SOLICITORS DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNAL

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOLICITORS ACT 1974 Case No. 12943-2026
BETWEEN:
SOLICITORS REGULATION AUTHORITY LTD Applicant
and
ANGELA STANTON Respondent
Before:

Mrs L Boyce (in the chair)
Mrs L Nabou
Dr A Richards

Date of Hearing: 16 September 2026

Appearances

There were no appearances as the matter was dealt with on the papers.

JUDGMENT ON AN AGREED OUTCOME




Allegations

1.

The allegations against the Respondent were that, whilst in practice as a solicitor at
Beverley Morris Solicitors:

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.

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.

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.

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: -

e Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit CS1 dated 5 June 2026.
e Applicant’s Statement of Costs dated 5 June 2026.

e 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.



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.

1.

12.

13.

14.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.




17.

18.

The Tribunal was satisfied that the seriousness threshold was met because the
Respondent had acted dishonestly and significant harm had resulted from her actions.

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.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Costs

24.

The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (11" 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.

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.

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.

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.

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).

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.



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 23" day of September 2026
On behalf of the Tribunal

L Boyce

L Boyce
Chair



CASE NO:
BEFORE THE SOLICITORS DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNAL
IN THE MATTER OF THE SOLICITORS ACT 1974 (as amended)

AND IN THE MATTER OF:

SOLICITORS REGULATION AUTHORITY LIMITED

Applicant
-and -
ANGELA STANTON
Respondent

STATEMENT OF AGREED FACTS AND PROPOSED OUTCOME

1. By its application dated 5 June 2026, and the statement made pursuant to Rule 12(2) of
the Solicitors (Disciplinary Proceedings) Rules 2019 which accompanied that application,
the Solicitors Regulation Authority Limited ("the SRA") brought proceedings before the
Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal, making two allegations of misconduct against Angela
Stanton (‘the Respondent”).

The Allegations

2. The allegations against the Respondent, made by the SRA within that statement, are that,
whilst in practice as a solicitor at Beverley Morris Solicitors (“the Firm”), she:

2 1. Between 9 June 2020 and 17 July 2020, whilst acting for Client A and Client B, failed

to act in the best interests of Client A and/ or provide a competent standard of service,
in that she:

(a) failed to conduct adequate customer due diligence when registering a legal charge
for Client A and Client B on Property C,

(b) failed to obtain Client A’s authority to act and / or consent for Client B to give

instructions on her behalf,
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SRA Code of Conduct for Solicitors and Principles 2, 3, 4 (in respect of allegations
1.2(h) and 1.2(i) only), 5 and 7 of the SRA Principles.

Admissions

3. The Respondent admits all of the allegations and breaches that are applicable to each.

4. The Applicant has considered the admissions being made and whether these admissions
and the outcome proposed in this document, meet the public interest having regard to the
gravity of the matters alleged. For the reasons explained in more detail below, and subject
to the Tribunal's approval, the Applicant is satisfied that the admissions and outcome do
satisfy the public interest.

a5 -_— LMt i At A mvmmd Mudaanaa An thie

lhmanin Tha Dariae ~nnecidar in all tha rirriimstances that the pronosed Adreed Outcome

represents a proportionate outcome to the proceedings which is in the public interest.

Adgreeqa racis

6. The following facts and matters, which are relied upon by the Applicant in support ot the
allegations set out within paragraph 2 of this statement, are agreed between the Applicant
and the Respondent.

7 References to certain individuals and entities have been anonymised as per the schedule
to the Rule 12 statement.



Professional Details

9. The Respondent was born on fuly 1953 and admitted as a solicitor on 15 March 1980.

10. At the relevant time, the Respondent was a solicitor at the Firm and specialisag. in
conveyancing. She held the roles of Compliance Officer for Finance and Administration
and Money Laundering Compliance Officer.

11. The Respondent has now retired from practice and does not have a practising certificate.

The facts and matters relied upon in support of the allegations

Background

12. The conduct in this matter concerns the Respondent’s actions:

12.1. between June and July 2020, in registering a charge against Property C, of
which Client A and Client B were co-owners. This was the subject of a report by Client
A to the SRA on 1 September 2024.

12.2. between September 2021 and January of 2023, in respect of the sale of
Property F, of which Client E and Client B were co-owners, and the events following
the sale. This was the subject of a Compensation Fund application by Client E to the
SRA on 10 August 2023.

13. Client B was a property developer who the Respondent had acted for previously in respect
of multiple transactions. At the material times in respect of each ailegation, Client B was
in personal relationships with Client A and Client E.

14. Client B sadly died on 20 April 2023.

Factual background — first allegation

15. On § June 2020, the Respondent was instructed in relation to a charge being placed on
Property C, which Client B jointly owned with Client A. The Respondent used Client B’s
email address to correspond with both Client B and Client A in refation to the instructions.
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implications of the charge being put on Property C and the loan that Client 5 was 1aKing
out which was linked to this charge. The loan was for £320,000 and was provided by Sound

19. The Respondent asked Client B why Client A had not attended given that she was required
to sign documents. Client B is reported by the Respondent as saying that ‘She [LlIent Al
was busy and couldn’t make it.” Client B undertook to take the documents to Client A and
get them signed and witnessed.

