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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations made against WGS Solicitors (“the Firm”) by the Solicitors Regulation 

Authority Limited (“SRA”) were that: 

 

1.1. Between 3 May 2018 and 15 August 2020, it caused or allowed money to be received 

to and paid from the Firm’s Client Account in circumstances other than in respect of an 

underlying legal transaction being undertaken by the Firm or in respect of the delivery 

by the Firm of normal regulated services.  

 

And that in doing so, it breached or failed to comply with –   

  

Insofar as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019:  

  

1.1.1 Rule 14.5 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011 (“the SAR 2011”);  

1.1.2 Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 (“the 2011 Principles”); and  

1.1.3 Principle 8 of the 2011 Principles;   

 

Insofar as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019:  

 

1.1.4 Rule 3.3 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2019 (“the SAR 2019”);  

1.1.5 Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019 (“the 2019 Principles”); and/or  

1.1.6. Paragraph 2.1(a) of the SRA Code of Conduct for Firms (“the Code for Firms”).  

 

1.2. Between 26 June 2017 and 17 March 2021, being the ‘Relevant Person’ with ultimate 

responsibility for compliance with the prevailing anti-money laundering regulations, 

and as exemplified in the client matters identified in Appendix 2 to this statement, it 

failed adequately or at all to:  

  

1.2.1 apply customer due diligence measures (“CDD”), contrary to Regulations 27 

and 28 of the Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds 

(Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 (“the 2017 MLR’s”);   

 

1.2.2 apply enhanced customer due diligence measures (“EDD”) and/or enhanced 

ongoing monitoring where indicated, contrary to Regulation 33 of the 2017 

MLR’s;  

 

1.2.3 conduct ongoing monitoring of its business relationships with such entities, 

contrary to Regulation 28(11) of the 2017 MLR’s;  

 

1.2.4 conduct a risk assessment of the client and/or matter in accordance with 

Regulation 28(12) and 28(13) of the 2017 MLR’s;  

  

And that in doing so, it breached or failed to comply with:–   

  

Insofar as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019:  

  

1.2.1.1 Principle 6 of the 2011 Principles; and  

1.2.1.2 Outcome 7.5 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011;  

1.2.1.3 Principle 8 of the 2011 Principles;   
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Insofar as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019:  

 

1.2.1.4 Principle 2 of the 2019 Principles; and/or  

1.2.1.5 Paragraph 2.1 of the Code for Firms.  

 

2. The allegations made by the SRA against Mr Gerber were that he:  

 

2.1. Between 3 May 2018 and 15 August 2020, caused or allowed receipts to and payments 

from the Firm’s Client Account in matters for Person A or entities connected to Person 

A, in circumstances other than in respect of an underlying legal transaction being 

undertaken by the Firm or in respect of the delivery by the Firm of normal regulated 

services.  

 

And that in doing so, he breached or failed to comply with–   

  

Insofar as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019:  

  

2.1.1 Rule 14.5 of the SAR 2011;  

2.1.2 Principle 2 of the 2011 Principles:  

2.1.3  Principle 6 of the 2011 Principles; and  

2.1.4 Principle 8 of the 2011 Principles;   

 

Insofar as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019:  

 

2.1.5 Rule 3.3 of the SAR 2019;  

2.1.6 Principle 2 of the 2019 Principles; and  

2.1.7 Principle 5 of the 2019 Principles.  

 

2.2. Between 3 May 2018 and 15 August 2020, being at all relevant times a member of the 

Firm and the partner with primary responsibility for its relationship with Person A1, in 

respect of matters connected to Person A1 he materially contributed to the Firm’s anti-

money laundering failures alleged at paragraph 1.2 above (or any of them).  

 

And that, in doing so, he breached or failed to comply with:–   

  

Insofar as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019:  

  

2.2.1 Principle 6 of the 2011 Principles; and  

2.2.2 Principle 8 of the 2011 Principles;   

 

Insofar as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019:  

 

2.2.3 Principle 2 of the 2019 Principles; and  

2.2.4 Paragraph 7.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs  

2019 (“the Code for solicitors”).  

