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Allegations 

 

The allegations made by the SRA against the Respondent, Elizabeth Forrest (the Respondent) 

are that: 

 

Allegation 1 

 

1. Between 16 June 2006 and 13 May 2015, while acting as Receiver and/or Deputy in 

relation to the Property and financial affairs of her client, Client A, under a Court of 

Protection Order, the Respondent failed to protect the interests of Client A and 

comply with the requirements of the Court of Protection Order in that she: 

 

1.1. Failed to transfer or take any adequate steps to transfer the title of the Property into 

Client A’s name when directed to do so by the Office of the Public Guardian (the 

OPG); and/or 

 

1.2. Failed to address concerns regarding the tenancy at the Property and take steps to 

ensure the tenancy was placed on a formal footing when directed to do so by the 

OPG; and/or 

 

1.3. Failed to take adequate steps to ensure that Client A benefitted from the property 

rental payments. 

 

In doing so she breached any or all of the following: 

 

• Rule 1 Solicitors Practice Rules 1990 

• Outcome 1.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 

• Outcome 1.5 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 

• Principle 4 of the SRA Principles 2011 

• Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 

 

Allegation 2 

 

2. Between 15 May 2015 and 21 September 2022, while acting as Receiver and/or 

Deputy in relation to the property and financial affairs of her client, Client A, under a 

Court of Protection Order, the Respondent failed to protect the interests of Client A 

and comply with the requirements of the Court of Protection Order in that she: 

 

2.1. Failed to transfer or take any adequate steps to the effect the transfer of title of the 

Property into Client A’s name; and/or 

 

2.2. Failed to take adequate steps to commence proceedings for breach of trust. 

 

In doing so she breached any or all of the following: 

 

• Outcome 1.2 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 

• Outcome 1.5 of the SRA Code of Conduct 2011 

• Principle 4 of the SRA Principles 2011 

• Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 
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• Paragraph 4.3 Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELS and RFLs 

• Paragraph 3.2 Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs 

• Principle 2 of the 2019 SRA Principles 

• Principle 7 of the 2019 SRA Principles 

 

Allegation 3 

 

3. Between 16 June 2006 and 15 June 2022, while acting as Receiver and/or Deputy in 

relation to the property and financial affairs of her client, Client A, under a Court of 

Protection Order, the Respondent submitted any or all of the following annual reports 

to the OPG signed with a statement of truth knowing that the contents of the reports 

were incomplete and/or inaccurate: 

 

3.1. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2007 to 15 June 2008 

3.2. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2008 to 15 June 2009 

3.3. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2009 to 15 June 2010 

3.4. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2010 to 15 June 2011 

3.5. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2011 to 15 June 2012 

3.6. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2012 to 15 June 2013 

3.7. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2013 to 15 June 2014 

3.8. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2014 to 15 June 2006 

3.9. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2015 to 15 June 2016 

3.10. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2016 to 15 June 2017 

3.11. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2017 to 15 June 2018 

3.12. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2018 to 15 June 2019 

3.13. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2019 to 15 June 2020 

3.14. Annual Report for the period 16 June 2020 to 15 June 2021 

 

In doing so she breached any or all of the following: 

 

• Rule 1 Solicitors Practice Rules 1990 

• Paragraph 1.4 Code of conduct for Solicitors, RELs, and RFLs 

• Principle 2 of the 2011 SRA Handbook 

• Principle 6 of the 2011 SRA Handbook 

• Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019 

• Principle 4 of the SRA Principles 2019 - withdrawn. 

• Principle 5 of the SRA Principles 2019 

 

Admissions and Withdrawals 

 

4. Allegations 1 and 2 were admitted in their entirety. Allegation 3 was admitted save in 

respect of dishonesty under Principle 4 of the SRA Principles 2019. The Applicant 

reviewed the evidence and representations and the allegation in respect of dishonesty 

was withdrawn. The remaining allegations were admitted and proved on the balance of 

probabilities. 

