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The Rise and Fall of Lord Terrington 

 

of Spinfield House, 1920 to 1927. 

 

(Extracts from The Times and other publications) 
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Hugh Grice 

 

  



Harold James Selborne Woodhouse, 2nd Baron Terrington. 

 

Son of  James Thomas Woodhouse, 1st Baron Terrington, and Jessie, née Reed. 

Born 8 May 1877. 

Educ. Marlborough. 

Married 1stly, 8 May, 1918, (diss. by div. 1926) Vera Florence Annie, widow of Guy Ivo  

Sebright; and 2ndly, 28 July 1927, Rena De Vere Humphery (author of All That for 

Nothing). 

Employed on recruiting duties with rank of Lieut., 1916. 

Military Representative for Hammersmith and Paddington, 1917-18. 

OBE (mil.) 1919. 

Succ. to title 8 Feb 1921. 

JP Bucks.  

Asst. Solicitor Great Northern Railway Co., 1899-1902. 

Director Earle's Shipbuilding and Engineering Co., Ltd. 

Director Eastern Morning and Hull News Co., Ltd. 

Recreation: motoring. 

Died d.s.p. 19 Nov 1940. 

 

 

 

 

Arms – Per fesse or and az., a burst of oak trees issuant in chief ppr., and two bars wavy in base, arg. 

Crest – Issuant out of a wreath of roses arg., barbed and seeded ppr., a demi-woodman, also ppr.,  

supporting in the dexter hand an axe or. 

Supporters – On either side an Airedale terrier ppr., gorged with ducal coronet or. 

Motto – Labor Omnia Vincit  (Labour Conquers All Things) 



 

 

 

Terrington Divorce 

(PRO: J77 / 2254 / 633) 

 

 Marriage : 8 May 1918 

   Harold James Selborne Woodhouse, bachelor, age 40 

   (Vera) Florence Annie Sebright, widow, age 29. 

 

 Respondent: Lord Terrington, of Spinfield House, Marlow. 

 Petitioner: Lady Terrington, of 11 Clarges Street, London. 

 Intervener: Rena de Vere Humphery, of 23 Cleveland Square, Hyde Park, London. 

 

 Grounds for petition: Adultery on or about 26 / 27 December 1925 at the Savoy Hotel,  

London.  Denied by both Respondent and Intervener. 

 

 Petition filed: 15 January 1926 

 Decree Nisi: 11 May 1926 

 Decree Absolute:  23 November 1926 

 

 Order :  On the application of the Trustees of the Marriage Settlement of 7 May 

1918, and of the Trustees in Bankruptcy, the Court ordered on 31 March 1927 that 

the rights and interests of the Respondent in the Marriage Settlement should be 

extinguished as if he were dead. 

  



 
 

 

From her novel "All That for Nothing"  (Werner Laurie, 1931) 



The Times, Tuesday, 13 July 1926, 5e 

Lord Terrington’s Affairs – the Debtor’s State of Health 

 Under a receiving order made against the Right Hon. Harold James Selborne Woodhouse, 

Baron Terrington of Huddersfield, in the county of York, described as a solicitor practising at 11 

Clarges-street, Mayfair, W., under the style of H. J. S. Woodhouse and Co., the first meeting of 

creditors was held yesterday at Bankruptcy-buildings, Carey-street, W.C. 

 Mr. Daniel Williams, Official Receiver, presided, and Mr. Shirley Woolmer represented the 

debtor. 

 The Chairman dealt with the proofs of the debt amounting to £120,180, and announced that 

the receiving order was made on July 1 upon the petition of Sir H. J. Reckitt, Bt., who claimed to be 

a creditor for £213,936. 

 The debtor, continued the Chairman, had not surrendered to the proceedings.  On June 24 

the Court made an interim order constituting him (the Chairman) the receiver, and, having regard to 

the fact that the debtor had been practising as a solicitor, and that apparently business was being 

transacted at the office concerning matters of very considerable importance, he (the Chairman), at 

the request of the petitioning and some of the largest creditors, thought fit to appoint special 

managers to take possession of the debtor’s books and papers, and supervise the practice, which 

was being carried on at Clarges-street without a qualified person in charge.  He had, therefore, 

appointed Mr. G. J. G. Palmour (Whitney and Co.) and Mr. H. J. Morland (Price, Waterhouse, and 

Co.) as joint special managers, and they had since been in possession of the premises, and to some 

extent had examined the debtor’s books.  He (the Official Receiver) had sent a form of preliminary 

examination to the debtor, who was stated to have gone out of the jurisdiction of the Court.  