 

3. The allegations made by the SRA against Ms MiIller were that she:  
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3.1.  Between 26 June 2017 and 1 November 2020, being a member of the Firm and, at all 

relevant times, the partner with primary responsibility for its relationship with Person 

B1, in respect of matters connected to Person B1 she materially contributed to the 

Firm’s anti-money laundering failures alleged at paragraph 1.2 above (or any of them).  

 

And that, in doing so, she breached or failed to comply with:–   

  

Insofar as the conduct took place before 25 November 2019:  

  

3.1.1 Principle 6 of the 2011 Principles; and  

3.1.2 Principle 8 of the 2011 Principles;   

    

Insofar as the conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019:  

 

3.1.3 Principle 2 of the 2019 Principles; and  

3.1.4 Paragraph 7.1 of the Code for solicitors. 

 

4. The Firm admitted the allegations it faced. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit MR1 dated 31 May 2024 

• First Respondent’s Answer dated 4 September 2024 

• Second Respondent’s Answer dated 4 September 2024 

• Third Respondent’s Answer dated 4 September 2024 

• Applicant’s Reply to the Respondents’ Answers dated 18 September 2024 

• Agreed Outcomes for the First and Third Respondents dated 9 December 

2024 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Admissions as regards the Second 

Respondent dated 9 December 2024  

 

Background 

 

6. The Firm was a legal partnership and recognised body authorised for all legal services. 

As at the date of the Rule 12 Statement, based on the Applicant’s records, it had 11 

regulated people in the organisation and had begun trading as a partnership in April 

2001. The Firm practised in the following areas: Probate and Estate Administration; 

Employment; Property - Residential; Landlord and Tenant (Commercial and 

Domestic); Litigation - Other; Family/Matrimonial; Property - Commercial; Wills, 

Trusts and Inheritance Tax Planning.  

 

7.  Mr Gerber was admitted as a solicitor in September 1991. He held a current 

unconditional Practising Certificate. At the material time, he was one of three equity 

partners in the Firm. 

 

8. Ms Miller was admitted as a solicitor in December 1992. She held a current 

unconditional Practising Certificate. At the material time, she was a salaried partner of 

the Firm. She was not currently in paid work. 
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9. Between 17 March 2021 and 6 December 2021, the Firm submitted three reports to the 

SRA concerning Person A1 and Person B1, who had been clients of the Firm: 

  

• 17 March 2021 - Report produced by Ince Gordon Dadds LLP; 

 

• 23 September 2021 - Report produced by Pinsent Masons LLP; and 

 

• 6 December 2021 - Report produced by Pinsent Masons LLP. 

 

10. The reports identified concerns that the Firm had breached the 2017 MLR’s and the 

SAR 2019 on matters connected with Person A1 and Person B1. 

 

11. Following the Firm’s reports, the SRA commissioned its own forensic investigation. 

This commenced on 13 September 2022, and ultimately resulted in the Forensic 

Investigation Report dated 12 December 2022 (“the Fl Report”), together with 

supporting appendices. 

 

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

 

12. 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 

 

13. 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 

its rights under Articles 6 and 8 of the European Convention for the Protection of 

Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

 

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

probabilities that the Firm’s admissions were properly made. 
 

15. 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 found that the Firm had 

failed to have proper procedures in place in order to ensure its compliance with its 

regulatory obligations. It had direct control of those failings, which had continued over 

a significant period of time. It had allowed its client account to be used as a banking 

facility in circumstances where it had failed to ensure that proper checks were in place 

to militate against the risks of money laundering. The Tribunal determined that the 

appropriate sanction was a financial penalty that fell within its Indicative Fine Band 

Level 4.  The parties had proposed a fine in the sum of £25,258.00.  This took into 

account the Firm’s turnover. The Tribunal determined that the proposed amount was 

reasonable and proportionate. Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the proposed 

sanction. 
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Costs 

 

16. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £18,000.  The Tribunal determined that the agreed 

sum was reasonable and proportionate in all the circumstances. Accordingly, the 

Tribunal ordered that the Firm pay costs in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

17. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, WGS Solicitors, Recognised Body, do 

pay a fine of £25,258.00, such penalty to be forfeit to His Majesty the King, and it 

further Ordered that it do pay the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry 

fixed in the sum of £18,000.00. 

 

Dated this 16th day of January 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

A Horne 

 

A Horne 

Chair 

 

 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  16 JAN 2025 


















































