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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations made against Mr Hurstfield by the Solicitors Regulation Authority LTD 

(“SRA”) were that: 

 

1.1 On or around November 2013, he prepared or caused to be prepared an amended and 

back dated Declaration of Trust that changed the operative provision from irrevocable 

to revocable. In doing so, he breached any or all of Principles 2 and 6 of the 

SRA Principles 2011 (“the Principles”). 

 

1.2 On 16 March 2016 and 24 May 2016, he authorised loans of £40,000.00 on each 

occasion, to be made from Client B, of which he was a Trustee, to Client C, of which 

he was a Director, without the authorisation of his Co-trustee and without documenting 

the loans. In doing so, he thereby breached any or all of Principles 2, 3 and 10 of the 

Principles, and/or Rule 27.2 of the SRA Accounts Rules 2011 (“the Accounts Rules”) 

and/or failed to achieve Outcome 3.5 of the Code of Conduct 2011 (“the Code”).  

 

1.3  On 6 November 2015, he made or authorised a transfer of £112,000.00 from the client 

account of Client Ca into his personal bank account for a purported loan repayment, in 

relation to which there were no records on the client file for the purported loan. In doing 

so, he thereby breached any or all of Principles 3 and 10 of the Principles and/or 

Rule 29.1 of the Accounts Rules and/or failed to achieve Outcome 3.4 of the Code.  

 

1.4  Between 2015 and 2018, whilst acting for Clients C, D and E, he caused or allowed 

payments to be made through the client accounts which did not relate to underlying 

legal transactions. In doing so, he breached Rule 14.5 of the Accounts Rules and/or 

Principle 6 of the SRA Principles.  

 

2. In addition, allegation 1.1 was advanced on the basis that Mr Hurstfield’s conduct was 

dishonest. Dishonesty was alleged as an aggravating feature of his misconduct but was 

not an essential ingredient in proving the allegation. 

 

3 Mr Hurstfield admitted all of the allegations, including that his conduct as regards 

allegation 1.1 had been dishonest. 

 

Documents 

 

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

 

• Rule 12 Statement and Exhibit JTC1 dated 24 March 2023 

• Respondent's Answer dated 21 April 2023 

• Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome dated 21 June 2023 

• Testimonials on behalf of the Respondent dated June 2023 

 

Background 

 

5. Mr Hurstfield was admitted to the Roll in November 1984.  He did not hold a current 

practising certificate.  He last held a practising certificate for 2018/19.  He was a 

beneficial owner of Berkeley Law Limited.  In November 2014, Irwin Mitchell LLP 

acquired 100% of the shareholding of Berkley Law Limited.  Mr Hurstfield became an 



3 

 

employee of the rebranded entity in June 2017.  On 15 August 2018, Mr Hurstfield was 

suspended following an investigation by Irwin Mitchell LLP into his conduct following 

internal audits.  In September 2018, Mr Hurstfield resigned.  Enclosed with his letter of 

resignation was a cheque in the sum of £147,500.00 to reinstate any funds (together 

with interest) that might be interpretated as improper withdrawals of client money. 

 

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

 

6. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against Mr Hurstfield in 

accordance with the Statement of Agreed Facts and Proposed Outcome annexed to this 

Judgment. The parties submitted that the outcome proposed was consistent with the 

Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions.  

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

7. 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 Mr Hurstfield’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. 

 

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

probabilities that Mr Hurstfield’s admissions were properly made. 

 

9. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (10th edition/June 2022).  In 

doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 

aggravating and mitigating factors that existed.  

 

10. The Tribunal found Mr Hurstfield’s conduct fell far below the standards of integrity, 

probity and trustworthiness expected of a solicitor.  He knew that the original 

Declaration of Trust was binding and knew that the second Declaration of Trust could 

not replace the original and had no real legal value.  Despite this, he did not advise his 

client of the true position.  Further, he had knowingly amended a legal document, 

without lawful authority to do so, to the detriment of the beneficiary.  He had failed, in 

his duty as a Trustee, to discharge his duty of care and to act in accordance with the 

provisions of the Trust.   

 

11. The Tribunal determined that given the very serious nature of the misconduct, the lesser 

sanctions that the Tribunal was able to impose were disproportionate.  The Tribunal 

determined that striking Mr Hurstfield off the Roll of Solicitors was commensurate with 

his admitted misconduct.  Accordingly, the Tribunal approved the sanction proposed 

by the parties. 

 

Costs 

 

12. The parties agreed costs in the sum of £52,282.62.  This represented a reduction in the 

costs that would have been claimed had the matter proceeded to a substantive hearing.  

The Tribunal determined that the agreed costs were reasonable.  Accordingly, the 

Tribunal ordered that Mr Hurstfield pay costs in the agreed amount. 
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Statement of Full Order 

 

13. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, GLENN CHARLES HURSTFIELD, 

solicitor, be STRUCK OFF the Roll of Solicitors and it further Ordered that he do pay 

the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed in the agreed sum of 

£52,282.62. 

 

Dated this 5th day of July 2023 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

 
 

R Nicholas 

Chair 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  5 JULY 2023 
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