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Ti ll~ COMPLAiNT: By way oC Fmm ol Application and Affidavjt in support dated Lhl: 
I' 1 Cktober 200~ Mr. Kcrmcth Chut1g (here ina rter referred to as the complainant) initialed 
tl1is complaint against Mrs. Chandra Somes (hereinafler referred to as the attorney). 

In fhe af1idavit in support of the cotnplaint, the complaimml alleges that 
" the attorney has not paid to me Lhc full net proceeds from the sale of my property ;.tl 50 
narbican Road Kingston 6. She has not paid me the sum of $7,985,424.76 having given 
me a t~heque for $ l t~,OOO,OOO.OO fi·om $21,985,424.76. 

The C\Hllplalnt I make against the attorney is !hal she has not account~d to me for all 
!I tonics in ber hands leu· m,y accowll although l have reasOLi.uuly required her to do so." 

TH~ Lt:VIHENCE: at the commencement of the hearing ofthis complaint, 1ht-­

comp1aimmt was uurcprcscnted, the attorney was represented by Sandra Jolmsou 
.tllorncy-at-law. 

The complainant staled that his name \-Vas Kenneth Roy Chung and thallte lived al Apt 9 
Christopher Court 25 Kings Drive, Kingston 6. Ilc was nuw retired bul he is a public 
* \'Ollnlant. lJc said that he knew the altorncy and had known her since 1990. Ilc Jirst mcc 
h~:·r "'hen he and his brother Alvin Chung were in property development. 

llis b1 other and ht: bttilt Townhouses in Cleveland A venue Kingston 6 and the altoruey 
a~,.~(cd t<.>r them iJl the sale. Site did all the legal papers, prejJared conveyances, morlgnges 
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IIH.lollter documents. Their relationship with the attorney conlllllt(;d and they did 
L v< rvthing thmugh hc1. 

r11~~ h1st t1 ansactio11 tltat the attorney did was the subject of the complaint. The 
('Olll "Jiai.nant said that he sold a house situate at 50 Barbican RoaJ, Kingston 6. J he 
,tttulllcy acfed l{~r him in the sale. She was asked to act ior hitn in the sale or this propcrt) 
sm n•:! t.imc in 2008. AH agreement for sale was ptcparcd. (A copy of UH' agree ment for 
.;ale was sttbsequcntly produced in evidence as exhibit 7). 

\t the time that the attorney conducted this ltansaction on hi s behalf, her ofiJCcs were at 
o r-\ ('oil i11s Green i\ venue, Kingston 5. He owned the property at 50 Bm bican Road and 
bt) W(lS the vendor. One I .cslie Cantpbcll v. as U1e pmchaser. The propel ty had a house on 
il. T he put chase p1 icc agreed wan U1irty five million (ive hundred thousand 
tlo tlclrs(35,500,000.00) 

l'ltc sulc was completed in SeptelUher 2008 . He was advised ur lbis by the attorney a11d 
tltC' rurcha·)er. On the completion or the sale the attorney sent a statement of ac<~ountln 
hi Ill. 

l'hl (;Otnplninant identified letler dated lhc 22m1 September addressed to him fr()lll th~ 
allomcy. This letter was admitted in evidence as cxhibtt 1. The \.Vitncss w~;:nl on to :>a) 
th<tl a cheque was en dosed iu this letter. The complainant also identi lied a copy of the 
cheque that was sent with exhibit 1. 

A LOPY or the cheque numbered 5016166 in the alllOUilt of$14,000,000.00 tfourt{'Cil 
milliou dollars) dated the 2211

d September 2008 and payable to the complainant was 
adlllittcd in cvidc11cc as exhibit J /\.This che4ue was drawn on the RBT r bank. 

t\ ~.lalcment of account was also included in that Jetter. The sta tement of account dated 
lllc :~111 September 2008 rrom the attorney was tendered in cvidcucc as exhibit lB. 

The con1.plaiwml was asked to look at Lhe exhibit l B and tell the panel the sale price 
slated in tlle s tatement of account. He responded thatllw sak price was $25,500,000.00. 

Tlc was asked to explain the disctepancy between the sum of$35,500,000.00 which he 
said was the sale price and the sum of $25,500,000.00 stated in the stutct. ,cnt of accounl. 