According to the information received, the debtor had departed, not only after judgments for large 

sums had been obtained against him in the Chancery Division, which were largely placed with him 

as solicitor, but also after knowledge that the Chancery Judge had directed a ne exeat regno writ to 

be issued against him.  There was no information that such writ had been actually served upon the 

debtor.  Nor could the exact date be given on which the debtor had left the country. 

 Mr Woolmer.- June 22. 

 The Chairman, proceeding, said that in the circumstances he thought the best thing that he 

could do was to send out the forms of preliminary examination and of the statement of affairs for 

the debtor to complete and return. 

 Dealing with the present position, the Chairman said that the debtor had stated that it was 

impossible to give the amount of the unsecured liabilities without the books, but that he had named 

six clients to whom he owed money.  With regard to assets in his possession at the date of the 

receiving order, he held cash under £10; some articles of jewellery; the furniture was claimed by 

Lady Terrington; it was impossible to say whether there was any value in the goodwill of the 

practice; and the book debts were estimated to realise about £200,000.  Was it likely that the debts 

would produce anything like that figure? 

 A Special Manager.- Certainly not in law costs.  There is a book debt from one client in 

respect of money lent, and that is not worth 80,000 pence. 

 The Chairman added that certain life policies  were included in the assets, belonging to the 

marriage settlement and other property, consisting of the debtor’s interest in land, equities, etc., to 

the value of about £25,000.  he understood that it was the debtor’s intention to offer a composition 

arrangement for the consideration of the creditors, but no such proposal had yet been lodged.  The 

debtor claimed to be perfectly solvent, subject to the realisation of his assets, and he attributed his 

present position to loss on loans to clients who had failed to repay the moneys; to excessive interest 

paid to moneylenders and others; to his present ill-health; and to the fact that certain very promising 

businesses had been ruined by the general strike and the coal strike. 

 The Chairman further stated that the first communication received from the debtor was a 

telegram, dated July 2, from Monte Carlo, in which he stated that the doctor absolutely forbade him 

to travel.  A medical certificate had been received to the effect that the debtor was suffering from 



heart trouble, and that the slightest effort, mental or physical, at the present moment would be 

highly dangerous, and possibly fatal. 

 It was curious, remarked the Official Receiver, that the original medical certificate lodged 

on Lord Terrington’s behalf recommended a journey abroad – apparently to Monte Carlo – whilst 

the later one advocated his remaining there instead of  returning to this country. (Laughter.)  There 

were, however, very grave matters for his lordship to explain.  It might be that a satisfactory 

explanation would be forthcoming, but it was obvious, from the large amounts due to clients, that 

there was something that called for immediate explanation regarding the application of those 

moneys and whether the debtor could account for them in a manner satisfactory to his clients.   

 Mr Woolmer expressed his regret that he had nothing of a tangible nature to place before 

the meeting.  Lord Terrington did not regard himself as insolvent, and given renewed health and 

assistance, he could submit a scheme which would be satisfactory both to the Court and the 

creditors.  There was no doubt about the debtor’s ill-health, and, certainly, there was no intention to 

avoid responsibility in this country.  As a matter of fact, his lordship had suffered from valvular 

disease of the heart since 1914. 

 The meeting passed resolutions for the estate to be administered in bankruptcy, and for 

Messrs. Morland and Palmour (special managers) to act as joint trustees, with the assistance of a 

committee of inspection. 

 

 

The Times, Saturday, 19 March 1927, 10c 

Lord Terrington – Arrest at Boulogne 

(From our special correspondent) 

         Boulogne,  March 18. 

 

 Lord Terrington, against whom a warrant was granted in the City of London some days ago, 

was arrested in Boulogne this evening. 

 Just before 7 o’clock he arrived at the Gare Maritime by the express train from Paris and 

presented himself at the passport office to have his passport stamped to enable him to embark 

immediately on the steamer for Folkestone.  He presented two passports, one in his own name, and 

the other in the name of Mrs. Vere Humphrey, who accompanied him.  A telegram had been 

received by the Boulogne special police from the British police requesting the arrest of Lord 

Terrington should he be found. 

 On seeing Lord Terrington’s passport, M. Pauchel, Commissaire Special, who was himself 

leaving for England by the boat, arrested him and handed him over to M. Madern, his assistant.  