 

Allegation 1 

Allegations 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 – admitted and proved on the balance of probabilities 
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Allegation 2 

Allegation 2.1 and 2.2 – admitted and proved on the balance of probabilities 

 

Allegation 3 

Allegations 3.1 – 3.14 – admitted and proved on the balance of probabilities in respect 

of: 

 

• Rule 1 Solicitors Practice Rules 1990 

• Paragraph 1.4 Code of Conduct for Solicitors, RELs and RFLs 

• Principle 2 of the 2011 SRA Handbook 

• Principle 6 of the 2011 SRA Handbook 

• Principle 2 of the SRA Principles 2019 

• Principle 5 of the SRA Principles 2019 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit JG1 dated 12 September 2025. 

• Respondent’s Answer dated 10 November 2025. 

• Applicant’s application for leave to withdraw Allegation 3 in so far as it alleged a 

breach of Principle 4 of the 2019 SRA Principles dated 14 July 2026. 

• Applicants’ Schedule of Costs dated 12 September 2025. 

• Respondent’s Statement of Means dated 21 March 2026. 

• Agreed Outcome Proposals signed by Applicant and Respondent dated 

10 July 2026 (the AOP) 

 

Background 

 

6. The Respondent was a solicitor admitted to the Roll in October 1995. At the time of 

the alleged misconduct, she was employed as a solicitor at Meikles Solicitors LLP (the 

Firm) until 10 September 2022. 

 

7. At the date of the hearing, the Respondent was practising as a solicitor at McGarry 

Law LLP having worked there since 3 October 2022. The Respondent was not subject 

to any conditions on her practising certificate. 

 

8. Client A’s father died in 1997, and a residential property (the Property) was 

bequeathed to Client A. Client A was not of an age whereby he could hold the Property, 

so on 2 February 1998 it was registered with the Land Registry under the name of 

Administrator A and Administrator B (both administrators of Client A’s father). 

 

9. A Court of Protection Order was subsequently made in relation to Client A on 16 June 

2006, appointing the Respondent as the receiver in relation to the Property and 

financial affairs of Client A in accordance with Part VII of the Mental Health Act 1983. 

The Order authorised the Respondent “in relation to the property and affairs of the 

patient the Receiver is authorised generally….to do or secure the doing of all such 

things as appear necessary or expedient for the maintenance or other benefit of the 

Patient”. 
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10. The roles and responsibilities of the Deputy are set out in Section 18 of the Mental 

Capacity Act 2005. The Court of Protection Order required the Respondent to account 

to the court on a yearly basis through formal reports to the OPG. 

 

11. In May 2015, the Respondent reported a potential negligence claim to Mr Petterson, 

Senior Partner of the Firm, in connection with her conduct on Client A’s case since her 

appointment as Deputy. This conduct formed the basis of Allegation 1. Mr Petterson 

contacted the Firm’s insurers to report the concern. The Respondent nevertheless 

retained the role of Deputy for Client A. The Respondent’s conduct as Deputy from 

2015 through to 2022 formed the basis of Allegation 2. 

 

12. On 9 June 2022, the OPG contacted the Respondent with a view to conducting a 

random Professional Deputy Assurance visit in relation to Client A (and one other 

client). 

 

13. In July 2022, the Firm investigated Client A’s file ahead of the OPG visit. This 

investigation raised concerns about the Respondent’s management of the case. In her 

response to queries from the Firm dated 26 July 2022, the Respondent was unable to 

provide any further explanation for her conduct of the case beyond what was on the 

file. 

 

14. On 6 September 2022, the Firm reported the Respondent to the Applicant in respect of 

her management of Client A’s case. The Respondent left the Firm shortly thereafter on 

10 September 2022. 

 

15. On 21 September 2022, the Respondent informed the OPG that due to her failure to 

progress the transfer of the property, the value of the property had diminished, and that 

Client A had not received the benefit from the rent paid by the tenant. She considered 

there was a conflict of interest, and she wished to be removed as the Deputy. The OPG 

advised her that they would carry out an investigation and decided that her removal as 

the Deputy was sufficient. 

 

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

 

16. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against the Respondent in 

accordance with the AOP 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 

 

17. 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. 

