The Bar Tribunals
& Adjudication
Service

The Council of the Inns of Court

Report of Finding and Sanction

Case Reference: 2022/2071/D5

Ms Saleema Bibi-Mahmood

The Director-General of the Bar Standards Board
The Chair of the Bar Standards Board

The Treasurer of the Honourable Society of: Gray’s Inn, 1999.

Disciplinary Tribunal

Ms Saleema Bibi Mahmood

1. Inaccordance with an appointment made by the President of the Council of the Inns of
Court contained in a Convening Order dated 15 September 2025, | sat as Chairman of a
Disciplinary Tribunal on 1 to 6 October 2025 to hear and determine 14 charges of
professional misconduct contrary to the Code of Conduct of the Bar of England and Wales

against Saleema Bibi Mahmood barrister of the Honourable Society of Gray’s Inn.
Panel Members
2. The other members of the Tribunal were:
Rhona Stevens (Lay Member)
Andrew Ward (Lay Member)

Desirée Artesi (Barrister Member)

Ella Schulster (Barrister Member)
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Charges

3. The following charges were admitted on the fourth day of the hearing, having been

denied up to that point.

Charge 1

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 3 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of the Bar

Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to act with integrity, in that on 28 or 29 April 2022, she sought
permission from the Judge in a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Nottingham in which she was
appearing [the Nottingham case], to continue to attend the Nottingham case via CVP on the basis of
her mother’s ill health, failing to state, that an additional reason for doing so was to enable her

attendance at a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Stafford which was to begin on 3 May 2022.

Charge 2

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 5 and/or rC8 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of

the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, acted in a manner which was likely to diminish the trust and
confidence which the public places in her or the profession, and/or acted in a manner which could

reasonably be seen by the public to undermine her integrity, in that on 28 or 29 April 2022, she

The Bar Tribunals & Adjudication Service

9 Gray's Inn Square, The Council of the Inns of Court. Limited by Guarantee
London Company Number: 8804708

WC1R 5JD Charity Number: 1155640

T: 0203432 7350 Registered Office:

E: info@tbtas.org.uk 9 Gray’s Inn Square, London WC1R 5JD Page 2 of 24


mailto:info@tbtas.org.uk

sought permission from the Judge in a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Nottingham in which
she was appearing [the Nottingham case], to continue to attend the Nottingham case via CVP on
the basis of her mother’s ill health, failing to state, that an additional reason for doing so was to
enable her attendance at a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Stafford which was to begin on 3

May 2022.

Charge 3

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 1 and/or rC3.1 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of

the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to observe her duty to the court in the administration of
justice and/or misled the Crown Court at Nottingham in that on 28 or 29 April 2022, in requesting
permission to appear in the Nottingham case by CVP, she impliedly represented that the sole reason
for doing so was her mother’s ill health when an additional reason was to enable her to attend a

criminal trial before the Crown Court at Stafford beginning on 3 May 2022.

Charge 4

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 3 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of the Bar

Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to act with integrity, in that while acting in a criminal trial

at the Crown Court at Nottingham that started on or about 6 April 2022 [the Nottingham case],
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and while also instructed in a criminal trial at Stafford Crown Court which commenced on 3 May

2022 [the Stafford case]:

i. On4and/or5 May 2022, having obtained permission to attend the Nottingham case by CVP
because of the ill health of her mother, Ms Mahmood, failed to inform the Judge and/or the
other counsel in the Nottingham case, that while taking part in the Nottingham case via CVP,

she was at the same time appearing in the Stafford case in person; and/or

ii. On4and/or5 May 2022, having obtained permission to attend the Nottingham case by CVP
because of the ill health of her mother, Ms Mahmood, created the impression she was
exclusively taking part in the Nottingham case by logging on to the CVP link and maintaining
her connection to the Nottingham case, when she was also appearing in the Stafford case on

4 and/or 5 May 2022.