Lord Terrington, who was in a very weak condition, nearly fainted, and complained that his heart 

was weak.  He asked for brandy, and M. Madern at once obtained some, and after drinking it Lord 

Terrington somewhat recovered. 

 At his request, Mr. Bradbrooke, the British Vice-Consul, and Dr Lemaitre were called to the 

station.  After being attended to by Dr Lemaitre, Lord Terrington was taken to Boulogne hospital 

where Dr Roussel examined him and advised his detention in the institution.  Lord Terrington was 

subsequently taken to the paying ward of the hospital, where he is now lying in the custody of a 

police officer.  Lord Terrington will remain a prisoner in Boulogne, and his extradition will be 

demanded by the British Government in due course. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Times, Monday, 21 March 1927, 14f 

Lord Terrington – the Extradition Proceedings 

(From our special correspondent) 

         Boulogne, March 20. 

 Lord Terrington, who was arrested here on Friday night in the passport office as he was 

about to leave for Folkestone after his arrival by train from Paris, was taken before M. Bonen, the 

local Procureur, yesterday, when he formally admitted that he was the person whose extradition 

was sought by the British authorities on a warrant recently issued in the City of London.  He was 

then taken back to St. Louis Hospital, where, as he is still suffering from a heart attack, he will 

remain in the custody of the police until his health permits of his removal to the prison at Douai to 

await the normal course of extradition procedure. 

 In making their demand for extradition the British authorities have to set forth fully the 

charge or charges which they intend to prefer, and submit the sworn statements of witnesses.  If the 

French authorities are of opinion that the evidence discloses a prima facie case against the accused, 

an order will be made for his extradition and he will be handed over to City of London police 

officers and brought up at the Mansion House Police Court.  On the other hand, the authorities have 

power to refuse extradition if they think the evidence is not sufficiently strong.  It is an inflexible 

rule of law that a person extradited can be tried only on the charge or charges on which his 

extradition is demanded. 

 Owing to the magnitude of the present case it is likely that the extradition proceedings will 

be more protracted than usual.  The Director of Public Prosecution in England, who is conducting 

the prosecution, will in due time forward through the usual diplomatic channels the original warrant 

and all the documents bearing on the case, and as these will be of a voluminous nature and will all 

have to be translated into French, some weeks must elapse before a decision can be arrived at. 

 Meanwhile, Lord Terrington, who has protested against his arrest just as he was leaving for 

England to surrender himself, will remain in the custody of the French authorities, and it is unlikely 

that he will again appear before a judicial tribunal until the final decision is reached. 

 

 

 

The Times, Friday, 11 November 1927, 5d 

High Court of Justice, King’s Bench Division 

Alleged Fraud by Lord Terrington 

Reckitt v. Barnett, Pembroke, and Slater, Ltd. 

(Before Mr Justice Rowlatt) 

 His lordship began the hearing of an action by Sir Harold James Reckitt, Bt., of 29 Rutland 

Court, Knightsbridge, S.W., who claims against the defendants, Barnett, Pembroke, and Slater, 

Ltd., automobile agents, of Alexandra Garage, Old Barrack Yard, Knightsbridge, a declaration that 

he was entitled to recover from them the proceeds of a cheque for £200 drawn by Lord Terrington 

as the plaintiff’s attorney, to the order of the defendants upon the plaintiff’s banking account with 

Barclays Bank Ltd., at Hull, and wrongfully and fraudulently paid by Lord Terrington to the 

defendants in respect of a personal transaction between Lord Terrington and the defendants. 

 Mr Schiller, K.C., and Mr R. J. Willis for the plaintiff; Mr Austin Farleigh for the 

defendants. 

 Mr Schiller said that the cheque was drawn by Lord Terrington and given to the defendants 

in part payment of a Rolls-Royce motorcar which Lord Terrington had purchased from them on the 

hire-purchase system.  It was signed “Sir Harold J. Reckitt, Bt., by Lord Terrington his attorney”.  



Lord Terrington had made a first payment of £350, and when a further £150 became due he drew 

this cheque and paid it to the defendants.  When the crash came and Lord Terrington was made 

bankrupt, the defendants retook possession of the motorcar, and, as Lord Terrington had had it so 

short a time, they returned £100 of what he had paid. 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt - For £450 he had the use of a Rolls-Royce motorcar from February to 

July.  That sort of thing is not within reach of you and me. 

