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Allegations 

 

The allegations made by the Applicant against the Respondent, Michael Garstang were that, 

whilst he was working as a solicitor for Cartwright King (“the Firm”):  

 

1. Between September 2018 and October 2018, he inappropriately requested and received 

the sum of £100 from Client A. 

 

And in doing so breached all or any of Principles 2, 4 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

 

2. By reason of the conduct referred to at Allegation 1 above, he acted dishonestly, but 

dishonesty is not a necessary ingredient to Allegation 1 being found proved. 

 

3. [WITHDRAWN] 

 

4. [WITHDRAWN] 

 

5. Submitted, or caused or allowed to be submitted, a claim to the Legal Aid Agency (“the 

LAA”) for the case of Client A, when a payment had already been received from or 

claimed from Client A. 

 

And in doing so breached either or both of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 

2011.  

 

6. By reason of the conduct referred to at Allegation 5 above, he acted dishonestly, but 

dishonesty is not a necessary ingredient to Allegation 5 being found proved. 

 

7. On an unknown date in early 2019, he made a telephone call to Client A and requested 

that Client A write a letter stating that the payment of £100 had been a gift and not 

payment for time and expenses.  

 

And in doing so breached all or any of Principles 2, 4 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011.  

 

8. By reason of the conduct referred to at Allegation 7 above, he acted dishonestly, but 

dishonesty is not a necessary ingredient to Allegation 7 being found proved 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 27 October 2021. 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 13 January 2022. 

• Joint application for an Order dated 14 January 2022. 

• Character reference of MC dated 9 August 2021. 

 

Background 

 

10. The Respondent was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors in July 1978. At the time of the 

underlying conduct contained within allegations he was employed by Cartwright King. 

That underlying conduct came to the attention of the Applicant in May 2019. The 
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Applicant undertook an investigation and the matter was certified as showing a case to 

Answer by the Tribunal in November 2021. 

 

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

 

11. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against the Respondent in 

accordance with the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome dated 13 January 2022 

(annexed to this Judgment). The parties submitted that the outcome proposed, namely 

an Order striking the Respondent from the Roll of Solicitors and costs in the sum of 

£16,950.00, was consistent with the Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

12. 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 his private and family life under Articles 6 and 8 of the European 

Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

 

13. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 

 

14. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (Ninth Edition). In doing so 

the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the aggravating 

and mitigating factors that existed.  

 

15. The Respondent had admitted three instances of dishonesty all of which centred on his 

dealings with a client and handling of client money. He was solely culpable for the 

admitted misconduct which caused severe harm to the reputation of the legal profession 

which was eminently foreseeable. The repeated dishonesty was planned, deliberate and 

repeated and the Respondent must have known that it amounted to a material breach of 

his professional obligations to protect the public and the reputation of the profession. It 

was, however, to the Respondent’s credit that he made full admissions and accepted the 

likely consequence of his actions. 

 

16. Given the seriousness of the admitted misconduct and the absence of any exceptional 

circumstances having been advanced by the Respondent or evident on the papers, the 

Tribunal determined that the public interest required the imposition of an Order striking 

the Respondent from the Roll. 

 

Costs 

 

17. Costs were agreed by the parties in the sum of £16,950.00 which was endorsed by the 

Tribunal. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

18. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, MICHAEL EDWARD GARSTANG,  

solicitor, be STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors and it further Ordered that he do pay 
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the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the sum of 

£16,950.00. 

 

Dated this 20th day of January 2022 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 
 

G Sydenham 

Chair 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  20 JAN 2022 
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