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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, Sarinjit Singh Bahia, were that, while in 

practice as a Solicitor at Consilium Legal Limited operating from Colman House, 

121 Livery Street, Birmingham, B3 1RS (“the Firm”), as sole director and owner of the 

Firm: 

 

1.1 He prepared, or caused to be prepared, Estate Accounts dated 6 September 2017 and/or 

15 June 2018 which contained misleading information and/or were intended to mislead 

that a Civil Service Pension was retained in the Firm’s client account when it was not, 

and by stating “No fee to be charged” on behalf of the Firm when he had already billed 

the client £5,000 plus VAT on 20 November 2017 which he knew or ought to have 

known were untrue at the time that he made them. In doing so the Respondent breached 

or failed to achieve any or all of: 

 

1.1.1. [withdrawn] 

1.1.2. Principle 4 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

1.1.3. Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011; and 

1.1.4. Failed to achieve Outcome 1.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct. 

 

1.2. [withdrawn] 

 

1.3. On or around 10 February 2020, the Respondent prepared, or caused to be prepared, 

Estate Accounts as at 10 February 2020 that contained misleading information and had 

the potential to be misleading by stating “No fee charged” on behalf of the Firm when he 

had billed the client £5,000 plus VAT on 20 November 2017 and £15,000 plus VAT on 

4 November 2019. In doing so the Respondent breached or failed to achieve any or all 

of: 

 

1.3.1. Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

1.3.2. [withdrawn] 

1.3.3. [withdrawn] 

1.3.4. Principle 7 of the SRA Principles 2019; and 

1.3.5. Failed to achieve Outcome 1.4 SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs 

and RFLs. 

 

1.4. In the period 8 August 2017 until at least 7 February 2020 the Respondent retained 

£27,698.10 of client money in his personal bank account and in doing so, he also caused 

a corresponding client account shortage. In doing so he breached all or alternatively any 

of the following: 

 

1.4.1. [withdrawn] 

 

1.4.2. For conduct occurring during the period 25 November 2019 to 

7 February 2020: 

 

1.4.2.1. Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

1.4.2.2. [withdrawn] 

1.4.2.3. Principle 7 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

1.4.2.4. [withdrawn] 
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1.4.2.5. [withdrawn] 

 

1.5. From 30 April 2019 onwards the Respondent failed to account to the beneficiaries of 

the trust, for £15,000 of interest payments arising on a loan of trust monies to Mr C by 

an agreement dated 9 April 2019 and in doing so utilised the monies for other purposes. 

In doing so the Respondent breached or failed to achieve any or all of: 

 

1.5.1. [withdrawn] 

 

1.5.2. For conduct occurring during the period from 25 November 2019 onwards: 

 

1.5.2.1. Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

1.5.2.2. [withdrawn] 

1.5.2.3. Principle 7 of the SRA Principles 2011; and 

1.5.2.4. [withdrawn] 

 

1.6. [withdrawn] 

 

1.7. In the period 16 December 2020 to 20 January 2021, the Respondent misused £13,560 

of client money for purposes other than to meet the client’s Stamp Duty Land Tax 

liability as intended by the client. In doing so he breached all or alternately any of the 

following: 

 

1.7.1. Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

1.7.2. [withdrawn] 

1.7.3. Principle 7 of the SRA Principles 2019; and 

1.7.4. Rule 5.1 of the SRA Accounts Rules. 

 

Factual Background 

 

2. Mr Bahia, born in April 1967, was admitted to the Roll on 4 January 1993. At the time 

of the alleged conduct, he was a solicitor at the Firm and held the roles of Compliance 

Officer for Legal Practice (COLP) and Compliance Officer for Finance and 

Administration (COFA). He held these roles until 08 July 2021 when the firm’s practice 

was subject to an Intervention. Mr Bahia’s practising certificate was also suspended by 

virtue of following. the intervention into the Firm on 8 July 2021.  

 

3. Following a Decision made by the Applicant on 15 May 2025, Mr Bahia held a 

practising certificate for the year 2024/2025 with conditions as follows: 

 

• He shall not act as a manager or owner of any authorised body. 

 

• He may not act as a compliance officer for legal practice (COLP) or compliance 

officer for finance and administration COFA) for any authorised body. 

 

• He does not hold or receive client money, or act as a signatory to any client or 

office account or have the power to authorise transfers from any client or office 

account. 
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4. In January 2021, the Applicant received an anonymous report alleging that Mr Bahia 

had misused client funds. A forensic investigation was subsequently initiated in 

April 2021, during which Mr Bahia was interviewed. During this interview, he 

indicated that his co-trustee in the administration of Client A’s estate had previously 

expressed concerns regarding his suitability to act in that capacity. 