Charge 5

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 5 and/or rC8 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of

the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, acted in a manner which was likely to diminish the trust and
confidence which the public places in her or the profession, and/or acted in a manner which could
reasonably be seen by the public to undermine her integrity, in that while acting in a criminal trial at
the Crown Court at Nottingham that started on or about 6 April 2022 [the Nottingham case], and
while also instructed in a criminal trial at Stafford Crown Court which commenced on 3 May 2022 [the

Stafford case]:

i. On4and5 May 2022, having obtained permission to appear in the Nottingham case by
CVP because of her mother’s ill health, she used the opportunity thereby created to

attend the Stafford case in person;
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ii. On4and/or5 May 2022, having obtained permission to attend the Nottingham case by
CVP because of the ill health of her mother, Ms Mahmood, failed to inform the Judge
and/or the other counsel in the Nottingham case, that while taking part in the Nottingham

case via CVP, she was at the same time appearing in the Stafford case in person; and/or

iii. On4and/or5 May 2022, having obtained permission to attend the Nottingham case by CVP
because of the ill health of her mother, Ms Mahmood, created the impression she was
exclusively taking part in the Nottingham case by logging on to the CVP link and
maintaining her connection to the Nottingham case, when she was also appearing in the

Stafford case on 4 and/or 5 May 2022.

Charge 6

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 3 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of the Bar

Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to act with integrity, in that on 6 May 2022, Ms
Mahmood:

i. Requested to be excused from attendance at proceedings before the Crown Court at
Nottingham in which she was appearing [the Nottingham case] due to the passing of her
mother and the need to make arrangements for her burial, failing to state, that the, or
an additional, reason for doing so was to enable her attendance at a criminal trial at the

Crown Court at Stafford that day [the Stafford case]; and/or

ii. Having been so excused so as to be able to make arrangements for her mother’s

burial, appeared in court in the Stafford case that day.

The Bar Tribunals & Adjudication Service

9 Gray's Inn Square, The Council of the Inns of Court. Limited by Guarantee
London Company Number: 8804708

WC1R 5JD Charity Number: 1155640

T: 0203432 7350 Registered Office:

E: info@tbtas.org.uk 9 Gray’s Inn Square, London WC1R 5JD Page 5 of 24


mailto:info@tbtas.org.uk

Charge 7

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 5 and/or rC8 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of

the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, acted in a manner which was likely to diminish the trust and
confidence which the public places in her or the profession, and/or acted in a manner which could
reasonably be seen by the public to undermine her integrity, in that on 6 May 2022, Ms
Mahmood:

i. Requested to be excused from attendance at proceedings before the Crown Court at
Nottingham in which she was appearing [the Nottingham case] due to the passing of her
mother and the need to make arrangements for her burial, failing to state, that the, or
an additional, reason for doing so was to enable her attendance at a criminal trial at the

Crown Court at Stafford that day [the Stafford case]; and/or

ii. Having been so excused so as to be able to make arrangements for her mother’s

burial, appeared in court in the Stafford case that day.

Charge 8

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 3 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of the Bar

Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to act with integrity, in that while instructed to appear in a

criminal trial at Nottingham Crown Court from 6 April 2022 for a period of approximately 11 to 12
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weeks [the Nottingham case], and while also instructed in a criminal trial at Stafford Crown Court
which commenced on 3 May 2022 [the Stafford case] Ms Mahmood created the misleading
impression that the Judge in the Nottingham case had given her permission to attend the Stafford

case by:

i.  Onorabout 3 May 2022, telling her leader in the Stafford case that she had permission
from the Judge in the Nottingham case to link in on a daily basis via CVP, which carried the
false implication that the Judge in the Nottingham case had given such permission to
facilitate Ms Mahmood’s attendance at the Stafford case; and/or

ii.  Onorabout3 May 2022 at Stafford Crown Court, telling leading counsel for the
prosecution in the Stafford case that she had permission from the Judge in the
Nottingham case to link in via CVP, which carried the false implication that the Judge in
the Nottingham case had given such permission to facilitate Ms Mahmood’s attendance

at the Stafford case.

