
To	The	Legal	Services	Board	
	
By	email	only	contactus@legalservicesboard.org.uk	
	
23	April	2017	
	
	
Dear	Sirs	
	
Solicitors	Regulation	Authority	
	
I	find	once	again	I	have	to	report	the	Solicitors	Regulation	Authority	to	you	for	
failing	to	properly	investigate	a	report	made	to	them	of	industrial	scale	fraud.	
When	I	last	made	a	report	to	you	about	their	failure	to	properly	investigate	
Restons,	solicitors,	you	appear	simply	to	have	asked	them	if	they	had	
investigated	properly,	they	said	yes,	and	you	closed	your	file.	
	
I	think	you	will	from	the	information	given	below	that	you	will	not	be	able	to	
dismiss	my	report	so	easily	this	time.	Regulation	of	solicitors	should	be	more	
than	a	"tick	box"	exercise.		
	
Attached	to	the	email	sending	this,	is	the	SRA	report	dated	22	April	setting	out	
their	findings	of	their	"investigation"	into	Restons	and	Weightmans.	By	way	of	
background	HSBC	has	admitted	there	was	wrongdoing	and	in	January	this	year	
"voluntarily"	agreed	with	the	FCA	to	pay	£4m	redress.	I	have	evidence	to	show	
that	the	true	figure	should	be	more	like	£100m.	
	
Below	I	will	set	out	how	the	SRA	findings	are	demonstrably	wrong	and	untrue	in	
virtually	every	instance.	
	

______________________________________________	
	

	
	
The	fees	have	already	been	adjudicated	unlawful	contingency	fees	by	the	SRA	in	
a	finding	by	them	in	2007:	
	



	
	

__________________________________________________	
	

	
	
This	is	simply	not	the	case.	The	bank	and	their	solicitors	had	a	contract,	which	I	
have	seen,		which	allowed	for	the	solicitors	to	add	the	16.4%	collection	charge	in	
respect	of	their	costs.	As	confirmed	in	the	SRA's	own	adjudication	above.	
Furthermore,	the	following	statement	appears	at	the	foot	of	the	bank's	statement	
of	account	to	customers	which	confirms	that	the	charges	are	added	by	the	
solicitors:	
	

	
	Furthermore,	this	is	from	a	letter	I	received	from	the	bank,	informing	me	that	I	
should	refer	to	Restons	as	they	added	the	charge:	
	

	
	

____________________________________	
	

	
	
This	is	an	absurd	statement	to	make.	In	November	2010	the	Office	of	Fair	
Trading	made	an	order	against	the	bank	telling	it	to	stop	adding	the	charges	until	
it	changed	the	terms	and	conditions		
	



	
	

_______________________________________	
	

	
This	is	not	true	-	here	is	a	claim	issued	by	John	Lewis	Financial	Services	Limited	
in	January	2010	including	a	collection	charge.	
	



	
	

___________________________________	
	

	
	
How	can	this	possibly	true	if	the	bank	have	just	agreed	to	pay	£4m	redress	to	
6,700	customers?	(as	stated,	my	evidence	shows	it	should	be	£100m+)	
	

_________________________________________	
	

	
	



These	2	statement	are	nonsensical.	As	shown	above	the	previous	SRA	ruling	
states	that	the	charges	are	16.4%	of	all	sums	recovered	i.e.	an	unlawful	
contingency	fee.	

	
_________________________________________	

	

	
	
This	is	simply	nonsensical.		

	
______________________________________	

	

	
	
This	is	not	true.	The	bank	paid	the	solicitors	nothing.	All	court	fees,	enquiry	
agents,	land	registry	fees	etc	were	paid	by	the	solicitors.	The	solicitors	raised	
pro-forma	invoices	to	the	bank	on	a	monthly	basis	in	matters	where	they	had	
received	some	funds.	If	the	SRA	are	told	this	I	would	assume	they	would	have	
asked	for	evidence	from	the	bank	of	payments	made.	There	will	be	none.	I	cannot	
comment	on	what	the	arrangement	was	when	the	charge	was	removed.		
	

__________________________________________	
	

	
	
Untrue	for	the	reasons	stated	above.	Why	is	the	bank	repaying	£4m?	
	

___________________________________________	
	

	
	
Cleary	the	SRA	have	done	no	investigation	at	all.	All	of	the	above	documents	are	
freely	available	on	my	website	-	nicholaswilson.	com.	Furthermore,	I	have	a	
database	of	County	Court	judgments	for	2004-8	which	shows	in	excess	of	£200m	
of	illegal	charges	were	added	to	accounts	in	that	period.	The	SRA	is	aware	of	this.	
	



The	only	statement	in	the	SRA	finding	that	is	true	is	the	one	stating	the	charges	
ceased	following	the	OFT	ruling.	
	
In	my	opinion	you	cannot	in	this	instance	simply	ask	the	SRA	if	they	had	
investigated	properly.	I	have	shown	that	they	did	not.	You	should	know	that	the	
FCA	and	the	SFO	are	still	actively	investigating	the	matter.	So	a	further	cover-up	
from	the	LSB	would	be	unwise.	
	
I	look	forward	to	hearing	from	you	as	soon	as	possible	
	
Yours	faithfully	
Nicholas	Wilson		