 

5. The Interim Forensic Investigation Report, dated May 2021, identified significant 

financial irregularities. The Firm’s accounting records were found to be unreliable and 

inadequately maintained, with additional potential shortfalls identified. Due to the 

deficiencies in the records, investigators were unable to determine the full extent or 

precise cause of the shortages, although it was established that client liabilities exceeded 

the funds held in the client account. 

 

6. Concerns were also identified in relation to the administration of Client A’s estate, 

including the preparation of inaccurate estate accounts, unrecorded transactions, and 

the making of a loan from estate funds without appropriate transparency or 

authorisation. Interest arising from that loan was not accounted for, and legal fees were 

deducted despite earlier indications that no fees would be charged, with no supporting 

billing records identified. 

 

7. The investigation further concluded that the Firm’s books of account were inadequately 

maintained. Accounting systems were not consistently or properly used, reconciliations 

were incomplete, and records were missing or unreliable. Mr Bahia failed to ensure that 

appropriate financial controls were implemented.  In July 2021 the Applicant intervened 

in both Mr Bahia’s practice and the Firm. 

 

8. The Final Forensic Investigation Report, dated December 2021, confirmed and 

expanded upon these findings, identifying continuing client account shortages, 

overdrawn client ledger balances and ongoing failures in reconciliation.  

 

9. Additional concerns arose in relation to a separate matter for Client C, in which funds 

intended for Stamp Duty Land Tax were misdirected, resulting in a delayed payment to 

HMRC. The tax was ultimately settled from the Firm’s office account. 

 

10. Following a without prejudice meeting on 9 April 2026 the Applicant concluded that 

Mr Bahia’s explanations, as set out in the annexed Statement of Agreed Facts, merited 

a review of the case, following which it applied to withdraw allegations of dishonesty 

and breach of integrity and associated breaches of the Code and Rule 2.3 of the SRA 

Accounts Rules 2019, as detailed above. 

 

Documents 

 

11. The Tribunal had before it the following documents: 

 

• The Form of Application dated 5 March 2024 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit Bundle of Documents MJC1 dated 5 March 2024 

• Respondent’s holding Answer dated 9 April 2024 

• Respondent’s Answer dated 10 February 2025 

• Annex to an Application by the Applicant dated 8 May 2026 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome signed by the Respondent and 
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the Applicant on 8 May 2026 (“the original SOAF”) 

 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome signed by the Respondent and 

the Applicant on 12 May 2026 (“the final SOAF”) 

 

Applicant’s Applications  

 

12. With the consent and support of the Respondent, the Applicant made three applications: 

 

13. Application to anonymise the Rule 12 

 

13.1 Mr Colledge acknowledged that this application, to continue the anonymity of the 

individuals and entities referred to in Annex 2 of the Rule 12, together with anonymity 

for a further company to be referred to as Company Q, should properly be made 

pursuant to Rule 35(9) of the Solicitors (Disciplinary Rules) Proceedings 2019 (SDPR) 

and not Rule 22(4)(h) as submitted. The Tribunal granted leave, for reasons set out in 

paragraphs 4 – 8 of the original SOAF, as it was satisfied that it was in the interests of 

justice to do so. An Order was published on the Tribunal’s website.  

 

14. Application to withdraw allegations pursuant to R 24 SDPR 

 

14.1 Mr Colledge applied to withdraw allegations as set out above pursuant to the original 

SOAF. Allegations 1.2 and 1.6 were withdrawn in their entirety and the other 

allegations were refined, following the without prejudice meeting with Mr Bahia on 

9 April 2026 and a review of the Applicant’s case. 

 

14.2 The Tribunal granted leave for allegations 1.2 and 1.6 to be withdrawn in their entirety 

and for allegations 1.1.1, 1.3.2, 1.3.3, 1.4.1, 1.4.2.2, 1.4.2.4, 1.4.2.5, 1.5.1 and 1.7.2 to 

be withdrawn pursuant to Rule 24 SDPR, as it was satisfied, for the reasons set out in 

paragraphs 9 to 19 of the original SOAF, that it was in the interests of justice to do so.  

 

15. Application for leave to present an agreed outcome pursuant to R 22(4)(h) and 25(1) 

SDPR and paragraph 8 PD No. 1: Agreed Outcomes 

 

15.1 The Tribunal granted leave, for the reasons set out in paragraph 22 of the original 

SOAF, and in accordance with the overriding objective set out in Rule 4 SDPR to deal 

with cases justly and at proportionate cost, to consider the original SOAF, which had 

been submitted to the Tribunal only two working days before the start date of the 

substantive hearing. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the revised allegations 

against the Respondent in accordance with the proposals and submitted that the 

outcome proposed was consistent with the Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

16. 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.  
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17. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it up to and including the original OAF, 

which proposed that the Respondent be fined £5,000 in relation to allegations 1.1 and 

1.4, that he be reprimanded in relation to allegations 1.3, 1.5 and 1.7 and that he be 

subjected to a restriction order in respect of allegations 1.4 and 1.7.  