Charge 9

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 5 and/or rC8 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of

the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, acted in a manner which was likely to diminish the trust and
confidence which the public places in her or the profession, and/or acted in a manner which could
reasonably be seen by the public to undermine her integrity, in that while instructed to appearin a
criminal trial at Nottingham Crown Court from 6 April 2022 for a period of approximately 11 to 12
weeks [the Nottingham case], and while also instructed in a criminal trial at Stafford Crown Court
which commenced on 3 May 2022 [the Stafford case] Ms Mahmood created the misleading
impression that the Judge in the Nottingham case had given her permission to attend the Stafford

case by:
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i On or about 3 May 2022, telling her leader in the Stafford case that she had
permission from the Judge in the Nottingham case to link in on a daily basis via CVP,
which carried the false implication that the Judge in the Nottingham case had given

such permission to facilitate Ms Mahmood’s attendance at the Stafford case; and/or

ii. On or about 3 May 2022 at Stafford Crown Court, telling leading counsel for the
prosecution in the Stafford case that she had permission from the Judge in the
Nottingham case to link in via CVP, which carried the false implication that the Judge
in the Nottingham case had given such permission to facilitate Ms Mahmood’s

attendance at the Stafford case.

Charge 10

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 1 and/or rC3.1 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2

of the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, while instructed to appear in a criminal trial at the Crown Court
at Nottingham from 6 April 2022 for a period of approximately 11 to 12 weeks [the Nottingham
case], and while also instructed in a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Stafford which
commenced on 3 May 2022 [the Stafford case], failed to observe her duty to the court in the
administration of justice and/or knowingly or recklessly misled the Crown Court at Nottingham
to the effect that she was or would be exclusively occupied with either the Nottingham case or

attending her mother in hospital during court sitting hours on 4 and/or 5 May 2022 by:

i On 4 and 5 May 2022, while appearing by CVP having obtained permission to do so
because of her mother’s ill health, deliberately or recklessly failing to state that she was

at the same time appearing in the Stafford case; and/or
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Charge 11

On 5 May 2022 deliberately or recklessly stating in court to the judge in the Nottingham
case via CVP “I am actually at a court centre near to the hospital because there was no
room that I can use at the hospital for a whole day, and to leave my laptop, so | have to
go to the hospital, see my mum, then go to a court centre, and then go back at
lunchtime”, thereby falsely stating that that the only reason Ms Mahmood was logging in
from a court centre was because of a lack of facilities at the hospital, when the, or a,

reason for her doing so was to facilitate her attendance at the Stafford case.

On 5 May 2022 deliberately or recklessly stating in court to the judge in the
Nottingham case via CVP “There has been a development but | would like to continue
on CVP if | can but | might have to leave at some point” which in the circumstances
was a false statement to the effect that the only reason Ms Mahmood may have to
leave the hearing was to attend to her mother, when an additional reason was to

appear in the Stafford case.

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 1 and/or rC3.1 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of

the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to observe her duty to the court in the administration

of justice and/or knowingly or recklessly misled the Crown Court at Nottingham in that on 6

May 2022 she stated by email to the judge in proceedings in which she was appearing [the

Nottingham case] “Sadly, my mother passed away shortly after 5.40 this morning. Please,

could you excuse my attendance at court today? | have arrangements to make so that my

mother can be buried today in accordance with Islamic practice” thereby falsely stating that
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the sole reason for her request was to make funeral arrangements for her mother when the,

or a, reason for the request was to enable her to appear in a criminal trial before the Crown

Court at Stafford.

Charge 12

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 2 and/or Core Duty 7 of the Conduct Rules

(Part 2 of the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, while instructed to appear in a criminal trial at Nottingham Crown
Court from 6 April 2022 for a period of approximately 11 to 12 weeks [the Nottingham case], and
while also instructed in a criminal trial at Stafford Crown Court which commenced on 3 May 2022
[the Stafford case], failed to act in the best interests of each client and/or failed to provide a
competent standard of work and service to each client by absenting herself from each of the
Stafford and Nottingham cases to appear in the other intermittently over the course of 4-5 May

2022.