1 k ~;aid Lltal thct c was a promissory note but he did not drafl it. I lc s tated thatlhcre \Vas a 
promissory note ror $ 10,000,000.00. This note formed a part oflhc ""hole deal. lie 
rnnliuned that when $10,000,000.00 was added tu $25,500.000.00 lhc total was 
~ •. b.500,000.00. 

ln lunhct rel-iponsc to the panel he agreed that the sale price \vas U1e total sum of 
$35,500,000.00. I Lc did not remember ever haviug seen the ptomi~sory note. 
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The complainant said that the attorney t~Jllk the cheque lo his home. lie should have 
received a balaucc of$21,9g5,424.76, bu1 he received only $14,000,000.00. fhc muount 
due and owing to him representing the p<rl or th.e balance orLhc uel proceeds of sale wa~ 
:r;, 98 5,424 . 7 6. 

He did nol ~tolice the deiiciency in the net proceeds of sale until some time later. As suou 
;ts he did notice l11e deJiciency in the amount of the funds, It t: wrole to tiJe Gr.meral Legal 
t'ounc il. 

I his letter is daled the 24111 September 20 LO addressed to the Secretary of the General 
lJcgal C:ount;il. This letter was admitted iu evidence as exhibit 2. After being asked by 
the panel to read this tetter the complainant !:ilatcd that he inlonncd the General Legal 
Council that tbe attorney had nol given !tim the lotal sum dlte lo him representing U1e net 
proceeds of sale from his property at 50 Barbican Road. 

rhe cotnplaimmt also confirmed that he in fact did receive Llle sw11 of$9,906,400.00. 
This sum is re1lectcd al the botlom of the statement of account, exhibit lB under lhc 
heading "To: Paymeut to you from the purchaser." 

The complainant went on to say that he did submit a formal complaint to the General 
Legal CounciL He idcnti1ied a copy of U1(: Form of Application Against an J\ttomcy -At­
Law dated the ! 51 October 2010, which he had signed. The Fol'm or Application was 
admiU.cu into evidence as e.xhibit 3. llis ~tffidavit in suppua·t of the complaint with 
the sausc date was admitted as cxbiuil. 3A. 

l Jc observed, hav ing been asked to Jook back at exhibit exhibit 1, ll1at in thallcttcr Lhe 
atlorney had said that she was enclosing a t.:heque in the sum of$'1 4,000,000.00 which 
was ''part payment" due to him as per the statement of account and that expected to pay 
the balance lo him shortly 

lie was asked lu look at the promissory note dated the 22m1 September 2008 and asked if 
lie bad ever sce11 tLat document. He said he had never seen it bciorc. He saw the signature 
uf the allorncy al the boltom of l11e docwnent. This 1lacumcnt was int•·oduccd int~o 
evidence as c:xh ibit 4. The complainant further stated that he never agreed to lend the 
sum staled ill the promisso1y nole to the altomey. 

He continued and said that lhe attorney had asked him to g ive her six weeks to pay lhe 
amow1t outs tanding and e:l.skeu him. to meet her at the car park. He hau been asking her 
<Jbout the moHey and that is when she asked him to meet her at the car park. 

llc said that when he did meet the attorney at lhe car park, she told him Umt she was short 
of lhe sum of money. She did not have all or it. He told the attorney that he would think 
about it. He said that he called the attorney the following day and told her !hat be could 
uot agrt>c ln her request. 



t\lkr ltc complained to U1c Gem:ral Legal Cow1ciJ he wcnllo an attorney !u hrmd lc the 
matter lor him. The attomcys were the finn of Samuda & Johnson. He did get a lellcr 
li"IJHI the manager of the RBTT bauk dated lhc t 11 November 2008. The witness 
id~utifictJ this lcth!J· and it was tendered in evidence as cxhiiJit 5. 

\ 
The complainant admitted that he did receive the funds due tu him from the attoruey ou 
the 19111 I )ecembcr 2008. He produced a copy of the cheque which he said included 
Jlltcrest and legal fees. This chc'JUC no. l 138496 was admilted in evidence :ts exhihit 6. 