 Counsel, continuing, said that the defendants, in addition to denying the conversion, denied 

that Lord Terrington had not the plaintiff’s authority, or that the cheque was drawn without the 

plaintiff’s knowledge.  They further denied that Lord Terrington’s authority to draw was confined 

to cheques in relation to the business or affairs of the plaintiff.  And they did not admit that he was 

acting fraudulently or wrongfully.  They further set up that the plaintiff was estopped  from alleging 

any want of authority in Lord Terrington to draw the cheque and hand it to the defendants by 

reason of his own conduct and by reason of his want of reasonable care. 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt -  Estopped by negligence is calculated to enfeeble the strongest brain. 

 Mr Schiller said that the power of attorney was originally given at the beginning of 1915, 

when Sir Harold Reckitt went to France to serve with the French Red Cross.  Lord Terrington, or 

Mr Woodhouse as he then was, was a friend of Sir Harold Reckitt’s family and Sir Harold had the 

utmost confidence in him.  On the bank pointing out that the power, though it gave power to 

indorse cheques payable to the plaintiff, contained no power to draw cheques on the plaintiff’s 

account, the plaintiff wrote a letter to the bank authorising Lord Terrington to draw cheques. 

 For some years Lord Terrington had not much to do with the plaintiff’s affairs, as the agent 

continued to manage the estates.  But in 1918 the agent died, and, the new agent being less 

acquainted with Sir Harold Reckitt’s affairs, Lord Terrington took a greater part in the 

management.  The amount that had disappeared through the channel of Lord Terrington was well 

over £250,000. 

“No Small Ideas” 
Mr Justice Rowlatt – From the plaintiff alone? 

 Mr Schiller – Yes.  When Lord Terrington was operating he had no small ideas! 

 The plaintiff, continued counsel, wished his accounts audited, but Lord Terrington delayed 

the delivery of the account, and on December 4, 1925, Sir Harold Reckitt left England for India.  

Before he left another power of attorney was drawn up in much more specific terms, giving the 

attorney power “to draw, accept, indorse, etc., any cheque.........in relation to the business or affairs 

of the principal”.  No sooner had Sir Harold left than Lord Terrington bought a Rolls-Royce 

motorcar.  In April, 1926, Sir Harold received a telegram, in response to which he came home and 

had an interview with Lord Terrington, who presented an account showing that he owed the 

plaintiff £47,800.  That was on his own showing; actually the amount was a great deal more. 

 Sir Harold Reckitt made a formal demand for the money, which, of course, was not 

satisfied.  The power of attorney was revoked and Lord Terrington was dismissed as the plaintiff’s 

solicitor.  In May, 1926, the plaintiff issued a writ against Lord Terrington and obtained judgement.  

Lord Terrington’s appeal was dismissed, and in July he was adjudicated bankrupt.  Until the 

plaintiff received the telegram in Ceylon, he had no idea that anything was wrong at all.  He had not 

proved in the bankruptcy for this £200, nor made any demand on the bank for it.  

 Mr Justice Rowlatt – The only question is whether the defendants were bona fide holders 

for value without notice of any defect. 

 Mr Schiller – In my submission it is decided in E. E. Jones Ltd., v. Waring and Gillow Ltd., 

(42, The Times, L.,R., 644; [1926] A.C., 670) that the payee of a cheque is not a holder for value.  

Anyone who took this cheque was put upon inquiry as to Lord Terrington’s authority to draw upon 

Sir Harold Reckitt’s account for the purchase of a motorcar, and, if he had notice, he had no title to 

the money. 

 Sir Harold Reckitt gave evidence bearing out Mr Schiller’s opening statement.  He proved 

in the bankruptcy for £243,000 odd.  That figure was based on Lord Terrington’s books, but there 

were many cheques that did not appear in the books.  In July he received a bundle of paid cheques, 



and among them a number drawn in favour of people about whom he knew nothing, including the 

defendants.  He called on all these people to ask how they came to have had his money. 

 

Office Work 
 Cross-examined, the witness said that the bulk of Lord Terrington’s work in connexion with 

his affairs was of an office kind, and would not entail travelling or personal inspection.  he did not 

remember ever seeing any item for travelling expenses.  He did not see any cheques paid to persons 

he did not know until he returned from India.  He thought that there should be very few cheques to 

people with whom he did not know he had an account.  For instance, when his house was burnt 

down, he naturally knew who was rebuilding it.  And his tailor’s or bootmaker’s bills etc., would be 

sent to him personally and passed to Lord Terrington for payment.  An examination of the passbook 

would have shown cheques drawn in fraud of him, but the bulk of them were drawn after he left 

England.   