Charge 13

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 3 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2 of the Bar

Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, failed to act with integrity, in that while acting in a criminal trial

at the Crown Court at Nottingham that started on or about 6 April 2022 [the Nottingham case]
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on 10 May 2022, Ms Mahmood, gave an incorrect account to the Judge in the Nottingham case,
as to the extent to which she appeared in a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Stafford [the
Stafford case] on 4 and/or 5 May 2022 in stating that her involvement in the Stafford case during
court hours on those days was limited to taking a note of the cross-examination of one witness

on 5 May 2022, when she was in court in the Stafford case for most of both days.

Charge 14

Statement of Offence

Professional misconduct, contrary to Core Duty 5 and/or rC8 of the Conduct Rules (Part 2

of the Bar Standards Board’s Handbook — Version 4.6).

Particulars of Offence

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, acted in a manner which was likely to diminish the trust and
confidence which the public places in her or the profession, and/or acted in a manner which could
reasonably be seen by the public to undermine her integrity, in that while acting in a criminal trial at
the Crown Court at Nottingham that started on or about 6 April 2022 [the Nottingham case] on 10
May 2022, Ms Mahmood, gave an incorrect account to the Judge in the Nottingham case, as to the
extent to which she appeared in a criminal trial at the Crown Court at Stafford [the Stafford case] on
4 and/or 5 May 2022 in stating that her involvement in the Stafford case during court hours on
those days was limited to taking a note of the cross-examination of one witness on 5 May 2022,

when she was in court in the Stafford case for most of both days.

Parties Present and Representation

4. The Respondent was present remotely throughout and was initially represented by Mr
Paul Mitchell KC before, on the fourth day, representing herself. The Bar Standards Board
(“BSB”) was represented by Mr Gareth Tilley.

The Bar Tribunals & Adjudication Service

9 Gray's Inn Square, The Council of the Inns of Court. Limited by Guarantee
London Company Number: 8804708

WC1R 5JD Charity Number: 1155640

T: 0203432 7350 Registered Office:

E: info@tbtas.org.uk 9 Gray’s Inn Square, London WC1R 5JD Page 11 of 24


mailto:info@tbtas.org.uk

Preliminary Matters

5. The BSB made an unopposed application on the first day to amend the Charge Sheet into

the form set out above.

6. The Respondent indicated that an earlier application for the hearing to be held in private
was abandoned. The panel ordered that a temporary anonymity order be lifted and that
the Respondent would now be referred to as Ms Saleema Bibi Mahmood throughout

proceedings.

Pleas

7. The Respondent initially denied all charges, then on 6 October 2025, as set out above,

admitted all charges.

Evidence

8. The following witnesses provided witness statements and gave oral evidence which they
were cross-examined on:
- Michelle Heeley KC
- HHJ Montgomery KC (remote)
- Gail Charles (remote)

- Harpreet Sandhu KC

9. Ms Mahmood did not give any live evidence. She admitted the charges before the close of

the BSB case.

Findings

10. On her own admission, we find all 14 charges brought against Ms Saleema Bibi Mahmood

to be proved.

11. Asto the facts that we find proved on the evidence that we heard and read, it would be

convenient if we dealt with charges 10 and 11 first, because that will enable us to deal
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

with the other charges in very short form, as the facts relating to them are largely

included in charges 10 and 11.

We find as follows. Ms Mahmood was instructed to appear for the defence in a murder
trial at Stafford Crown Court. Initially she was instructed alone but she was granted a
leader, David Mason KC. This was towards the end of 2021. The trial was due to begin on

3 May 2022 and was listed to last until 9 May 2022.

Despite this in March 2022 she accepted instructions to appear for the defence at
Nottingham Crown Court in a multi-handed trial which was due to begin on 6 April 2022

and due to last until 1 June of that year.

There was an obvious overlap between both trials but she returned neither of them.

She appeared in the Nottingham trial from the day that it started which was 6 April 2022.

On day two of the Nottingham trial, which would have been 7 April 2022, Judge Sampson,
who was presiding, announced that he would not sit on 3 May and would probably not sit
on 4th and 5th either, as he had a POCA application to hear, although he said he would try

to move it, if possible.