[his appears to be a manager's cheque in Lhc amount of$8,373,77tL77 payable to 
K enueth Cbung, dated the 19111 December 2008 drawn on the H £3Tf bank. The 
compiGimmt said tbat he had intended to invest thntmuney in government lreusury bills. 
'I he sum includes interest ftl rule of 15 .875%, plus legal fee~;. 

'l he above is the substantive evidence on examination in chief 

CROSS EXAMINATION: Under cross cxcunination the complainant responded to 
qucslious as follows : he said that he had known U1e attorney since 1990 and during that 
tnnc l1c had had no problems with her in teJation to his b11si11ess lransaclions. lJc 
( oulirmed that the work the attorney did lor him was properly done as far as legal matters 
were ~onccmcd. 

He admitted thCJt he had lirst agreed with the purchaser to sell the property and then h~ 
II,Hllccl over the transaction to the attorney fo r her to deal wjth it. He also admitted lhal he 
received a cheque in the amount of$140.000.00 US ti·om U1e purchaser. This sum 
rq>rcsented an amount of $10,000,000.00 Ja and a deposit on the purchase pri \:c. 

There had been a tlisagrccment between himself an<l the purchaser as to the exchange 
rate. He was asked to look at a document which he agreed was the Agreemcnl Jor Sale 
<ttH! thal it was dated lhc i 11 l;ebruary 2008. lle agreed that the purchase price represented 
ou the Agreement for Sale was $25,500,000.00 bul confirmed that the purchase price wa~ 
indeed $35,500,000.00. 

In respon~c to further questions by cou11Scl for U1e attorney the complainant said thal he 
met the attorney at her request in the UDC car park on lhe 19th Septc!!lbcr 2008. She 
requested a period of six weeks from him to sctllc lhe total sum do to him. lie told her 
that be would think about it. 

On the following day he called her and told her that l1e did not agree to her rcqucsl. He 
denied th(lt he agreed to give lhe attorney six weeks to pay lhe Lotal sum due Lo him. In 
spite uf the l~td 1hal he did not agree to give the atlorney time to pay lhc additiona l sum 
due. she brought only a portiLIB of Lhe sum due on the 2211d September 2008. llc did nol 
remember requesting a11ylhing from U1e attorney in writiug. 

!'he above i~ au accurate recounti~1g of the evidence given by the cornplainant. 
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TIIG above is au accurate recounling or the evidence given by Lhc complainant. 

On tbc next date of the heariug of this complniut on lhc 8th £\day 20 I 0 the auomey gave 
cvitlcnce: \ 

!:)he admitted tltat her name is Chandra Soares and that she i:; an attorney in private 
pradice. She slated that she llas been in practice for twenty rive years. 

:·ihc agreed that she had heard the complainant give cvidenec; an<llhal he had said thal his 
prcwises were sold for 35.5 million dollars. 

' l'hc attorney was asked by her Gounsello explain Lhe diJ'ference in the pmchasc price of 
$2).5 million in the agreement for sale and the stml of $35.5 million llollars which the 
t omplamant says was the purdwse price. 

~lite responded that when the complainru1t approacheu her he requested an agrecme11t for 
sa le lo be done for 25.5 million in relation to the premises that he owned at 50 Barbican 
Road. He Lndicated who the pmchasers we1·e, and thal before he had come to her tbe 
I'Ul'Chasers bad paid him a us w·aft in the sum of $140,000.00. 

The rcspondeu( attorney confirmed Lhat this sum represented a part of the purchase price. 
~\he said that her inslructio11s were that the agreement for sale should be prepared with a 
purchase price of $25,500,000.00. She cumplied with his instructions. 

ll1 response loa question from Lhe panel, the attorney said that she had a firm aud lltat one 
Sonia Soares is ujtmior partner. She said that she realized that tl1cre would be a shortCall. 
She called the cornplainant to speak to him to explain what was happening because she 
lJnd known him for so long. 

~he fmiher saiu U1al she did request six weeks from the'complaioant lo settle the shorllall 
as she wou.lJ b...: seeking a bauk lom1, and he had told her that he wouJJ think about il. 
The complainant also told her that he had plans for tbe money because be was going to 
pul it on government paper and b.e would have gotten 10-1 5%. 

She says she told him that she would compeusate him for the interest that he would have 
gotten or lost for not having placed the hmds on deposit or government papers. She 
rccoiJccts that tl.te·complainant told her that il was okay but he needed something in 
writing. The meeting in the car park then ended. 

