors.  

 

11. The Applicant further applied for permission to amend Allegation 1.2.1 on the basis of 

the sum alleged to have been overcharged by Ms Shah. The initial calculation for the 

sum alleged to have been overcharged was £50,037.02 plus VAT, however this sum 

was subsequently revised in an addendum report of Marc Banyard dated 
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3 February 2022, resulting in a calculated net overcharge of £35,537.50 (£42,645.00 

gross).  

 

12. The amended allegation would therefore read as follows:  

 

“1.2. “Between January 2016 and 29 November 2019, the Respondent failed to 

act in the best interests of the executors and/or the residuary beneficiary of a 

client’s estate in that she: 1.2.1. overcharged the estate of Mr SC (deceased) by 

£35,537.50 plus VAT”.  

 

13. Ms Shah agreed to the proposed amendment. 

 

The Tribunal’s Decision 

 

14. The Tribunal agreed to both limbs of the joint application.  Given Ms Shah’s admissions 

and the agreed sanction the matters she did not accept were now otiose. 

 

15. In the interests of fairness and accuracy the sum set out in Allegation 1.2.1 should be 

amended to reflect the correct position.      

 

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

 

16. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Ms Shah 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 (10th Edition/June 2022) (“the Sanctions Guidance”).  

 

17. The proposed sanction was that Ms Shah be struck off the Roll of solicitors.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

18. The Applicant was required to prove the allegation on the balance of probabilities.  The 

Tribunal had due regard to 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. 

 

19. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and the Tribunal was satisfied on the 

balance of probabilities that Ms Shah’s admissions were properly made with respect to 

each allegation, including the allegation of dishonesty. 

 

20. Having regard to the seriousness of the admitted misconduct, including dishonesty, the 

Tribunal was satisfied with the sanction proposed by the parties which it considered 

was appropriate and proportionate to protect public confidence in the profession and to 

protect the public against the risk of further harm.   

 

Costs 

 

21. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay the Applicant’s costs of this matter 

in the sum of £28,045.96. 
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Statement of Full Order 

 

22. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, MAYURI NITIN SHAH, 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 £28,045.96. 

 

Dated this 4th day of April 2023 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

 
B Forde 

Chair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  04 APR 2023 
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