Then on 11 April 2022, the “no returns” policy was introduced. This was in the course of
an industrial dispute between the practising Bar and the Ministry of Justice. That meant
that cases could not be returned to other members of chambers or to other chambers.

That, of course, meant that Ms Mahmood was irrevocably double booked.

On 25 April 2022, Ms Heeley KC, who was appearing at Stafford Crown Court for the
prosecution in the murder, emailed Mr Mason KC, then QC, as follows on Monday 25 April
2022:

"Morning David Hope you are well? Just checking whether you and Saleema are both still

doing this case as | heard Saleema may be part-heard in Nottingham?"
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

She got the reply almost immediately from Mr Mason:
"Morning, Michelle, "We certainly are!! | understand that Saleema is not sitting on her trial

for a couple of weeks."

It is hard to see where Mr Mason could have got that information, which was misleading

information, other than from Ms Mahmood.

On 27 April 2022, Judge Sampson stated that he would be sitting after all on 4th and 5th
May as he had managed to move the hearing that had previously been booked and this
meant that Ms Mahmood was now thoroughly double booked for the whole week
beginning 3 May, although not on that date itself, because, as already pointed out,
Nottingham was not sitting on the 3rd. She did not inform Judge Sampson or anyone at

Nottingham then or at all of the double booking.

As far as Mr Mason KC is concerned, from his written evidence, she told him that she had
permission from the judge, her solicitor and her client to appear at Stafford via CVP from
the 4th onwards, Nottingham not sitting on the 3rd. Stafford was due to begin on the 3rd

and did, and she attended as junior defence counsel.

To return to the chronology. On or about 27 April 2022, further matters occurred because
it appears that on that date she informed those concerned at Nottingham that her mother
was ill. Here, it would be helpful to turn to B78 to 76 of the BSB bundle. At just gone 1
o'clock in the afternoon on 27 April, Judge Sampson said to Mr Skinner, who was junior for
the prosecution:

"Dear Sam,

"Please share with the others. We will be sitting on the 4th and 5th of May as | have
moved my POCA to the end of July.

Regards JS".
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

That was forwarded by Mr Skinner to Ms Mahmood very shortly afterwards, within a

matter of a few minutes.

She then replied to him:
"Thanks Sam, Are we still sitting at 2pm tomorrow, please?

Saleema".

To be told:
"Yes. To conclude the [cross-examination] ... of Marshall. | hope all is well with your

n

mum.

To which she replied:
"Thanks, Ill [sic] be there. Minor stroke, she will stay in hospital but talking and coherent

so Ill come back to work".

This, of course, is the point that she could and should have told both judges of the double
booking, although we are of the view that she should have told them considerably earlier.
She told neither. It follows that neither judge was aware of her connection with and

obligations towards the other.

What then happened occurred on 28 and 29 April. It is helpful to refer to the ruling of

Judge Sampson given at a hearing on 18 May.

His recollection on that date of what happened on 28 and 29 April is as follows, and
appears at B27 of the bundle at paragraph G:

"On 28 or 29 April, I'm not sure which date, Ms Mahmood, Mr Skinner and Mr Brady QC
[who was leading for the prosecution] came to see me in chambers to ask if Ms Mahmood
could appear via CVP in my trial given her mother's position. [We emphasise that last
phrase] I agreed provided it was lawful and asked counsel for their assistance on this issue.

Mr Skinner in due course did the research and referred me and Ms Mahmood to the Lord
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Chief Justice's guidance of 14 February 2022 which confirmed ... | had a discretion to allow

her to appear via CVP."

A clear representation must have been made, in our judgment, by Ms Mahmood to the
judge that because of her mother's illness she would like to appear via CVP; no mention
whatever was made of any difficulties with Stafford or any case in which she was

appearing at Stafford, even though it was due to start the next week.

If one then turns to page B79 of the BSB bundle, one can read the email traffic of 3 May

when, of course, she had started to appear at Stafford.