'l be respondent attorney first heard that the complainant wa~ not in agreement with that 
arrangement the following Monday when he called her offices m1d told her so. 

·1 he attorney confirmed that exhibit 4 the promissory note was prepared by her as the 
cowplaillanl had said that he wanted S('lllcthing in writing. She did this for the short term. 



In response Lo a question from bcr cow1sel the allomcy said Lhal she wcnllo sec the 
•:omplamalll because she recognized that there was a shotifa ll. 

')l1c said that she had had prob1ctus wilh the o tricc and illtad aiTecled the ba tancc of the 
C lient s' Account. 

\ 
\ 

The alturncy further slated that the mallcr vvas churdt related. Sbe fell into a pit. She had 
gollcn hcrselfi11lo a situation where dcmauds were being made on her for runds atHI it led 
t o the shortage. 

•ll resp1H1sc to a qllestion G·om the panel in which il enquired of the attorney what she met 
by 1~1l ling into a pit, she said Lhal she was de.ma1Hlcd to "sow ~.ccd,. She said that site was 
a!;kcd to do this by the Bishop. The Church is tile "Tbe First born Again ClntrGh of Christ 
in Linsteml". The Bishop is a Mrs. Maragh. 

l'he allomey said Lhal unforl1111ately she was gu Uible and misguided and it leu to a 
pruble 111 iu tilC oilice. 

lt1 response lo the paDcl the attorney a.umiltcd that s he not 011iy used her funds OUt funus 
thal were entrusted to her. She used these funds to pLrt in Ute church. She said that she 
paid over these sums to the Bishop between the period 2006 - 2008. 

l'hc attorney told the panel Lhat she was nol s till sowiug seed:-; she said she belong~d lo 
rllal cbur~h in 2006 and prior to that she belonged to the Apostolic churt;b on Slipc Road. 

She says that she kept accounts. When asl<ed if her use or tl1e funds of clients was a 
conscious decision on her part the attorney sa itl Ll'Us: " it 'vYHS a build up lhal had 
happened and J had to pay up three clients at thal Lime. I wus looking for a loan because I 
knew tha t 1 wonld be short." 

She sa id tlwt she knew that she should not be short at alL The church to which she gave 
the sceu DIO!lcy no longer exists, She is not still a meri\ber but she now attends" lhe Bible 
Jesus lntcrnatioual" She said the members of her linn are her partner Charlene Soares 
and T ylltl Walters an Associate. 

She J cnieJ lbal sh e had personal problems which propelled h~~f to joi11 the church . The 
attorney stated that she had been practi s ing since 1985. She said. thal she was reconeil i11g 
her accounts every monU1. Thai is how she recognized that s he would be sl101t. 

The above is Hll accLu·atc accow1t oCthe evidence iJ1 chicC of the attorney. 

CROSS li:XAMINATION : The cornplaiuant, in a formatlhal was not really cross 
examinaUo n, S<Lid that he did uol agree to lend the attorney money. He said that l1e told 
her lhalltc would iliink about it and then he called her ru1d told her he would not go a long 
wilh that agreement. The complainant says ti1c fund is sacroscmcl and it should never be 
slwrt. l ie said he has a copy of the l~egulalions. 
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~' ith that agr~emcnl. The complainJ.Bt says lhe lund i <>-sa~roHancl and il shc•u ld tH.:\ ~r be 
s hort. I lc :-;aid he has a copy of the Regulatigns~ 
The ~.:ump laill<lllt did uoL haw any further cross-e:xmr1inat10n but he S<lld that he was sorrv 
th<tt it had lO \'Oille to this. 

I he cvidt:ncc e nded there aud the attow ey \HL<; udviscu to pul her doSliH!. subnusswns in 
.. , fit inb. 

Till!: 'VHlTTJ~N SlJ BMJSSlONS OF COUNS I~L FOH THE ATTOHN I~Y : 011 au 
~·xa miuatintlol counsel's submissio ns. it is clea r that tl1ey are rcull y argumc11l"i in 
tnt li ga tion or lh~ SHII~tion that the panel should impose, mtl1cr that\ those which seck to 
.tllcgc that the a llorncy is IIUl guilty Of' profcssioual llllSCOlldUCl. 

l 'ounsLI UJH.Ierstu11ds that the r~pondent attorney has indeed conducted herself iu a 
nmnnc• tltat is i11imical to the members of the public and the legal prolcssiot1, but she 
·r:.ks that the panel cxtcnus mercy to the alt(lrnt>y in Lhe cin:u rnshttll;CS ol the case. 

