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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, Mr Anjum Shahzad made by the SRA were 

that, while in practice as a Solicitor at Shahzads Law Ltd (“the Firm”):  

 

1.1  On or around 10 January 2022 he failed to disclose that he was subject to an SRA 

investigation which had commenced on 5 November 2020 (“the SRA Investigation”) 

in a Call Declaration Form submitted to Lincoln's Inn (“the Call Declaration Form”) 

and in doing so he breached any or all of:  

 

1.1.1  Principles 2 of the SRA Principles (“the Principles”)  

 

1.1.2  Paragraph 1.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs (“the 

Code for Solicitors”) 

 

1.2  Between approximately 7 June 2022 and 16 February 2023 he failed to disclose to the 

Inn's Conduct Committee that he was subject to an SRA Investigation and in doing so 

he breached any and all of:  

 

1.2.1  Principle 2 of the Principles  

 

1.2.2  Paragraph 1.4 of the Code for Solicitors. 

 

2. Mr Shahzad admitted the allegations. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit 

• Respondent's Answer 

• Respondent's statement of means 

• Agreed Outcome Proposal 

 

Background 

 

4. Mr Shahzad was admitted to the Roll in August 2001. At all material times, he was 

responsible for ensuring compliance with Anti Money Laundering Obligations. On 

9 June 2022, Mr Shahzad made a self-report to the SRA in relation to a potential breach 

of his AML obligations. In November 2020, the SRA stated that the potential breach 

was being referred for a formal investigation. On 10 January 2022, Mr Shahzad 

completed forms as part of an application to be called to the Bar in which he failed to 

disclose the investigation in relation to the potential AML breach. 

 

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

 

5. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Mr Shahzad in 

accordance with the Agreed Outcome Proposal annexed to this Judgment following 

approving the Applicant’s application to withdraw allegations of breaches of Principles 



3 

 

2 and 4 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 Mr Shahzad’s rights to a fair trial 

and respect for his 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 Mr Shahzad’s admissions were properly made. 
 

8. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (February 2025). In doing so 

the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the aggravating 

and mitigating factors that existed. The Tribunal noted that the misconduct was not 

deliberate, it being the result of carelessness. Mr Shahzad had sought to correct the 

position by volunteering the information. The level of culpability was low. There was 

no identifiable harm caused to any individual and the risk of any such harm was 

negligible. The Tribunal noted that Mr Shahzad had displayed genuine insight into his 

misconduct and assessed the likelihood of future misconduct of a similar nature as being 

low. The Tribunal determined that a Reprimand was appropriate in all the 

circumstances. The parties had proposed a Reprimand. Accordingly, the Tribunal 

approved the Agreed Outcome Proposal.  

 

Costs 

 

9. The parties agreed that Mr Shahzad pay a contribution to costs fixed in the sum of 

£5,000 (taking into account his means). The Tribunal considered the agreed sum to be 

reasonable and proportionate in the circumstances and thus ordered that Mr Shahzad 

pay a contribution to costs fixed in the agreed sum. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

10. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent ANJUM SHAHZAD solicitor, be 

REPRIMANDED and it further Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental to 

this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £5,000.00. 

 

 

Dated this 11th day of June 2026 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

J Johnston 

 

J Johnston 

Chair 
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