 

18. The Tribunal indicated that it was not minded to approve the original SOAF for the 

reason that the proposals did not contain sufficient clarity about Mr Bahia’s state of 

mind at the time he breached the Principles, the Code and the Accounts Rules and there 

was an insufficient explanation of Mr Bahia’s intention at all relevant times, but 

particularly in relation to allegation 1.1. This resulted in the Tribunal being unable to 

properly assess Mr Bahia’s culpability and therefore determine sanction in a proper and 

structured manner.  

 

19. The Tribunal therefore invited the parties to revise the SOAF to include clarification on 

Mr Bahia’s state of mind, especially the intention to mislead, setting out the factual 

basis on which this was assessed, and to revise the proposed   financial penalty to reflect 

the seriousness of the admitted conduct. 

 

20. The parties presented a second SOAF which the Tribunal considered and did not 

approve, suggesting the proposed sanction remained too low because it did not properly 

reflect Mr Bahia’s prior disciplinary history. 

 

21. The parties then presented the final SOAF for the Tribunal to review in the context of 

all the material before it, and it was satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the 

Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  

 

22. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (11th edition) and the proper 

approach to sanctions, as set out in Fuglers and Others v SRA [2014] EWHC 179. The 

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

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

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

sanction that was fair and proportionate in all the circumstances.  

 

23. In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed.  

 

24. With regard to culpability, Mr Bahia’s motivation was unknown, but his misconduct 

had been repeated with sustained carelessness regarding the preparation of estate 

accounts and proper accounting for client monies. The Tribunal noted the tragic 

circumstances surrounding Client A’s death and the personal impact of this on 

Mr Bahia. 

 

25. The Tribunal accepted that no loss or harm was caused to Mr Bahia’s clients by his 

actions and that no income was generated because of his misconduct.  

 

26. The Tribunal considered, however, that the misconduct was serious and not a matter for 

a reprimand. Estate accounts on behalf of Client A had been prepared which contained 

misleading or omitted information, Mr Bahia had caused a shortfall in his client 

account, and he had failed to account to beneficiaries of a trust for interest payments 

arising. In a separate matter for Client C, he had misused client money. There had been 



7 

 

breaches of the Principles of upholding public trust and confidence in the profession 

and the duty not to mislead clients or others, and of a solicitor’s obligation to act in a 

client’s best interests.  

 

27. Mr Bahia’s conduct was seriously aggravated by his previous regulatory history, as he 

had appeared before the Tribunal twice before, in 2007 and 2019. The Tribunal was of 

the view that there remained a possibility of future misconduct, but it accepted that the 

proposed Restriction Order, for seven years, was sufficient to protect the public and 

maintain confidence in the integrity of the profession.  

 

28. The Tribunal determined that the proffered fines and reprimands proposed in the 

original and revised SOAFs were not sufficient to mark the seriousness of the breaches. 

It was, however, satisfied that the fine of £15,000 proposed in the final SOAF, in respect 

of allegations 1.1, 1.3, 1.4 and 1.7, which was in the Level 3 range, marked the 

seriousness of the misconduct and was appropriate, proportionate and in the interests of 

justice. The final SOAF is appended to this judgment.  

 

Costs 

 

29. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £20,000.00. The 

Tribunal determined that the agreed amount was reasonable and proportionate. 

Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the Respondent pay the costs in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

30. The Tribunal ordered that the Respondent, SARINJIT SINGH BAHIA, solicitor, be 

subject to the following conditions for a period of seven years: 

 

The Respondent may not:  

 

30.1 Act as a manager or owner of any authorised body.  

 

30.2 Act as a compliance officer for legal practice (COLP) or compliance officer for 

finance and administration (COFA) for any authorised body.  

 

30.3 Hold or receive client money, or act as a signatory to any client or office account 

or have the power to authorise transfers from any client or office account.  

 

The Tribunal further ordered that SARINJIT SINGH BAHIA, solicitor, do pay a fine 

of £15,000.00, such penalty to be forfeit to His Majesty the King, and it further ordered 

that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the 

sum of £20,000.00.  

 

Dated this 3rd day of June 2026 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

P Lewis 

 

P Lewis 

Chair 
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