~he crlcs lite cases ol Geoq~cttc Scott v the General Le~:tl Council Supn me Com·t 
' iv il Appeal Nu.l lS/2008 aud Boltou Y Law Society (1992) 2 All ER 48(, . l'hcsc are 

1\\ll> authoritie!' that clearly enunciate the e thical responsibilities of atlome}s-at-law in 
':ircumslanccs 'cr) similar to the facLs of the complaint before this panel. 

T lJ.E BU IU)J~N OF PROOF: 1 he panel accepls and recognizes tha t the buruu1 ofpmor 
is l)fl th.-: complainant tO establish the contplainl to the ICl}UIIeU s tandntd of pn.lOf OJI the 
l ' idcnce presentcJ to the panel. 

Til l~ STAN OARD Oli' l'ROOJi' : The standard of proof iu (:omplainls allcgiug 
prol"cssional misconduct is that ol'tlJc s tandard of proof i11 criminal cases which is that ur 
"beyond reasonable doubt". Thal is to say the evidence adduced must be suc h as lo make 
tnc panel l(•c l S III 'C that the compluimml has cstablishcd'Ul.c cuntp!ainl as Hllcgcd. 
r!tctc is ample aulhoJ ity to support Uti-; s latemcHt or the- law. We need ttoltcpealthcm 
lll~n: 

l1,V ALUATION OF T il l£ ~!:VIDENCE: The panel1s bound m law to ~valuate the 
~" tdence applying Ute stundcud of proof rcquireJ. 

Till~ DOCUMNETARY I~VlDENCE: the 1ollowing exhibits were produced iu 
~vidcnCl': I :xhthit l letter dated the 22nc.J September 2008 S~.- arcs to Chung, exhibit I A 
clwque in the Sll lll or $14,000,000.00 payable to Kenneth ('bung, exhibit l B s ta lCllll.' llt or 
a ·t ounl Soc.m::-. to Chung, e>.hibit 2 letter dated the 23rc.J September 2008, Chung to 
\ ILhca Richanb, Exhibit 3 Fot m of App1il;ation against the .tttorncy, l .xhtbit 3 \ al"fldtwit 

i11 ;upport or the F(ltm of Appl ication. exhibit Pro missory dated the ~21111 Scptcmbc1 20 I 0 
s igned by ' Soares, Exhibit 5 letter dated the ih No' ember 2008, RUT r to ( 'huug, 
.;;dtihit 6, cheqlll' dated the 19111 December 2008, payable lo Chung, exhibit 7. \g.rc~·mcnl 
For Sale dated lhc 7'11 February 2008. · 



TJ 1 E. DEJ\tlt:ANOUR OF THE COlVll)LAlNANT: 1 he complainant was a much 
umk:r::;lalctl witness who ::;puke suitly aml witJ10ut cmbdlishiug his cvidcHcc with any 
kind or drama or exaggeration. Ilc gave his evidence in a restrained and muted lashio11 
wl1ith conveyed lo the pauel that hG was speaking the truth. L'hc panel acc;epts the 
cvickllc,or the complainant. 

T JU: ATTO HNEY: The attorney lou was n quiet and soll spokeu witncs::; but the 
substantive eliect of her evidence is Uwl she admitted alllhe material allegations in the 
evidence by 1he complaimmt save one. She was or U1e irupres~;ion thai the eomplainru1l 
had agreed to lend her the short£'lll in the proceeds of sule of 50 l3arbican Road. l'hc 
complainrutl was on the other l1aud adamant that he did not agree to lend the attomey 
these fLuids. · 

Tile consequences of the admissions ofthe allorney are that lhert' were nol m"UJY di sputed 
facts. 

TlU~ UNDIS PUTED FACTS: 

The attorney is in private prnctice with offices al 6A Collins Green A venue, 
Kingston 5. 

