
SOLICITORS DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNAL 

 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOLICITORS ACT 1974 Case No. 11987-2019 

 

 

BETWEEN: 

  

 SOLICITORS REGULATION AUTHORITY Applicant 

 

and 

 

 RODNEY PATRICK WILLIAM ETHERINGTON Respondent 

 

______________________________________________ 

 

Before: 

 

Mrs A. Kellett (in the chair) 

Ms A. E. Banks 

Mr P. Hurley 

 

Date of Hearing: 1 November 2019 

 

______________________________________________ 

 

Appearances 

 

There were no appearances as the matter was dealt with on the papers. 

 
______________________________________________ 

 

 

JUDGMENT ON AN AGREED OUTCOME 
 

______________________________________________ 

 

 

 



2 

 

Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, were that:- 

 

1.1 On 31 May 2018 he made a statement in an email to a residuary beneficiary, Mr DG, 

concerning an application to the Court in relation to his mother’s estate, namely, 

“….as yet there is no progress to report but as soon as I hear back from the Court, I 

will let you know“, which was misleading as no application had been submitted to the 

Court, and in doing so, he breached all or any of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA 

Principles 2011. 

 

1.2 On 12 June 2018 he made a statement in a telephone conversation with a residuary 

beneficiary, Mr DG, concerning an application to the Court in relation to his mother’s 

estate, namely, “Again I say that I will let him know when we hear from the Court”, 

which was misleading as no application had been submitted to the Court, and in doing 

so, he breached all or any of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

 

1.3 On 20 June 2018 he made a statement in an email to a residuary beneficiary, Mr LG, 

concerning an application to the Court in relation to his mother’s estate, namely, “I 

have not heard back form (sic) the Court yet, as soon as I have the sealed application 

notices then I will serve them on all parties and comply with any directions the Court 

may give”, which was misleading as no application had been submitted to the Court, 

and in doing so, he breached all or any of Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 

2011. 

 

1.4 On 28 June 2018 he made a statement in an email to a residuary beneficiary, Mr DG, 

concerning an application to the Court in relation to his mother’s estate, namely, “I 

have to be in the Court tomorrow afternoon on another matter so while I am there, I 

will try to make progress with our application”, which was misleading as no 

application had been submitted to the Court, and in doing so, he breached all or any of 

Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 

 

1.5 On 2 July 2018, the Respondent sent an email to his secretary, Ms DN instructing her 

to telephone a residuary beneficiary, Mr DG, and inform him that:  

 

“I have spoken with the Court and they tell me that we can expect the papers 

back in the next couple of days”; 

 

“I don’t know whether that means they have made an Order/given directions 

or listed it for a hearing date but we should know this week”; and  

 

“…..depending on the information from the Court we can decide this week on 

the action to be taken”, 

 

when he knew that such statements were untrue and/or misleading as no application 

had been submitted to the Court.  In doing so, the Respondent breached all or any of 

Principles 2 and 6 of the SRA Principles 2011. 
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2. Dishonesty was alleged in relation to allegations 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 and 1.5, but 

dishonesty was not an essential ingredient to prove those allegations. 

 

Factual Background 

 

3. The Respondent, was admitted to the Roll of Solicitors on 15 February 2007. At all 

material times he was a Director of O’Neill Richmonds Law Firm Limited 

(“the firm”) of 1-2 Lansdowne Terrace East, Gosforth, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tyne 

and Wear, NE3 1HL.  The Respondent had joined the firm on 5 October 2015 as an 

Associate Solicitor and was appointed as a Director on 29 March 2016.  The 

Respondent ceased to be a Director of the firm on 24 October 2018 and left the firm 

on 5 April 2019. 

 

4. At the time of the hearing the Respondent had a current practising certificate for 

2018/19 free from conditions. 

 

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 (“SAF”) annexed to this 

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

Tribunal’s Guidance Note on Sanctions. In the SAF the Respondent admitted all the 

Allegations in full. The proposed sanction was that the Respondent be struck-off the 

Roll. 

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

6. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations beyond reasonable doubt.  The 

Tribunal had due regard to 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 beyond reasonable 

doubt that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. The Respondent had 

clearly misled residuary beneficiaries on repeated occasions. The deception had 

become more elaborate, to the extent that he had recounted conversations with Court 

staff that could never have occurred. This would evidently be considered dishonest by 

the standards of ordinary decent people.  

 

8. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanctions (December 2018). It was 

clear that a reprimand, fine or suspension would not be sufficient to protect the 

reputation of the profession or to protect the public. The only appropriate sanction 

was therefore a strike-off. The Tribunal considered whether any exceptional 

circumstances applied, such that would justify a lesser sanction. The Respondent had 

not advanced any such circumstances and the Tribunal did not identify any from its 

own reading of the material. It was regrettable that the Respondent had chosen to 

behave in such a way given that he had a previously unblemished career. However in 

the absence of any exceptional circumstances, the reputation of the profession and the 

protection of the public required that he be struck-off the Roll.  
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