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Allegations 

 

1.  The Allegations made against Cockshott Peck Lewis (“the Firm”) made by the 

Solicitors Regulation Authority (“SRA”), were that:  

 

1.1 Between 26 June 2017 and around 15 February 2023, the Firm failed to have a Firm 

Wide Risk Assessment (“FWRA”) in place as required by Regulation 18 of the Money 

Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information on the Payer) 

Regulations 2017 (“MLRs 2017”).  

 

In so far as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019, breached any or all of 

Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the SRA Principles 2011 Principles (“the 2011 Principles”) and 

failed to achieve Outcome 7.5 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 (“the 2011 Code”).  

 

In so far as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, breached any or all 

of Principles 2, of the SRA Principles 2019 Principles (“the 2019 Principles”) and failed 

to achieve any or all of paragraphs 2.1(a) and 3.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for 

Firms. 

 

1.2 Between 26 June 2017 and 12 January 2022, the Respondent failed to conduct Client 

and Matter Risk Assessments (“CMRAs”) in relation to four client files as required by 

Regulations 28(12) and 28(13) of the MLRs 2017.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019 breached any or all of 

Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and failed to achieve Outcome 7.5 of the 

2011 Code.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, breached any or all 

of Principles 2, of the 2019 Principles and failed to achieve any or all of paragraphs 

2.1(a) and 3.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Firms.  

 

1.3.  Between 26 June 2017 and 31 October 2021, the Respondent failed to take adequate 

measures to ensure that all of its relevant employees received AML training as required 

by Regulation 24 of the MLRs 2017.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019 breached any or all of 

Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 2011 Principles and failed to achieve Outcome 7.5 of the 

2011 Code.  

 

In so far as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019 breached any or all 

of Principles 2, of the 2019 Principles and failed to achieve any or all of paragraphs 

2.1(a) and 3.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Firms. 

 

2. The Firm admitted the allegations. 

 

Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal had before it the following documents:- 

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit LJF1 dated 3 May 2024 
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• Statement of Facts and Agreed Outcome dated 6 November 2024 

 

Background 

 

4. The Firm had, since 25 September 2012, been a recognised body. On 

14 December 2021, the Firm confirmed to the SRA that it had five solicitor fee earners 

including three directors. It provided the following services: residential conveyancing, 

commercial conveyancing, tax advice, trust services, probate work and estate agency 

services. 

 

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

 

5. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against the Firm 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 

 

6. 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 Firm’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. 

 

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

probabilities that the Firm’s admissions were properly made. 
 

8. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (10th edition – June 2022). In 

doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed. The Tribunal determined that the 

proposed financial penalty in the sum of £24,892.82, was proportionate and properly 

reflected the seriousness of the Firm’s failings. Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the 

application to deal with the matter by way of an Agreed Outcome.  

 

Costs 

 

9. The parties had agreed costs in the sum of £5,107.18. The Tribunal determined that the 

agreed amount was reasonable. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered the Firm to pay costs 

in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

10. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent COCKSHOTT PECK LEWIS, 

Recognised Body, do pay a fine of £24,892.82, such penalty to be forfeit to His Majesty 

the King, and it further Ordered that they do pay the costs of and incidental to this 

application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £5,107.18. 
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Dated this 5th day of December 2024 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

C. Evans 

 

Mrs C Evans 

Chair 

  

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

5 DECEMBER 2024 




