On that day, Mr Skinner copied an email that he had written to the judge at Nottingham
to which Ms Mahmood was copied in:

"I attach an updated batting order in Operation Tinge, and a link to the Lord Chief Justice's
message [of 14 February 2022] about remote hearings in the Crown Court. Paragraphs 5

and 6 of the guidance may be relevant to Ms Mahmood's position".

Then it says, at paragraph 5:
"Any hearing in which a witness is to give evidence, whether in person or remotely, would
normally require the advocates to examine or cross-examine that witness to be present in

court [leaving out irrelevant matters] ... unless the court otherwise orders."

Ms Mahmood said:
"Thanks. [In reply] | hope | fall into the 'judge otherwise directs' category as | have made

arrangements to speak to doctors tomorrow."

So with the cooperation of everybody at Nottingham, who were of course acting under
the belief that the only reason Ms Mahmood was asking to appear via CVP was her

mother's health, everybody rallied round and the judge gave permission.
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36. What then happened is that on 3 May, as has already been pointed out, there was, as far

37.

38.

39.

40.

as Stafford was concerned, a perfectly ordinary days sitting. There was nothing wrong
with her appearing in Stafford on that particular day as well, because on that day alone

she was not double booked.

But on 4 May, Mr Sandhu KC arrived at Stafford to deal with an entirely unrelated plea
and case management hearing in front of Judge Montgomery KC, who was the judge in

Miss Mahmood's trial.

This hearing came on before the part-heard trial, and Mr Sandhu’s clear recollection,
which we are satisfied is correct, is that he met Ms Mahmood in the robing room at
Stafford Crown Court. It was obvious to him that she was appearing in a case in Stafford.
We are satisfied from the evidence that we have heard, including the evidence of Her
Honour Judge Montgomery KC, that as far as everyone at Stafford was concerned, this

was a normal trial that was proceeding normally.

The judge’s recollection in an email of a few days later was that Ms Mahmood was
appearing as normal on every day at Stafford and that she was there most of the time. We
are satisfied that this is likely to be correct. In short, we are entirely satisfied that she

appeared on 4 May at Stafford representing her client.

On 5 May, and here one turns to B80 of the bundle, we come to an email that is first in
time on Thursday, 5 May 2022. It is worth reading the email that was sent by Ms
Mahmood at 9.48 to His Honour Judge Sampson and also to Samuel Skinner who was

copiedin. :

"Dear Judge

"Firstly | apologise for being late this morning”. [That is, of course, via CVP:]

"My mother is at Stafford hospital, (she was moved from Sheffield at my request so | could

be around, as | live in Stafford and have childcare responsibilities) but there is no facility

post pandemic for me to have a private space to be able to join via CVP. | am also not
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41.

42.

43.

permitted access to the hospital WiFi to link in. My husband has professional colleagues at
Stafford who were able to assist in the move, at our own cost, but could not secure a room
for me..Stafford Crown Court is a 10 minute drive from the hospital and the listing officer
there was kind enough to secure a conference room for me yesterday, today and
tomorrow.l have been visiting the hospital in the morning before court, then going back at
lunchtime and late afternoon. This morning my mother was seen by the doctors on the
morning ward round and they believe she is suffering multiple organ failure. They are
going to confirm the position shortly. Decisions will then have to be made. From the
batting order provided by Mr Skinner, the evidence today on chapters E and F do not touch
upon Ms Duong. [Who was her client at Nottingham] With Your Honour's permission, | will
attend via CVP today and tomorrow but will email if | have to leave the hearing. | can
indicate ... | have no questions for Sally Marshall and understand she is the only live

witness to be called. | apologise for the difficulty caused by my attendance via CVP.”

One could not wish to see a clearer indication that the reason, the only reason, why she
was causing any problems at Nottingham at all was the iliness of her mother. There is no
hint of her professional obligations at Stafford. That email led to a hearing in front of His

Honour Judge Sampson on the same day, only a few minutes later.

| will not read out the whole of it, it begins at B11 of the BSB bundle -- Ms Mahmood was
present via CVP to talk to Judge Sampson who, it is plain, made every attempt to
accommodate her. | will start at B12:

"Good morning, your Honour. | am actually at a court centre near to the hospital because
there was no room ... | can use at the hospital for the whole day, and to leave my laptop,
so | have to go to hospital, see my mum, then go to a court centre, and ... go back at

lunchtime."

