
CASE No. 12822-2025 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOLICITORS ACT 1974 

 

BETWEEN: 

 

SOLICITORS REGULATION AUTHORITY LTD 

Applicant 

And 

 

SHEHZAD ILYAS 

Respondent 

 

 

RESPONSE TO RULE 12 STATEMENT 

 

 

1. This document is served in accordance with R20(2)(b) and sets out the 
allegations admitted and where denied the reason for the denial. The facts 
and matters set out in the Rule 12 statement in support of the allegations are 
not to be taken as agreed. References to paragraph numbers below are to 
the paragraphs of the Rule 12 statement dated 18th August 2025.  

 
2. Paragraph 1.1: 
 

2.1. The conduct as alleged is admitted and the breaches of the code 
paragraph 2.5 and 2.6 as well as principles 1, 2 and 7 are admitted.  A 
breach of principle 5 is denied.  It is admitted that such conduct 
amounts to manifest incompetence. 

 
2.2. The Respondent did not have conduct of the case in question but was 

responsible for supervision as principal of the firm. The Respondent 
has had successful conduct of files, whether directly or in the context 
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of supervision, since 2009 and since qualifying in 2012 has never had 
any issue with any matter. He has never been criticised previously by 
any professional (opponents, counsel or judges). 

 
2.3. The Respondent accepts that his supervision fell below the standards 

expected in that he failed properly to ensure that Court orders were 
properly and complete on the file to be acted upon and to ensure that 
those conducting the case were managing the file adequately. 

 
3. Paragraph 1.2: 
 

3.1. The Respondent admits that he did not tell the Court that he and Client 
A had been co-directors of more than one company.   

 
3.2. It is denied that he did so deliberately to mislead.  It did not occur to the 

Respondent to tell the Court that they had been co-directors of a 
desserts company; the company had never traded and had been 
dissolved.   

 
3.3. The Respondent admits that he did not tell the Court that Client A 

worked at his firm.  It is denied that he did so deliberately to mislead. It 
simply did not occur to him in the moment for the reasons set out 
below.   

 
3.5. The Respondent will say that very shortly before he was required to 

attend Court (about 15 minutes) he learned the sad news that his 
maternal uncle, with whom he had a close relationship since 
childhood, had passed away.  The impact of the news affected the 
Respondent’s ability to concentrate and focus properly when giving his 
evidence together with the inevitable pressures of doing so.  Any errors 
in the evidence he gave to the Court was the result of a lack of clarity in 
his thinking and not any intention to mislead the Court or to be 
dishonest (there was no benefit to the Respondent; it is not accepted 
that being in a business relationship previously and/or Client A working 
at the firm can and did give rise to a conflict of interests). The 
Respondent acknowledges, with the benefit of hindsight, he ought to 
have informed the Court of his personal circumstances rather than 
trying to “get on with the task”.  
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4. Paragraph 1.3: 
 

4.1. The Respondent admits that on 10 February 2023 he did state that 
Client A was a family friend.  

 
4.2. It is denied that the answer is “inaccurate and/or misleading” because 

it is true. 
 
4.3. The Respondent admits that on 10 February 2023 he did state that 

“none of the employees at the firm, including the Respondent, have any 
personal interest with any other [emphasis added] clients of the firm”. 

 
4.4. It is denied that the answer is “inaccurate and/or misleading” because 

it is true. 
 
4.5. It is admitted that the Respondent stated on 21 November 2023 that 

the email address sohail@goldmarksolicitors.com belonged to 
Muhammad Sohail an administrative assistant at the firm and did not 
disclose that it was used by Client A. 

 
4.6. It is denied that the Respondent “knew or ought to have known that the 

statement was inaccurate/and or misleading” because the response 
was based on his understanding of the format of email addresses and 
was provided in good faith.    

 
4.7. The response to the SRA in November 2023 was provided in haste and 

the Respondent regrets very much not clarifying the information prior 
to responding. The response was based on an honest but incorrect 
understanding of email addresses. 

 
5. Consequently, the Respondent denies the breaches of the principles and 

codes, that his conduct was manifestly incompetent or reckless in relation 
to paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3. 
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