 The witness said he could not conceive of the necessity of Lord Terrington taking a taxi on 

his affairs. 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt.  He could not get a taxi so he bought a Rolls-Royce! 

 The witness said that he had been told that if he had made this claim in April instead of July 

it would have saved the defendants £100. 

 Mr Farleigh, on behalf of the defendants, cited Powis, Bryant, and Powis, Ltd., v. La 

Banque du Peuple and the Quebec Bank  (9, The Times, L.R.,322; [1893] A.C. 179), and referred 

to section 25 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882.   In Bank of England v. Fagan (7, Moo., P.C., 61, 

at p. 74), Lord Brougham decided that words such as “in relation to the business or affairs of the 

principal” were not words of limitation of the power, but words defining the purpose for which it 

was intended to be used.  He submitted that persons in the defendants’ position, knowing 

something of Lord Terrington and something of the wealth of Sir Harold Reckitt, even if they may 

have had the documents before them, might have said: “It is quite likely that a man in this position 

might need a motorcar, and obviously he is not going to have a Ford.” 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt.  Yes, but the question is whether if they act on that impression they 

may not burn their fingers. 

 Mr Jolly Law, a director of the defendant company, gave evidence of the receipt of the 

cheque for £200, of £175 was a monthly instalment, and the balance on account of garage charges 

due to the defendants.   

 Other evidence having been given, 

 Mr Farleigh, in addressing the Court, said that he was at a disadvantage in not being able to 

call Lord Terrington. 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt. – I should have been tremendously impressed!  I don’t care how many 

people of that sort you call, for I don’t believe any of them. 

 Counsel referred also to Westfield Bank v Cornen (92, Amer. Dec 373); and Hambro v 

Burnand (20 The Times, LR 398; [1904] 2 KB 10) to show that if the act was authorised by the 

terms of the power a third person was not bound to inquire if it was within the actual authority. 

 The hearing was adjourned. 

Solicitors: Messrs. Nicholl, Monisty and Co; Messrs. Charles Humphries and Co. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

The Times, Saturday, 12 November 1927, 4a 

High Court of Justice, King’s Bench Division 

Alleged Fraud by Lord Terrington 

Reckitt v. Barnett, Pembroke, and Slater, Ltd. 

(Before Mr Justice Rowlatt) 

 

 His Lordship gave judgement for the plaintiff in the action by Sir Harold James Reckitt, Bt., 

of 30 Rutland Court, Knightsbridge, S.W., who claimed against the defendants, Barnett, Pembroke, 

and Slater, Ltd., automobile dealers of Alexandra Garage, Old Barrack Yard, Knightsbridge, a 

declaration that he was entitled to recover from them the proceeds of a cheque for £200 drawn by 

Lord Terrington, as the plaintiff’s attorney, to the order of the defendants upon the plaintiff’s 

banking account with Barclays Bank Ltd., at Hull, and wrongfully and fraudulently paid by Lord 

Terrington to the defendants in respect of a personal transaction between Lord Terrington and the 

defendants. 

 Mr Schiller, K.C., and Mr R. J. Watts appeared for the plaintiff; Mr Austin Farleigh for the 

defendants. 

 The first day’s hearing was reported in The Times of today.  (viz. 11 November) 

 Mr Farleigh, continuing his argument for the defendants, said that if they had inquired they 

would have found from the power of attorney and the letter of August 1915, that the bank was 

expressly directed to pay cheques drawn in this way without restriction.  Even though Lord 

Terrington was using his actual authority for his own ends, he was still using an actual authority.  

The defendants were not required to show more. 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt. – It is a question of notice.  Were not the facts here such as to give your 

clients notice of a fraud ?  Ought they not to have inquired whether he had authority to draw for his 

private debt ? 

 Mr Farleigh. – From whom could they inquire ?  The principal was abroad. 

 The second power, which was given in 1925, contained a ratification by the principal of 

everything which the attorney should do “or purport to do” thereunder.  If the defendants had 

looked at that document they would have found that this cheque purported to be drawn under it. 

 Counsel also submitted that Sir Harold Reckitt was under a duty to make inquiries about 

this cheque and others as soon as he returned from India and discovered that Lord Terrington had 

been defrauding him.  But he did nothing until July.  Meanwhile, the defendants had parted with 

£100 to Lord Terrington on the faith that the £200 was good money in their bank.  He referred to 

Holt v. Markham ([1923] 1 K. B., 504). 