Judge Sampson:
"All right, | don't want to really have this conversation in public, but are you fit to attend

court today?
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44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Ms Mahmood:
"Perhaps | could email your Honour. There has been a development, but | would like to

continue on the CVP if | can but ... | might have to leave at some point.”

An obvious reference to the fact that her mother's health, according to her, had taken a

turn for the worse.

Judge Sampson, saying he is trying to make it informal:

“I am very sorry to hear about your mother's condition ... First of all, to what extent have
you discussed it with Ms Duong?"

"I've not had [an] ... opportunity to speak [to her] ... all right ... you don't anticipate the

evidence that we're going to hear [for] ... the next few days  will touch on Ms Duong?"

There is discussion about the progress of the case.

"I want to carry on as best | can, please," says Ms Mahmood.

Judge Sampson:
"All right, well you should feel under absolutely no pressure at this very difficult time for
your family. If at any time your personal position changes, and you wish to have time to

deal with the personal issues that have arisen, then you have that."

In fact, she was appearing in court that day. We consider that her conduct in deliberately
concealing, for it was obviously deliberate concealment, the fact that she was appearing
at Stafford Crown Court, and simply relying on her mother's apparent iliness for not being

at Nottingham, was dishonest behaviour towards His Honour Judge Sampson.

It is convenient at this point to go to charge 10, where the particulars of professional
misconduct are made out:

Saleema Mahmood, a barrister, while instructed to appear in a criminal trial at the Crown
Court at Nottingham [...] and while also instructed in a criminal trial at the Crown Court at

Stafford [...] failed to observe her duty to the court in the administration of justice and/or
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51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

knowingly or recklessly misled the Crown Court at Nottingham to the effect that she was
or would be exclusively occupied with either the Nottingham case or attending her

mother in hospital during court sitting hours on the 4th and/or 5th May by..."

Then particulars are given:

(i) On 4th and 5 May [...] while appearing by CVP having obtained permission to do so
because of her mother's ill health, deliberately or recklessly failing to state that she was at

the same time appearing in the Stafford case ..."

We do not consider this was reckless; it was deliberate, and obviously so.

"(ii) On 5 May [...] deliberately or recklessly stating in court to the judge in the Nottingham
case via CVP, 'l am actually at a court centre near to the hospital because there was no
room that | can use at the hospital for a whole day, and to leave my laptop, so | have to go
to the hospital, see my mum, then go to a court centre, and then go back at lunchtime’,
thereby falsely stating that the only reason [she] was logging in from a court centre was
because of a lack of facilities at the hospital, when the, or a, reason for her doing so was to

facilitate her attendance at the Stafford case."

This deliberate and misleading statement was clearly done to facilitate her appearance in

the Stafford case.

(iii) On 5 May [...] deliberately or recklessly stating in court to the judge in the Nottingham
case via CVP, 'There has been a development but | would like to continue on CVP if | can

but | might have to leave at some point', which in the circumstances was a false statement
to the effect that the only reason [she] may have to leave the hearing was to attend to her

mother, when an additional reason was to appear in the Stafford case."

We do not find this reckless; it was plainly the deliberate act of a person who was trying to

appear in two cases at once without informing either court of the other.
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57. We turn to charge 11, which deals with 6 May. On that date, at 8.45 am, she informed

Judge Sampson that her mother had passed away at about 5.40 that morning.

58. We are satisfied from the evidence of Ms Heeley KC, which we heard, and which we
considered was plainly honest and straightforward, that Ms Mahmood turned up at
Stafford Crown Court at some time around about 9.22 that morning, which was the time
that Ms Heeley parked her car and met her in the car park. They walked into the court
building together. Ms Mahmood gave no hint that her mother had been ill, let alone that

her mother had died that morning, and made no reference to the Nottingham case.