 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were voluntarily and properly made and 

that there had been no dishonesty. 
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Sanction 

 

19. The Tribunal referred to its Guidance Note on Sanctions (11th edition February 2025) 

when considering sanction and the proper approach to sanctions, as set out in Fuglers 

and Others v SRA [2014] EWHC 179. The Tribunal’s overriding objective, when 

considering sanction, was the need to maintain public confidence in the integrity of the 

profession. In determining sanction, it was the Tribunal’s role to assess the seriousness 

of the proven misconduct and to impose a sanction that was fair and proportionate in 

all the circumstances. 

 

20. The Tribunal assessed the seriousness of the misconduct by considering the level of the 

Respondent’s culpability and the harm caused, together with any aggravating and 

mitigating factors. 

 

21. The AOP proposed that the Respondent be suspended for a fixed period of six months 

and the Tribunal considered the seriousness of the misconduct to determine whether the 

sanction was appropriate and proportionate in all the circumstances. 

 

22. The Tribunal determined that the Respondent was culpable as she had acted in breach 

of a position of trust and had had direct control of the circumstances giving rise to the 

misconduct. She had been inactive and was responsible for the failure to take 

appropriate steps on Client A’s behalf. She did not progress the transfer of the Property 

into Client A’s name and failed to ensure that the rent paid by the tenant who remained 

in possession was paid for the benefit of Client A. Her inaction thereby caused harm by 

jeopardising Client A’s interests in the value of the Property, which diminished as a 

result of Administrator A securing a mortgage against it, and by failing to protect 

Client A’s right to rental income. 

 

23. Despite being an experienced solicitor, the Respondent failed to act in a way that upheld 

the trust and confidence the public places in the provision of legal services. She did not 

act with the integrity, probity and trustworthiness expected of a solicitor. The 

Respondent accepted the position of Deputy despite knowing that she did not have any 

relevant experience with which to exercise those functions responsibly. Whilst the 

Respondent’s actions and inactions were not planned, they were repeated and sustained 

over a long period of time. 

 

24. It was an aggravating factor that Client A was a vulnerable person who was subject to 

a Court of Protection Order. 

 

25. The Tribunal noted that the Respondent did not make any personal gain. She did not 

misapply Client A’s money and derived no advantage from her delays. The Respondent 

had suffered from ill-health generally and had been on long-term sick leave between 

February 2016 and January 2017. 

 

26. The Tribunal accepted that the Respondent had shown some insight by acting to put 

safeguards in place. She had brought the matter under the supervision of the Firm’s 

senior partner from May 2015, meaning that, whilst she remained as Deputy, others 

were at times involved in the conduct of the matter. Furthermore, in September 2022, 

she disclosed her failures with the transfer of the Property and the collection of rent to 

the OPG. Despite denying Allegations 2 and 3 in her Answer dated November 2025, 

https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2014/179.html&query=(fuglers)+AND+(2014)
https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/format.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2014/179.html&query=(fuglers)+AND+(2014)
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the Respondent had co-operated with the SRA’s investigation and sought to prevent the 

time and cost of a contested hearing. She had succeeded in convincing the Applicant to 

withdraw the allegations of dishonesty which bore on Allegation 3. 

 

27. The Tribunal determined that the misconduct was very serious, which was reflected in 

an order for suspension. A fixed period of six months was proportionate and in the 

interests of justice as it would give the Respondent time to reflect fully on her 

shortcomings so that it would never be repeated in future, and care for her health. 

 

28. There were no previous disciplinary findings against the Respondent. 

 

Costs 

 

29. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £16,821,18. The 

Tribunal determined that the agreed amount was reasonable and appropriate. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

30. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, ELIZABETH FORREST, Solicitor, be 

SUSPENDED from practice for the period of six months to commence on the 20th day 

of July 2026 and it further ORDERED that she pay the costs of and incidental to this 

application and enquiry fixed in the sum of £16,821.18. 

 

 

Dated this 29th day of July 2026 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

U Sheikh 

 

U Sheikh 

Chair 
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