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Allegations 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, made by the SRA are that, while in practice as 

Equity Partners at Pardoes Solicitors LLP (“the Firm”): 

Pension Contributions 

1.1. Between April 2019 and July 2020, the Respondent caused or allowed the Firm to 

allocate employee and Firm pension contributions to the office account, to be used for 

the general running of the Firm, instead of paying the contributions to the Firm’s 

pension provider.  

1.1.1  In doing so, the Respondent thereby breached any or all of the following,  

i. Prior to 25 November 2019, Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011.  

ii. On or after 25 November 2019, Principles 2 and 5 of the SRA Principles.  

1.1.2  The Respondent further breached Principle 4 of the SRA Principles so far as the conduct 

occurred on or after 25 November 2019.  

1.2. In his capacity as Manager and Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration 

(“COFA”), the Respondent failed to inform the SRA of either or both, the Firm’s 

financial situation that resulted in the decision not to pay the pension contributions to 

the pension provider and/or of the non-payment of pension contributions to the pension 

provider and in doing so, he thereby breached any or all of the following,  

i. Prior to 25 November 2019, Outcome 10.3 of the Code of Conduct 2011 and 

Principle 7 of the SRA Principles 2011.  

ii. On or after 25 November 2019, Paragraphs 3.6 (a), 3.10 and 9.2 (c) of the Code 

of Conduct for Firms. 

Legal Aid Payments 

1.3. Between September 2018 and July 2019, the Respondent caused or allowed client 

money in the form of professional disbursements from the Legal Aid Agency (“LAA”) 

to be retained in the Firm’s office account beyond 14 days of receipt, resulting in a 

shortfall of £7,737.02 on the client account. In doing so, any or all of the Respondents’, 

thereby breached any or all of the following: 

i. Rules 6.1, 7.1 and 19.1 (b) of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011; and/or failed to 

achieve either or both,  

ii. Outcomes 7.2 and 7.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011. 

2. In addition, so far as the conduct predates 25 November 2019, allegation 1.1 is advanced 

against the Respondent on the basis that his conduct was dishonest. Dishonesty is 

alleged as an aggravating feature of the Respondent’s misconduct but is not an essential 

ingredient in proving the allegation. 
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Documents 

 

3. The Tribunal had before it the following documents: 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit HVl1 dated 21 September 2023 

 

• Respondent’s Answer, dated 13 November 2023 

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit HVl1 dated 21 September 2023 

 

• Respondent’s Answer, dated 13 November 2023 

 

• Ms Hogarty’s Answer dated 13 November 2023 

 

• Ms Vickery’s Answer dated 13 November 2023 

 

• Applicant’s Reply to Ms Vickery’s Answer dated 27 November 2023 and SRA 

response to consultation: Account Rules dated 1 June 2017 

 

• Witness Statement of Sara Houchen, dated 25 July 2023 

 

• Witness Statement of Leanne Routledge, dated 22 August 2023 

 

• Witness Statement of Catherine Murton, dated 29 August 2023 

 

• Witness Statement of Isobel Lisa Holden, dated 19 September 2023 

 

• Witness Statement of Donna McCarthy, dated 19 September 2023 

 

• Witness Statement of Paul Sykes, dated 7 October 2023 

 

• Witness Statement of Zlatina Brusarska, dated 23 February 2024, and Exhibits 

 

• Witness Statement of Sasha Loveridge, dated 16 April 2024 

 

• Witness Statement of Laura Paton, dated 18 April 2024, and Exhibits 

 

• Witness Statement of Guy Andrew Adams, dated 7 May 2024 

 

• Witness Statement of Julie Innis, dated 7 May 2024 

 

• Witness Statement of Bhavani Hogarty, dated 7 May 2024 and Exhibit BH1 BH4 
 

• Witness Statement of Maeve Vickery, dated 7 May 2024, and Exhibit MV1 

 
• Witness Statement of Mike Miller, dated 7 May 2024, and Exhibits MM1 MM10 

 

• Witness Statement of Samantha Backler, dated 9 June 2024 
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• Applicant’s Schedule of Costs dated 21 September 2023 and Final Schedule of 

Costs dated 7 June 2024 and FIO Costs dated 7 June 2024 

 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome between the Applicant and the First 

Respondent, Mr Adams, dated 12 June 2024. 

Background 

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

16 October 1989. He was one of the three equity partners in the Firm based in Somerset. 

The Respondent was based in the Firm’s Bridgewater office, which was the Firm’s 

largest office and base for finance and administration. The Respondent became a partner 

of the Firm on 2 September 2013 and Managing Partner in 2016. He was the Firm’s 

Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration (“COFA”) at the time of the 

alleged misconduct.  