2 The complainant is a retired accountam and the former registered proprietor ol' 
premises 50 Bmbican Road in the parish ofSl Andrew registered al Volume 
495 Folio 12 o l' the Registered Book of Titles. 

3 The attorney had previously done legal work lor the complainant and had 
known llw complaimmt since J 990. 

L~ ln 2008 he entered into <:ut agreement for the sale of the premises to Leslie 
Roy Campbell <md Suzette Esther Campbell. 

5 T ltc complainant retained the services of the auomcy to act on hiB behalf and 
so the attorney had carriage 0 r sale. 

6 Tl te agreement for sale ind icnles !hal the at ton tey bad caniage of the sale. 
7 This agreement is dateu the 71

" February 2008. 
8 The agreed pmchase price was thirty fiw million, five hundred thousand 

dollars ($35, 500,000.00). 
9 The purchase price represented o n the agreement for sale is twenty live 

million five hundred thous:md dollars (25,500,000.()0). 
I 0 A sum or one hundred. and i(my thousand dollars ($l40,000.00) in United 

States currency was paid by the purchasers directly to the complainant prior lo 
the aL~omey being retained to represent the complainant in the sale. 

11 This sum of$140,000.00 US added to the purchase reflected in the agreement 
for sale amounts to $35,500,000.00. 

12 The costs staLed by U1e altomey on tl1e statement of account me computed ou 
the basis of a pun: !lase price of $25,500,000.00. 

I J The sale was completed in September or 2008 and the balance proceeds of 
sale paid over to ilie attorney. This is continued iu the statement of accoulll 
Exhibit lB prepared by the.: attorney and dated the 4111 Scptembc1 2008. 



15 There was a shortfall of$7,985,42.:1.76. 
l6 ' l11c attorney a~.:knowledged in her letter or Ott: 221111 Scptcmbet 2008 that Ute 

swn of fourteen million was a part payment of ti1e balance proceeds ur sale. 
L 7 '\ T he complainant noticed the short fa ll in Lhe proceeds of sale some time lah~r. 
18 rhe complaint asked the atlorncy about the shot tfall. 
l9 The attorney asked the complainant to meet him in the UDC c:.a r pcu·Jc 
20 The parties IJICl and the altonwy asked him to give her six weeks to pay the 

balance or the proceeus sale. 
2 1 The complainant never smv the promissory note executed by the attorney in 

wh ich she alleges that she borrowcu t ile sum uf$7,9~5,424.76 rrum the 
complainant. 

22 The attorney couverlcd the sum of$$7,985,424.76 to her owu use and bcncli l 
and or to the use of others v-.ritltoul the consent of the complaiuanl. 

23 The attorney refunded to the complainant, the said sum with iJJicrest and legal 
costs on the 19111 December 2008 by way of l:heque iu the auwunl 
$8,373,774.97. 

DISI, UTED FACTS: There is one disputed facl am1llml is did the complai11ant agn.:e to 
lcud the sum of$7,985,424.76 to the a ttorney? 

FINDINGS: Lhc ptmcl ntakcs tile followi11g iiotl ings as il is obliged to do in compliancr 
with section 15 urthe Legal Profession Act. 

1 Th.e pand linds all the unuisputed [act:; to be proven to the staudanJ or proof 
of beyond reasonable doubt. 

2 The panel finds that the attorney knowingly and wrongly computed the costs 
payable on the sale on a purc.hase price of $25,500,000.00 instead of 
$35,500,000.00. 

3 The p<:mellincls that the complainant did QOt agree to lend the sum or 
$7,985,424.76 to the attorney 

4 The panel finds thatlhe attomey lmowiugiy converted that sum lo her own usc 
uml bencJil and/or to the use and beneiit of p erS\JHS other than tlw compluinant 
aud without his consent. 

CONCLUSIONS : The panel repeats the statemeuts timt were made in lhe 
Disciplinary Decision of Err ol Cunningluun v Georgette ScoH which ltas been 
cited previously in this judgment. 

''The very exis tence of the Legal Profession ~epends on the coJleclivc inlegrily of all 
its members. The custou1 of cou\'cyancing practice depends oo the reliance on a nd 
U1c comple te trus t in lhe integrity of all attorneys-at-law. The public,s interest must be 
protcctctl at all 1 imcs." 

