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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent (a recognised body) were that: 

 

Allegation 1 

 

1.1 From 26 June 2017 until 27 April 2022 it failed to have a firm wide risk assessment 

(“FWRA”) in place which complied with the requirements of Regulation 18 of the 

Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information of the 

Payer) Regulations 2017 (“MLRs”). 

 

In doing so, it was alleged that the Respondent had: 

 

a) Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 6 October 2011 but before 

25 November 2019, acted in breach of any or all of Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 

SRA Principles 2011 (“the Principles 2011”) and failed to achieve any or all of 

Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 (“the SCC 2011”); and 

 

b)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, acted in 

breach of any or all of Principle 2 of the SRA Principles (“the Principles”) and 

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

Firms”). 

 

Allegation 2 

 

2. From 26 June 2017 until April 2022, it failed to: 

 

1.2.1.  have Policies, Controls and Procedures (“PCPs”) in place which complied with 

the requirements of Regulation 19(1)(a) of the MLRs, and 

 

1.2.2.  regularly review and update its PCPs in compliance with Regulation 19(1)(b) of 

the MLRs, and 

 

1.2.3.  monitor and manage compliance with its PCPs in compliance with 

Regulation 19(3)(e) of the MLRs. In doing so, it was alleged that the 

Respondent had: 

 

a)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 6 October 2011 but before 

25 November 2019, acted in breach of any or all of Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 

Principles 2011 and failed to achieve any or all of Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 of the 

SCC 2011; and 

 

b)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019 acted in breach 

of any or all of Principle 2 of the Principles and paragraphs 2.1(a) and 3.1 of the 

Code for Firms. 
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Allegation 3 

 

3. From 26 June 2017 until April 2022, it failed to conduct client and matter risk 

assessments (“CMRAs”) in compliance with the requirements of Regulations 

28(12)(a)(ii) and 28(13) of the MLRs. 

In doing so, it was alleged that: 

 

a)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 6 October 2011 but before 

25 November 2019, acted in breach of any or all of Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 

Principles 2011 and failed to achieve any or all of Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 of the 

SCC 2011; and 

 

b)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, acted in 

breach of any or all of Principle 2 of the Principles and any or all of paragraphs 

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

 

Allegation 4 

 

4. Between 26 June 2017 until January 2024, it failed to establish an independent audit in 

compliance with the requirements of Regulation 21(1)(c) of the MLRs. In doing so, it 

was alleged that the Respondent had: 

 

a)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 6 October 2011 but before 

25 November 2019, acted in breach of any or all of Principles 6, 7 and 8 of the 

Principles 2011 and failed to achieve any or all of Outcomes 7.2 and 7.5 of the 

SCC 2011; and 

 

b)  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, acted in 

breach of any or all of Principle 2 of the Principles and paragraphs 2.1(a) and 

3.1 of the Code for Firms. 

 

Admissions 

 

5. The Respondent admitted each of the allegations made against it by the SRA. 

 

Documents 

 

6. The Tribunal had, amongst other things, the following documents before it:- 

 

• The Form of Application dated 22 October 2024. 

 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 22 October 2024 and exhibits. 

 

• Agreed Outcome submitted 23 May 2025 

 

Background 

 

7. The Firm is a Recognised Body and 80% of the Firm’s work falls within the scope of 

the MLRs. According to the Firm’s renewal application for the 2023/2024 practice year, 
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the Firm employs 9 legally qualified fee earners. The total UK turnover from its last 

complete accounting period (1 November 2021 to 31 October 2022) was £3,041,000.00 

 

Application for Leave 

 

8. Not required. The Substantive Hearing was listed to be heard on 20 June 2025, and the 

present application was not being made less than 28 days from the date of the 

Substantive Hearing. 

 

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

 

9. 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. 

 

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. 

 

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 (11th Edition). The Tribunal’s 

principal 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. 

 

13. The Tribunal considered the conduct to have been very serious. The Respondent had 

fallen short of that expected of a recognised body. There seemed to have been no reason 

why the Respondent had not followed the regulations, and the lack of compliance 

persisted for a long time. The Respondent’s full admissions at an early stage 

demonstrated some insight. 

 

14. Compliance with the anti-money laundering regulations is required, both in respect of 

meeting legal and regulatory obligations and for the wider societal issue of such 

compliance being a key method of potentially disrupting serious crime. It was a matter 

of luck that the Respondent had not been targeted by criminals exploiting the accepted 

deficiencies in its AML procedures and requirements under the regulations. 

 

15. The Tribunal found the proposed sanction to be proportionate taking into consideration 

all relevant factors, including (a) the seriousness of the misconduct; and (b) the size and 

financial resources of the firm including revenue generated by the firm (SRA v Clyde & 

Co; Edward Henry Mills-Webb [12481-2023]. 
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16. The Tribunal accepted that the misconduct giving rise to the allegations fell into the 

category of ‘very serious’ or Level 4 of the Tribunal’s fine bands: the fine of £58,000.00 

was appropriate and proportionate in all the circumstances. 

 

Costs 

 

17. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £20,000. The 

Tribunal considered the Applicant’s costs schedule and determined that the agreed 

amount was reasonable and appropriate. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the 

Respondent pay costs in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

18. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, HUGGINS LEWIS FOSKETT, a 

recognised body, do pay a FINE of £58,000.00, 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 £20,000.00. 

 

 

Dated this 16th day of June 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

R. Nicholas 

 

 

R. Nicholas 

Chair 
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