5. The Respondent does not currently hold a practising certificate, having retired from 

practice. 

6. Between 8 December 2020 and 6 April 2021, the SRA received four reports from 

former and current employees of the Firm, which all concerned the Firm’s alleged 

failure to pay pension contributions on behalf of its staff to the Firm’s pension provider. 

7. As a result of the complaints received by the SRA, it commissioned a Forensic 

Investigation Report (“FIR”). Following notice having been given to the Firm, the 

investigation commenced on 14 June 2021 at the Firm’s office in Bridgwater.  

8. 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 

9. The SRA and the Respondent 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 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 
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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.  

13. The Tribunal found that the Respondent was entirely culpable for his misconduct, 

assessing that culpability as high. The Tribunal was satisfied that the Respondent had 

been motivated by financial gain, namely, to misappropriate the Firm’s pension 

contributions to the running of the Firm due to the Firm’s cash flow problems. As the 

Firm’s COFA, the Respondent had the sole and direct control of the decision to direct 

the Firm’s finance team not to pay the Firm’s pension contributions to the pension funds 

of its staff.   

14. Moreover, the Tribunal accepted that the Respondent’s misconduct has been aggravated 

by the facts that the Respondent had been dishonest (as he admitted), and his 

misconduct had been planned and deliberate and had been repeated over a prolonged 

period of time.  

15. In addition, the Tribunal found that the Respondent’s dishonest misconduct had caused 

serious harm to the reputation of the profession as per Coulson J in Solicitors Regulation 

Authority v Sharma [2010] EWHC 2022 Admin:  

“34. There is harm to the public every time that a solicitor behaves dishonestly. 

It is in the public interest to ensure that, as it was put in Bolton, a solicitor can 

be “trusted to the ends of the earth”.” 

16. Moreover, the Tribunal considered that the harm caused by the Respondent’s 

misconduct was aggravated by the fact that the Respondent’s conduct had been 

deliberate, repeated and dishonest.  

17. By admitting the alleged misconduct, the Respondent had shown some level of genuine 

insight, but the full admission had been made at very late stage of the proceedings, a 

few days before the Hearing. The Tribunal concluded that there were no mitigating 

factors to be taken into account in determining the sanction. 

18. The Tribunal noted that the Sanctions Guidance states that:  

“The most serious misconduct involves dishonesty, whether or not leading to 

criminal proceedings and criminal penalties. A finding that an allegation of 

dishonesty has been proved will almost invariably lead to striking off, save in 

exceptional circumstances (see, Solicitors Regulation Authority v Sharma 

[2010] EWHC 2022 (Admin)).” 

19. In Sharma [2010] EWHC 2022 (Admin) at [13] Coulson J summarised the 

consequences of a finding of dishonesty by the Tribunal against a solicitor as follows:  

 

“(a) Save in exceptional circumstances, a finding of dishonesty will lead to the 

solicitor being struck off the Roll … That is the normal and necessary penalty 

in cases of dishonesty…  
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(b) There will be a small residual category where striking off will be a 

disproportionate sentence in all the circumstances …  

 

(c) In deciding whether or not a particular case falls into that category, relevant 

factors will include the nature, scope and extent of the dishonesty itself, whether 

it was momentary … or over a lengthy period of time … whether it was a benefit 

to the solicitor … and whether it had an adverse effect on others…” 

 

20. The Tribunal was satisfied that the Respondent’s admission that there were no 

exceptional circumstances in this case had been properly made. The Tribunal 

determined that, given the serious and repeated nature of the Respondent’s dishonest 

misconduct, the only appropriate and proportionate sanction was to strike him off the 

Roll of Solicitors. Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the sanction proposed by the 

SRA and the Respondent.  

 

Costs 

21. The Applicant and the Respondent agreed costs in the sum of £5000 plus VAT. The 

Tribunal noted that the Respondent had not provided a statement of financial means but 

he had explained his financial situation in his witness statement, dated 7 May 2024. 

22. The Tribunal determined that the agreed costs were reasonable and proportionate in 

light of the Respondent’s limited financial means. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered 

the Respondent, Mr Adams to pay costs in the agreed sum of £6000, inclusive of the 

VAT. 

Statement of Full Order 

23. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, GUY ANDREW ADAMS, solicitor, be 

STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs of 

and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £6,000.00. 

 

Dated this 16th day of July 2024 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

B Forde 

 

B Forde 

Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

17 JULY 2024 


























