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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent were that, whilst in practice as a solicitor at 

Beverley Morris Solicitors: 

 

2. From 9 June–17 July 2020, while acting for Client A and Client B in registering a legal 

charge over Property C, the Respondent failed to act in Client A’s best interests and/or 

provide a competent service. She failed to undertake adequate customer due diligence, 

obtain Client A’s authority or consent, identify that Witness D benefited from the loan, 

and protect funds due to Client A. 

 

3. This breached paragraphs 3.1, 3.2, 4.2, 6.4 and 8.1 of the SRA Code of Conduct for 

Solicitors and Principles 2, 5 and 7 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

 

4. From 22 July 2021–16 January 2023, while acting in connection with the sale of 

Property F, the Respondent failed to act in Client E’s best interests, preferred Client B’s 

interests, and provided misleading and inaccurate information to Client E. She acted 

despite a conflict or significant risk of conflict; withheld material information; gave an 

undertaking and transferred sale proceeds for Client B’s benefit without Client E’s 

consent; failed to account accurately to Client E; and altered or supplied misleading 

financial statements and information about Client E’s remaining funds. 

 

5. This breached paragraphs 1.4, 3.1, 4.2, 6.2 and 6.4 of the SRA Code of Conduct for 

Solicitors and Principles 2, 3, 4 (in relation to the misleading-information allegations 

only), 5 and 7 of the SRA Principles 2019. 

 

Admissions 

 

6. The Respondent admitted the allegations in full, including all associated breaches of 

the Principles, including lack of integrity and dishonesty, and the Codes of Conduct. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit CS1 dated 5 June 2026. 

• Applicant’s Statement of Costs dated 5 June 2026. 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome signed by the Respondent on 

27 August 2026 and the Applicant on 1 September 2026. 

 

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

 

8. 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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Professional Details 

 

9. The Respondent was a solicitor, having been admitted to the Roll in March 1980. At 

the time of the hearing, she was retired and did not have a practising certificate.  

 

Factual Background 

 

10. The allegations concerned the Respondent’s conduct in two conveyancing matters 

involving properties jointly owned by Client B and, respectively, Client A and Client E. 

 

11. Client B was a property developer for whom the Respondent had previously acted in 

multiple transactions. At the time of the first allegation, Client B was in a personal 

relationship with Client A; at the time of the second, Client B was in a personal 

relationship with Client E. 

 

12. The first allegation concerned the Respondent’s conduct between 9 June and 

17 July 2020, while acting for Client A and Client B in connection with the registration 

of a legal charge over Property C, which they jointly owned. The Respondent failed to 

undertake adequate customer due diligence, obtain Client A’s authority or consent, 

identify that Witness D benefited from the loan, and protect money due to Client A. 

Client A reported the matter to the SRA on 1 September 2024. 

 

13. The second allegation concerned the Respondent’s conduct between 22 July 2021 and 

16 January 2023 in connection with the sale of Property F, which Client E and Client B 

jointly owned, and subsequent events. The Respondent preferred Client B’s interests 

over those of Client E, made unauthorised use and transfer of sale proceeds, and 

provided misleading and inaccurate information to Client E. Client E applied to the 

SRA Compensation Fund on 10 August 2023. 

 

14. Client B died on 20 April 2023, before Client E’s Compensation Fund application and 

Client A’s report to the SRA. 

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

15. 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 

 

16. 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. 
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17. The Tribunal was satisfied that the seriousness threshold was met because the 

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

 

18. 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 

 

19. 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. 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 Respondent was dishonest and lacked integrity while providing legal services to 

Client E and lacked integrity in respect of her dealings with Client A. Her misconduct 

was deliberate and repeated, and 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. She had failed to protect client interests and client 

money, had provided misleading and inaccurate information and had engaged in 

conduct which preferred the interests of Client B over clients to whom she owed 

professional duties.  

 

21. The Tribunal noted that the Respondent did not obtain any personal advantage from her 

conduct, had been quick to accept her own wrongdoing, had cooperated fully with the 

regulator and had no previous disciplinary findings against her. 

 

22. The Tribunal determined that the Respondent had been in full control of her actions and 

that the seriousness of her conduct was extremely high. 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. 

 

23. Having considered the authorities, in particular SRA v Sharma [2010] EWHC 2022 

(Admin) and SRA v James [2018] EWHC 2058 (Admin), the Tribunal did not find 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 

 

24. The parties agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £18,000.00. The 

Tribunal determined that the agreed amount was reasonable and proportionate. 

Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the Respondent pay costs in the agreed sum. 
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Statement of Full Order 

 

25. The Tribunal ordered that the Respondent, ANGELA STANTON, Solicitor, SRA ID 

number 118662, be STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors and it further ordered that the 

Respondent pay the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the 

sum of £18,000.00. 

 

Dated this 23rd day of September 2026 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

L Boyce 

 

L Boyce 

Chair 
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