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Allegations 
 
1.  The allegations against the Respondent were that, while practising as a solicitor at 

TWM Solicitors LLP (“the Firm”):  
 
1.1.  On or about 29 March 2016 he created (or caused the creation of) a compliments slip, 

from which the date had been deliberately removed (“the Compliments Slip”); and, in 
doing so, breached Principle 2 and/or Principle 6 of the SRA Principles 2011 (“the 
Principles”).  

 
1.2.  On or about the same date, under cover of the Compliments Slip, he lodged an 

application purporting to be dated 18 March 2016 (“the Application”) with the First 
Tier Property Tribunal (“the Tribunal”); and, in doing so, breached Principle 2 and/or 
Principle 6. 

 
1.3.  On or about 4 April 2016, he created (or caused the creation of) a letter, backdated to 

18 March 2016 (“the Covering Letter”), which falsely and/or misleadingly purported 
to suggest that the Application had been submitted to the Tribunal on that earlier date 
(and therefore on time), when in fact it had not been. In doing so, he breached Principle 
2 and/or Principle 6. 

 
1.4.  On or about 26 April 2016 he made, and thereafter lodged (or caused to be lodged) with 

the Tribunal, a witness statement (“the Witness Statement”), which falsely and/or 
misleadingly purported to evidence all or any of the following:  
 
1.4.1.  that the Application had been submitted to the Tribunal on 18 March 2016 (and 

therefore on time), when in fact it had not been;  
 
1.4.2.  that the Covering Letter had been created and printed on 18 March 2016, when 

in fact it had not been;  
 
1.4.3.  that a manuscript note recording the Application’s despatch to the Tribunal had 

been made and logged on 18 March 201  when in fact the Application had not 
been despatched on that date.  

 
In doing so, he breached all or any of Principles 1, 2 and 6 of the Principles. 

 
1.5.  On dates between approximately 29 March 2016 and 10 June 2016 he provided false 

and/or misleading information to any or all of the following, in relation to the date on 
which the Application had been lodged with the Tribunal:  

 
1.5.1.  his clients;  
1.5.2.  his clients’ agent;  
1.5.3.  the Firm and/or its employees;  
1.5.4.  counsel instructed by him;  
1.5.5.  the Tribunal and/or its staff;  
1.5.6.  the Document Exchange (the “DX”);  

 
In doing so, he breached any or all of Principles 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6. 
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2. Dishonesty was expressly alleged in relation Allegation 1.4 and/or Allegation 1.5 above 
but proof of dishonesty was not required in order to establish those Allegations or any 
of their particulars. 

 
Documents 
 
3. The Tribunal had before it an agreed electronic bundle of documents on CaseLines. 
 
Background 
 
4. The Respondent was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors on 15 December 1976. At all 

relevant times he was in practice at the Firm. His main practice areas were commercial 
property, residential conveyancing and landlord and tenant. At the time of the hearing 
the Respondent did not hold a current practising certificate. 

 
Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 
 
5. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against the Respondent in 

accordance with the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome annexed to this Judgment. 
The parties submitted that the outcome proposed was consistent with the Tribunal’s 
Guidance Note on Sanctions. The Respondent admitted all the Allegations including 
dishonesty and the parties agreed that the Respondent should be struck-off the Roll and 
ordered to pay costs in the sum of £10,428.00.  

 
Findings of Fact and Law 
 
6. 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. 

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

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 
 
8. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (8th Edition, December 2020). 

In doing so the Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the 
aggravating and mitigating factors that existed.  

 
9. The Tribunal considered that this was a sad case but that the misconduct was 

nevertheless at the highest end of seriousness. The parties had not submitted that the 
circumstances were exceptional and the Tribunal, having regard to Solicitors 
Regulation Authority v James & Ors [2018] EWHC 3058 (Admin), did not identify any 
exceptional circumstances.  

 
10. The Tribunal concluded that the only appropriate sanction was that the Respondent be 

struck-off the Roll and it therefore approved the proposed Agreed Outcome. 
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Costs 
 
11. The Tribunal noted that the parties had reached an agreement on costs and the Tribunal 

was content to make an order in those terms.  
 
Statement of Full Order 
 
12. The Tribunal Ordered that the Respondent, JOHN PURSLEY, 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 sum of £10,428.00. 

 
Dated this 11th day of November 2021 
On behalf of the Tribunal 
 

 
W Ellerton 
Chair 
 
 
 
 
 

JUDGMENT FILED WITH THE LAW SOCIETY 

  11 NOV 2021 
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