59. Meanwhile, and quite coincidentally, Mr Sandhu appeared at Nottingham that day. He
arrived at court to find a group of counsel obviously chatting together, he picked up what
they were talking about and he found out, to his surprise, that assembled counsel and the
judge had been told that Ms Mahmood's mother, who she had been looking after, had
been ill during the week, and had died that morning. That didn't ring true with him, and
one cannot be surprised that it didn't, in light of the fact that he knew perfectly well that
she was appearing in the Stafford case, rather than being at her mother's bedside. He
contacted Ms Heeley almost straightaway to tell her what Nottingham believed the

position to be.

60. The WhatsApp traffic that followed and is before us is clear. Both Sandhu and Heeley
thought that Mahmood had been lying to the people in Nottingham and deceiving
Stafford into believing that her appearance there had been properly arranged. Judge

Sampson, as one would expect, immediately contacted Judge Montgomery.

61. The case at Stafford still had to carry on, however, because the defendant was due to go

in the witness box, and did. The case restarted at 10.41 that morning.

62. Ms Mahmood did not come in until 11.10 that morning. We do not know what else she

was doing in the minutes before her appearance. She came into court. Her client was
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63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

examined in-chief and cross-examined and the court rose at lunch. She did not reappear

in Stafford after that at all.

We are entirely satisfied that her conduct in respect of charge 11, in falsely stating that
the sole reason for her request not to appear that day was so her mother could be buried
that day, in accordance with Islamic practice, was made dishonestly. She had other
reasons for not wanting to appear in court in Nottingham that day: her client was in the

witness box in Stafford. It is as simple as that.

We find both these charges of dishonesty to be proved and proved in their entirety.

We turn to the other charges now and we can do so very briefly, because their factual

matrix has already been covered by our comments on counts 10 and 11.

Charges 1, 2 and 3 deal with 29 April and are entirely covered by the findings of fact that

have already been made in relation to that date.

Charges 4 and 5, likewise, deal with the 4 and 5 May and they are also covered.

Charges 6 and 7 are covered by charge 12. There is no purpose in repeating them, they

are the same, albeit they are dealing with lack of integrity, rather than dishonesty.

Charges 8 and 9 deal with the deceit which certainly was a lack of integrity perpetrated on
Mr Mason and Ms Heeley, giving the impression that she had permission to appear via

CVP at Nottingham when required with the judges permission and for a valid reason.

Charge 12 concerns splitting her attention between the two cases. Likewise, we find that

that is made out.

Charge 13 and 14. For reasons already given, we find that Judge Montgomery's evidence

on these matters evidenced in the emails drafted only a few days later is highly likely to be
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72.

accurate and we are satisfied that she was correct in recollecting that Ms Mahmood's
appearances at Stafford were far more than simply occasional. They were the sort of
appearances that one would expect of a busy junior who may have other matters to deal

with, from time to time

In other words, we find all charges made out on the factual bases that we have

endeavoured to give.

Sanction and Reasons

73.

74.

75.

76.

Costs

77.

We heard very brief mitigation from Ms Mahmood. We told her that we were prepared to
rise for a while so that she could prepare detailed mitigation but she did not wish us to.
She mentioned that she had been at the Bar for 26 years, that this was out of character
and that her client in Nottingham had no complaints about her representation, which
continued after these events albeit at a severed trial. Nonetheless, as far as charges 10
and 11 are concerned this was systematic deception perpetrated so that she could
appear in two trials at once. The sanction guidance is clear and we feel that we have no

option but to order her disbarment on these two charges.

As far as all the other charges except for charge 12 are concerned we would suspend her
from practice for 12 months concurrent on each. On charge 12, we would suspend her for

six months concurrent.

We impose an order for immediate suspension pending any appeal under rE227.1

The Treasurer of the Honourable Society of Gray’s Inn is requested to take action on this

report in accordance with rE239 of the Disciplinary Tribunal Regulations 2017

We also impose costs of £5,784 on Ms Mahmood which is payable to the BSB.
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Dated: 13 October 2025

HH Nicholas Ainley

Chairman of the Tribunal
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