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Allegations 

 

1. The Respondent was alleged to have abused her position as a solicitor between 

8 June 2016 and 23 February 2023 and acted dishonestly by misappropriating client 

money, causing her employer, Lambe Corner LLP (the Firm) a net loss of 

approximately £161,215. She was convicted under Section 4 Fraud Act 2006. Her 

conduct was alleged to breach Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 for the period 

before 25 November 2019 and Principles 2 and/or 4 of the SRA Principles 2019 

thereafter.  

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit SN1 dated 11 May 2026. 

• Applicant’s Statement of Costs dated 11 May 2026. 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome signed by the parties dated 

13th September 2026. 

 

Background 

 

3. The Respondent was a conveyancing solicitor. Her misconduct came to light in 

February 2023 when Client A disclosed that a £400 payment had been made directly to 

the Respondent’s personal account, at her direction, rather than to the Firm. The Firm 

suspended and subsequently dismissed her for gross misconduct, reported the matter to 

the police, and she was arrested for fraud in March 2023. 

 

4. The investigation established that, between 2016 and 2022, the Respondent had directed 

clients to pay money into her personal account. Approximately £249,459 was 

misappropriated, with around £88,244 repaid, leaving a net loss to the Firm of 

approximately £161,215. The Respondent had also taken unconfirmed amounts in cash 

payments from clients. The Respondent had got into financial difficulties and in 2016 

began to provide her personal bank details to clients rather than the Firm’s.  

 

5. The Respondent pleaded guilty to fraud by abuse of position on 12 March 2025 and 

was sentenced to 30 months’ imprisonment on 24 April 2025. The Applicant relied on 

the conviction, the underlying findings of fact and the police evidence as proof of the 

allegation. At the time of the hearing the Respondent had recently been released from 

prison, on licence into the community. 

 

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

 

6. 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.  
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Findings of Fact and Law 
 

7. 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. 

 

Seriousness 

 

8. In approaching each of the allegations, the Tribunal had regard to Dentons UK and 

Middle East LLP v SRA [2026] EWCA Civ 508, in which the Court of Appeal held 

that there was an inherent requirement of seriousness in determining whether a 

solicitor's conduct amounted to breaches of the SRA Principles or the mandatory 

provisions of the SRA Code. The question for the Tribunal was whether the conduct 

would be regarded by competent and reputable solicitors as sufficiently serious to be 

categorised as professional misconduct. 

 

9. The Tribunal was satisfied that the seriousness threshold was clearly met because the 

Respondent had acted dishonestly and significant harm had resulted from her actions. 

The Respondent took payment for work which she did not undertake. She was convicted 

for fraud at the Worcester Crown Court. 

 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 

 

Sanction 

 

11. 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.  

 

12. The Tribunal assessed the seriousness of the Respondent’s conduct as extremely high. 

 

13. The Respondent’s conduct was dishonest and fraudulent, and it occurred repeatedly 

over an extended period of approximately six years. She bore sole responsibility for her 

actions. She failed to protect client interests and client money, abused her position of 

trust, and harm resulted. She obtained a personal advantage from her actions. She knew 

or ought reasonably to have known that her conduct was in material breach of 

professional obligations to protect the public and the reputation of the legal profession.  

 

14. The Tribunal noted that the Respondent had pleaded guilty to the criminal charges she 

faced and expressed regret for her actions. She had no previous disciplinary findings 

against her. 

 

15. As the Respondent’s conduct was dishonest and untrustworthy, the Tribunal observed 

that a finding of dishonesty would, absent exceptional circumstances, require an order 

striking the solicitor from the roll. The Respondent did not contend that there were any 

such exceptional circumstances. 
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16. Having considered the authorities, in particular SRA v Sharma [2010] EWHC 2022 

(Admin) and SRA v James [2018] EWHC 2058 (Admin), the Tribunal confirmed that 

there were not any exceptional circumstances justifying any lesser sanction than 

striking off, which was an appropriate and proportionate sanction which sought to 

maintain the reputation of the solicitors’ profession (Bolton v The Law Society [1994] 

1 WLR 512).  

 

Costs 

 

17. The parties agreed that there should be no order as to costs because of the Respondent’s 

financial circumstances. The Tribunal determined this approach was reasonable and 

proportionate. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that there be no order as to costs.  

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

18. The Tribunal ordered that the Respondent, FIONA HUNTER BLAIR PARSONS, 

Solicitor, SRA ID number 168792, be struck off the Roll of Solicitors and it further 

ordered that there be no order as to the costs of and incidental to this application. 

 

 

Dated this 21st day of September 2026 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

L Boyce 

 

L Boyce 

Chair 
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