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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent  William Joseph Harris, made by the SRA and 

as set out in its Rule 12 Statement dated 26 February 2025, were that, while in 

recognised sole practice at William Harris Solicitors (“the Firm”): 

 

Allegation 1.1:  

 

1.1.  On or around 13 December 2019, he inaccurately confirmed to the SRA that the Firm 

had a FWRA, in accordance with Regulation 18 of the Money Laundering, Terrorist 

Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 (“MLRs 

2017”), when it did not, and thereby breached any or all of: 

 

1.1.1.  Principles 2, 4 and 5 of the SRA Principles 2019 (“the Principles”); and  

 

1.1.2.  Paragraph 7.4(a) of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs 

(“the Code of Conduct”). 

 

Allegation 1.2 

 

Withdrawn 

 

Allegation 1.3:  

 

1.3.  Between 2 January 2018 and 28 May 2024, he failed to ensure that the Firm had:  

 

1.3.1.  A Firm Wide Risk Assessment (“FWRA”), 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”); 

and / or  

 

1.3.2.  Policies, Controls and Procedures (“PCPs”) which complied with the 

requirements of Regulation 19 of the MLRs; and thereby:  

 

1.3.2.1. Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 2 January 2018 but 

before 25 November 2019: 

 

1.3.2.1.1. Breached Principles 6 and / or 8 of the SRA Principles 2011 (“the 

Principles 2011”); and / or  

 

1.3.2.1.2. Failed to achieve Outcome 7.5 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 

(“the SCC 2011”).  

 

1.3.2.2.  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, 

breached any or all of:  

 

1.3.2.2.1.  Principle 2 of the Principles; and  

 

1.3.2.2.2.  Paragraph 8.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Firms 2019 (“the 

Code for Firms”). 
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Allegation 1.4: 

 

1.4 Between 1 January 2022 and 30 September 2023, in respect of any or all of the 

63 conveyancing clients of the Firm he failed to ensure that the necessary scrutiny 

regarding the source of client funds was undertaken, in accordance with Regulation 

28(11)(a) of the MLRs 2017, and thereby he breached any or all of:  

 

1.4.1.1.  Principle 2 of the Principles; and  

 

1.4.1.2.  Paragraph 8.1 of the Code for Firms. 

 

Allegation 1.5:  

 

1.5 Between 1 January 2022 and 30 September 2023, he failed to ensure the Firm had an 

adequate system in place, by which it could apply customer due diligence measures to 

its clients, in accordance with Regulation 28(2) of the MLRs 2017, and thereby 

breached any or all of: 

 

1.5.1.1.  Principle 2 of the Principles; and 

 

1.5.1.2.  Paragraph 8.1 of the Code for Firms. 

 

Allegation 1.6:  

 

1.6.  Between 2 January 2018 and 28 May 2024, in respect any or all of the 54 residual client 

balances for clients of the Firm, and upon there being no proper reason for the Firm to 

hold those funds, failed to ensure such funds were returned to clients and thereby he:  

 

1.6.1. Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 2 January 2018 but before 

25 November 2019, breached any or all of:  

 

1.6.1.1.  Rule 14.3 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011; and  

 

1.6.1.2.  Principles 4 and 6 of the Principles 2011.  

 

1.6.2.  Insofar as such conduct took place on or after 25 November 2019, breached any 

or all of:  

 

1.6.2.1.  Rule 2.5 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2019 (“the Accounts Rules”); 

and  

 

1.6.2.2.  Principles 2 and 7 of the Principles. 

 

Allegation 1.7 

 

1.7.  Failed to ensure, within six months of the end of the applicable accounting 

period, that the Firm obtained an Accountant’s Report (“AR”) for any or all of 

the following accounting periods, during which the Firm held client money:  

 

1.7.1.  Between 1 April 2020 and 31 March 2021; and/or 
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1.7.2. Between 1 April 2021 and 31 March 2022; and/or  

 

1.7.3. Between 1 April 2022 and 31 March 2023; and thereby breached any or all of:  

 

1.7.3.1.  Rule 12.1 (a) of the Accounts Rules;  

 

1.7.3.2.  Principle 2 of the Principles; and  

 

1.7.3.3.  Paragraph 9.2 (a) of the Code for Firms. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• The Form of Application dated 26 February 2025 

 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 26 February 2025 

 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 3 July 2025  

 

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

an allegation 

 

The Respondent admitted each of the allegations. 

 

3. 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.  

 

4. The parties jointly sought leave from the Tribunal to withdraw Allegation 1.2 

(recklessness), which was presented as an alternative to Allegation 1.1.1 (dishonesty). 

Since the Respondent admitted dishonesty for Allegation 1.1.1, the alternative charge 

of recklessness had become superfluous. 

 

5. The Tribunal permitted withdrawal of Allegation 1.2 for the reasons set out by the 

Applicant. 

 

Factual Background 

 

 6. The Respondent was a solicitor who operated as a sole practitioner at William Harris 

Solicitors. As the sole owner and manager of his firm, he held direct personal 

responsibility for compliance, including roles as Compliance Officer for Legal Practice 

(COLP), Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration (COFA), Money 

Laundering Reporting Officer (MLRO), and Money Laundering Compliance Officer 

(MLCO). His firm’s primary practice areas were residential conveyancing (56%) and 

probate (25%), which are identified as high-risk areas for money laundering. 

 

7. The core of the proceedings concerned the Respondent’s  widespread and fundamental 

failures to comply with the Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of 
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Funds (Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 (MLRs 2017) and the SRA 

Accounts Rules over a six-year period. 

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

8. The Applicant was required to prove the allegation on the balance of probabilities.  The 

Tribunal had due regard to 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. 

 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made.  

 

10. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (11th Edition February 2025). 

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

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed.  

 

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 Respondent’s admitted dishonesty regarding the FWRA confirmation was 

considered a very serious example of dishonesty given his position as a solicitor and 

COLP, in a high-risk area, and in response to a direct regulatory inquiry. The 

widespread and fundamental non-compliance with critical regulations represented 

systemic failures throughout the six years of his sole practice. 

 

13. The Firm’s vulnerability to money laundering and terrorist financing, underscored by 

£8.8 million in unverified funds, posed a direct threat to the integrity of the legal 

profession and public safety. 

 

14. Clients suffered actual harm through being deprived of over £100,000 in residual 

balances for years. The delays in reporting and misleading information prevented the 

SRA from gaining full knowledge of the issues sooner, thereby delaying intervention 

and allowing the risk to client money to persist. 

 

15. In all the circumstances the Tribunal accepted that the proposed sanction (as set out in 

its order) was the only reasonable and proportionate sanction to mark the seriousness 

of the misconduct, protect the public and maintain the reputation of the profession. 

 

Costs 

 

16. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £29,775.84. The 

Tribunal 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 

 

17. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, WILLIAM JOSEPH HARRIS, 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 £29,775.84. 
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Dated this 15th day of July 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

T. Cullen 

 

T Cullen 

Chair 
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