The pnnd also cites <md quotes f'rum the Ungli sb Court ofAppcal case oflloltou v 
Law Soddy rcportc:d a t 1992 2 All E R 486 and at p 49lparagrph h 
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"It is required oflawyer~ practicing iu tllis country lhatth~y should Jischa1 gc thei' 
pnJfes:>itHt<ll duties with integrity. probity and complete trustworthiness ... 1\ny 
sol icitor who is shown to have Jischarged his profcssioual duties with lc:-;s than 
cmupletc integrity probity and trustworthiness must expect severe sanctions to l>e 
imposed on him by the Solicitors' Disciplinary Tribunal. Lapses from th ~ required 
high staiJ(la td muy of course take diHcrent forms and l.Je of varying degrees 
The tuost scr ious involves proven dishollesly, whether or llOI lcr.u.ling to rriminal 
pnwl;!cdings and criminal pcuallies.'' 

Ou P ·~ 92, ~ir Thomas Uiugham wen t on to say "lfu member of the public sel ls his 
house, very ol'tcn his }(lrges t asset, ami entrusL':> the proceeds lo his solicilor pending 
reinvestment in aqothe1 house, he is ordinarily enlilled lo ~xped Lhnt lhc solicitor is a 
person who!'c trustworthiness is not <md has never been seriously in 4uestiou, 
othe-rwise lhc whole proression and tbe whole public as u whole is injured.'' 

1\llnllorncy:;-at-law do the public and themselves a disscrvkc whell they act 
inuppmpriately anJ dishonestly, lhe public is prejudiced by our unprofes.~innal 
comlucl w1d we expose ourselves lo severe disciplinary sanctious aud the Ius~ ur the 
very ml:ans of our livelihood. 

We lind tht respondent auomey-at-Jaw Chandra Soares b) her conduct, has breached 
canuon VII (b)(ii) ofthc Legal Profession (Canons of Professional Ethi,~s (Rules) in 
thaL she" liti led to account lo the complainant Kenneth Chung for alllbc monies in 
her hands fn1 his account or credit although reasonably required lo do so.'' 

The attorney-at-law hn:> also breached canon l (b) of the Lcgnl Profession (Canons of 
Proll;ssioual Ell1ics) Rules in that by !Jer comlucl "she hm; failed to maintain the 
honour nnd dignity ofthe proCession aml bas not abstain~d ihml behaviour which 
may lend to discredit lhc 'proCessiou of which she is a utcmber." . 
111 light oftlt0 findings and c.onclusions of the pand bas~.;d on the evidence adduced, 
the uttmncy-a t-law Chandra Soares is guilty ofprotessionalmisconduct contrary to 
section 12('1) or the Legal Profession Act as amended by the L~gaJ Profession 
(1\mendmcul) Act 2007. 

SANC'l'lON: 'lhe panel is mindful ofthc fact that couusd for U1e respondent 
allorncy has ash.cd that we show mercy to her, we are also mindful of the ract that the 
respondent rdimded lhe total sum misappropriated with interests and costs and that 
she did not ~wck to deny that she had wrongly used the SIJJHS belonging Lo tlte 
complaiuanl. 

ll is v~ry w\l()rtunatc that by her own conduct the atlomcy has placed hersel r 111 lhrs 
JXlSitiou. Whatcvc1 sympathy the panel may feel for the <Hlomey is subject to its 
over!·iJing duty to protect the integrity of the legal pfofes(\ion and most illlpmlantly 
lhl! inler~sls or lhe public. 
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Thal being said, the conduct of which the allorney bas been found guilty is egregious. 
She bn.:acltcd the tlusl reposed in Iter by U1e complainant, ll.er client, and broughllhe 
reputation of the profession into disrepute. Her conduct is unacceptable and 
i11e\cusa blc. 

-~ 
The only sanction lhal would be appropriate iu these circumstances is this: 

The panel orders that the attorney-at-law Chandra Soares be struck from the Roll 
or attorneys - at-law entitled to practise in Jamaica. 

2 There is no order as to costs. 

Dated the } ']}lt. day of ~ ~ · 20 Ll 

_([?_~(~15 ·&e~- 6t__ 
PAMELA E BENKA-COKER Q.C. 

(~,__f---
. BERYL ENNl1 