20. On 16 July 2020, the Respondent confirmed that Client B would receive a balance of
£316,940.40 upon the completion of the charge the following day. 1nis Tigure representea

the loan amount less various fees and charges.

indicated that the balance payable to Client B was actually £196,916.40 given that a

navment of £120.000 was to be paid to VVitness U and tnat inere weie suilie iuiuic varn

22. On 17 July 2020, a deed which recorded the loan arrangement between Client B and Client
A and Sound Property Management Limited and placed a charge on Property C, was
sinned bv Client B and (purportedly) Client A. It was also witnessed by Witness D.

23. In her report to the SRA on September 2024, Client A stated that:
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33.

34.
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On 5 October 2021, the Respondent repiiea ana statea.

will be sufficient funds to complete your purchase of the new build... and pay the stamp

aquty 1ana tax.

It is apparent from this response that the Respondent did not seek to correct Client E as
to the amount of money stored on account for Client E. The true position at that point was
that there were nominal or no funds remaining from the net sale proceeds and that this
would be clearly insufficient to enable Client E to purchase the new build property.

On 20 October 2021, Client E exchanged contracts on the purchase of the new build
property and £48,500 was paid by way of deposit, with a proposed completion date of May

In April 2022, Client E learnt that there had been a fire at the new build property and that

different new build property with a higher purchase price of £584,995. Client E agreed with
Client B that he would aift her £80,000 to cover the price difference.

On 22 April 2022, Client E emailed the Respondent and asked her to ‘please confirm how

miich monev vou are holdina for me there so 1 can WOrK Out exacuy now mucii muie 1

On 26 April 2022, the Respondent responded and stated:
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45.

46.

47.

48.
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shnwn to he inaccurate and incorrect.

Respondent] was holding’ and that she would ‘need to get a bridging loan ot approximarely
£505.000 and borrow £20,000 from family and friends to make up the funds for

romnlatinn ’

On 15 February 2023, Client E spoke to the Respondent by telephone and asked her
where all her money had gone. Client E recalls the Respondent saying ‘1 don't Know.

On 8 October 2023, Client E made a formal complaint about the Respondent and the Firm.

As a result of this complaint, Client E gained access to emails sent by the Respondent in
September 2021 and the financial records in respect of the sale of Property F. The emails
indicated that, on completion of the sale. in accordance with an undertaking provided by

mvnnnnda nf tha eala af Dranarty E Thia undertakina was in respect of a debt owed by
Client B 10 Ferson G ang It was UIIEIEU Il SAUIGHIYS 1Vl 1 GI9VIE W vy s
annlicatinn ta reaister a charae on Property F. The financial records further indicated a
‘redemption’ payment of £954,459.19 had been paid to Handf Finance Limited. After
accountina for other fees, this meant that there was only approximately £40,000 remaining
by way of net proceeds of sale. Client E states that she was not aware ot any ot ne
information contained within the emails or the financial records (including the undertaking)

and that it had not been brought to her attention by the Responaent at any urne.

A further email released to Client E as a result of her complaint indicated that, on 1 October
2021, Client B had been paid £40,000 out of the net proceeds of sale of Property F. This
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funds to nurchase other properties;

4922 Provided information to Client E which she knew was misleading and
inaccurate in that she:

49221. altered the financial statements relating to Property F and then provided
them to Client E;

49.2.2.2. provided inaccurate information to Client E in respect of her remaining
funds after the completion of the sale of Property F.

EN BRu tha Raennndant'e randiint she admits that she breached all of:

50.1.1. Principle Z;

&N 1 2 Prinrinla

50.1.3. Principle 4 (in respect of allegations 2.2(h) and (i) only);
50 1.4. Princible 5:

50.1.5. Principle 7.

50.2. The following Paragraphs of the Code:
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60. The Resbondent did not obtain any personal Denetit or aavaniage nnancial ur Vuigiwise

61. The affected parties have now been fairly compensated for the losses they incurrea.

Sanction proposed

62. It is theretore proposed that:
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62.2. The Respondent pay the Applicant’s agreed costs of £1 8,000.

Explanation as to why such an order would be in accordance with_the Tribunal's

sanclions guiagance

the provision of misleading and inaccurate information, and conduct which preferred the

64. The Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal's “Guidance Note on Sanction” (10th edition), at

naraaraph 47. states that:

“The most serious misconduct involves dishonesty, whether or not leading to criminal

proceedings and criminal penalties. A finding that an allegation of dishonesty has been
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submitted that strike off is required for the protection of the public and the reputation of the

legal profession, and that a lesser sanction would be inappropriate.

70. Accordingly, the fair and proportionate penalty in this case is for the Respondent to be

struck off the Roll of Solicitors.

Summary

71. It is submitted that the proposed outcome, which has been agreed between the parties, is
that the Respondent should be struck off the Roll of Solicitors. This is proportionate and in
the public interest. Further, the Respondent should pay the Applicant’s costs in the sum of
£18,000.

IS— e Dated: PRSUEK0R
Shubhaa Krishnan

For and on behalf of the SRA

Dated: 27 August 2026

Angela Stanton
Respondent in these proceedings
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