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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, Samantha Jayne Dyson, made by the SRA are 

that, while in practice as a Solicitor at Plexus Legal LLP, 40 Gracechurch Street, 

London, EC3V 0BT (“the Firm”): 

 

Filing of a Misleading Witness Statement  

 

1.1. On or around 4 November 2021, she caused or allowed a witness statement containing 

her signed statement of truth to be filed with the court stating that: (i) there was no 

history of failures on her defendant client’s part and/or (ii) the defendant had fully 

complied with all other court orders and directions once received, when she knew or 

ought to have known that such an assertion was misleading and thereby breached any 

or all of Principles 2 and 5 of the SRA Principles (“the Principles”) and Paragraph 1.4 

of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs (“the Code for Solicitors”). 

 

Failing to Inform Client or Insurer 

 

1.2. Following a hearing on 8 November 2021, she failed to tell her client (Council B) or 

their insurer (Company A) that its defence and counterclaim had been struck out for 

failing to comply with the Unless Order dated 7 January 2021 and thereby breached any 

or all of Principles 2 and 5 of the Principles and Paragraphs 1.4, 3.2 and 7.11 of the 

Code for Solicitors. 

 

Failing to Inform Firm 

1.3. Following a hearing on 8 November 2021, she failed to tell the Firm that her client’s 

defence and counterclaim had been struck out for failing to comply with the Unless 

Order dated 7 January 2021 and thereby breached any or all of Principle 5 of the 

Principles and Paragraph 1.4 of the Code for Solicitors. 

Recklessness 

 

2. Recklessness is alleged as an aggravating feature of the Respondent’s misconduct but 

is not an essential ingredient in proving the allegations. 

 

Respondent’s Admissions 

 

3. The Respondent has admitted all the above allegations.  

 

Withdrawal of an Allegation 

 

4. The Applicant’s original allegations included an allegation of dishonesty (breach of 

Principle 4), but this was subsequently withdrawn.  

 

Documents 

 

5. The Tribunal had before it the following documents: 

 

• The Applicant’s Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit Bundle dated 4 March 2024 
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• The Respondent’s Answer dated 3 May 2024 

 

• Applicant’s Schedule of Costs dated 4 March 2024 

 

• Respondent’s statement of means dated 3 May 2024 

 

• Application for an Agreed Outcome, dated 8 July 2024 

 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome between the Parties dated 17 June 2024 

and Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome between the Parties dated 8 July 2024 

 

Background 

 

6. The Respondent is a solicitor having been admitted to the Roll of Solicitors on 

3 September 2018. At all material times she worked in the litigation department, 

specifically in the “Public Sector team,” at Plexus Legal LLP (the “Firm”) from 

20 August 2012 and practised as a solicitor at the Firm from her admission to the Roll 

of Solicitors on 3 September 2018 until she left the Firm on 16 February 2022. The 

Respondent does not have a current practising certificate and is not employed by a firm 

of solicitors.  

 

7. This matter concerns misleading statements made by the Respondent in a witness 

statement filed with the Court. This matter also concerns the Respondent’s subsequent 

failure to notify either her client/their insurer or her superiors within the Firm of the 

Court’s refusal of an application for relief from sanction following non-compliance 

with orders. A consequence of the non-compliance was an automatic strike out of the 

client’s insurer’s defence and counterclaim. 

 

8. The conduct complained of in this matter came to the attention of the SRA when the 

Director of Compliance/COLP of Plexus Legal LLP submitted a self-report, dated 

21 January 2022, to the SRA on behalf of the Firm. The Firm raised concerns in relation 

to the Respondent’s competency and openness. 

 

9. The details of the SRA’s investigation and other relevant facts are set out in the 

Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome annexed to this Judgment.  

 

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

 

10. 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.  

 

11. The Tribunal noted that the first version of the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome, 

dated and signed on 17 June 2024, had not been approved by the previous Tribunal 

because no explanation had at that time been provided for the Applicant’s withdrawal 

of the allegation of dishonesty (Principle 4). However, this Tribunal was satisfied that 

the Applicant had now provided sufficient reasons to explain its request to withdraw 

the allegation of dishonesty in the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome, dated and 

signed on 8 July 2024. 
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Findings of Fact and Law 

 

12. 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. 

 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. The Tribunal was 

also satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the Applicant had properly withdrawn 

the allegation of dishonesty (Principle 4). The reasons for the Applicant’s withdrawal 

of the allegation of dishonesty has been explained on the Statement of Agreed Facts 

and Outcome annexed to this Judgment. The Tribunal was satisfied that the 

Respondent’s employer had carried out a thorough investigation into the conduct of the 

Respondent, which had concluded that the Respondent had not been dishonest.  

 

14. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (10th Edition/ June 2022). The 

Tribunal’s overriding objective, when considering sanction, was the need to maintain 

public confidence in the integrity of the profession. In determining sanction, the 

Tribunal’s role was to assess the seriousness of the proven misconduct and to impose a 

sanction that was fair and proportionate in all the circumstances. In determining the 

seriousness of the misconduct, the Tribunal was to consider the Respondent’s 

culpability and harm identified together with the aggravating and mitigating factors that 

existed.  

 

15. The Tribunal found that the Respondent’s misconduct was serious, and it had been 

aggravated by the fact that she had been reckless and there was a risk that the court 

would be misled by her witness statement. The court must be able to rely on the 

statement of truth in a witness statement. The Respondent had also misled the Firm’s 

client by not telling them about the strike out of the client’s defence. The Tribunal 

further found that harm was caused to the reputation of the profession by virtue of the 

admitted misconduct. 

 

16. As mitigating factors, the Tribunal considered that the Respondent was relatively 

inexperienced as a solicitor and that confusion had, to some extent, been caused by 

administrative errors that the Respondent was not responsible for and this had played 

some role in her conduct. The Respondent had also shown a genuine insight by 

admitting her misconduct and expressed deep regret for her misconduct.  

 

17. The Tribunal determined that, given the serious nature of the Respondent’s misconduct, 

there is a need to protect both the public and the reputation of the legal professional 

from future harm from the Respondent by removing her ability to practise for a fixed 

period but neither the protection of the public nor the protection of the reputation of the 

legal profession justifies striking the Respondent off the Roll of Solicitors. The Tribunal 

was satisfied that the agreed suspension of 12 months was required to maintain the 

public confidence in the profession and to send a deterrent message to solicitors who 

found themselves in a similar predicament.  
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18. Accordingly, the Tribunal concluded that the sanction proposed by the SRA and the 

Respondent appropriately reflected the seriousness of the misconduct and was required 

in the public interest. The Tribunal therefore GRANTED the application for an Agreed 

Outcome. 

 

Costs 

 

19. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £2,469.17. The Tribunal found the agreed amount 

to be proportionate and reasonable. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered Ms Dyson to pay 

costs in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

20. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, SAMANTHA JAYNE DYSON 

solicitor, be suspended from practice as solicitor for the period of 12 months to 

commence on the 11th day of July 2024 and it further Ordered that she do pay the costs 

of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £2,469.17. 

 

Dated this 5th day of September 2024 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

T Cullen 

 

T. Cullen 

Chair 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

5 SEPTEMBER 2024 
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