 Mr Schiller said that this case was quite different from Holt v. Markham (supra), where the 

plaintiffs themselves left the defendant under the impression that he was entitled to the money.  The 

claim based on estoppel here was fantastic. 

 Powers of attorney given for the principal’s affairs were construed with the greatest 

strictness.  The rule was stated by Lord Campbell in Perry v. Holt, (2 De G. F. and J. 3s, at p.48).  

A general power would be limited to the purposes for which the power was given.  Here, Lord 

Terrington had power to draw cheques only for his principal’s business. 

 Mr Justice Rowlatt. – Do you say that a cheque drawn otherwise was no better than a 

forgery ? 

 Mr Schiller. – No one looking at these documents could possibly imagine that Lord 

Terrington had power to draw for his own purposes.  The question of notice was, he submitted, 

finally decided by John and Others v. Dodwell  and Co., Ltd., (34, The Times, L.R.,261; [1918] 

A.C., 508). 



Judgment 
 Mr Justice Rowlatt, in giving judgment, said that the case was in a small compass, but he 

would have put his judgment in writing if it had not been that he was due to go on circuit, and that 

it was, therefore, more convenient to dispose of the case.  The powers of attorney given by Sir 

Harold Reckitt to Lord Terrington were of a very wide kind and were, of course, given for the 

purpose of conducting Sir Harold Reckitt’s affairs.  They were not given that he might exercise 

them for the purpose of filling his own pocket at the expense of the plaintiff.  It was clear from the 

decision of Lord Brougham in Bank of Bengal v. Fagan ( 7, Moo., P.C., 61, at p.74) that, whether 

they were expressed to be for the purpose of Sir Harold Reckitt’s business or were absolute, it did 

not affect the point that if Lord Terrington used them for himself it was a fraud. 

 Lord Terrington, being indebted to the defendants for an instalment of the purchase price of 

a Rolls-Royce motorcar, gave the defendants the cheque for £200 now in question signed “Sir 

Harold J. Reckitt, Bt., by Terrington, his attorney.”  It was remarkable that on the original cheque 

the part referring to Sir Harold Reckitt was put on with a rubber stamp and was indistinct, but that 

Lord Terrington’s signature was in ink and quite clear.  The defendants did not observe the form of 

signature, but the case had to be argued on the footing that the defendants knew that this was a 

cheque drawn by Lord Terrington as agent for Sir Harold Reckitt. 

 The cheque, as a cheque, was good.  There was power to draw it, and it did not become bad 

because it was fraudulent.  But everything turned on the fact that the defendants knew it was being 

used to liquidate the debt of the agent.  Could they retain it ?  Looking at the matter apart from 

authority, he would have said at once, “Certainly not”, but after some hours of argument the precise 

authority had been produced by Mr Schiller in the case of John and others v. Dodwell and Co., Ltd., 

(supra).  What happened in that case was precisely what happened here; he could not see a shred of 

distinction.  That concluded the main point. 

 There was a subsidiary point.  The fraud was committed in February, 1926.  Sir Harold 

Reckitt returned in April, 1926, and immediately discovered that he had been grossly defrauded, 

but not in this respect.  He put the matter in the hands of his accountants.  While the accounts were 

being investigated the defendants heard of trouble arising about Lord Terrington and asked for their 

motorcar back.  If they had not been paid the £200 they could have confiscated the motorcar.  In 

July, Sir Harold Reckitt received a bundle of cheques and discovered this one.  In those 

circumstances it was said that the plaintiff was estopped.  Holt v. Markham (supra) was cited in 

support of that contention, but in that case the plaintiffs themselves were responsible for the 

defendant’s misapprehension..  Here there was no suggestion that Sir Harold Reckitt had done 

anything to mislead the defendants.  There must, therefore, be judgment for the plaintiff. 

 Solicitors. – Messrs. Nicholl, Manisty, and Co.; Messrs. Chas. Humphries and Co. 
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High Court of Justice, Chancery Division 

Lord Terrington and a Breach of Trust 
Re Wilson’s Settlement: Wellesley v. Lord Terrington and Others 

(Before Mr Justice Astbury) 

 In this action for breach of trust Mr Norman Daynes appeared for the Hon. Henry Gerald 

Wellesley, an infant, and a beneficiary under the settlement made on the marriage of his mother, the 

Hon. Mrs Millicent Duberly, who was formerly Lady Cowley.  The action was brought against 

Lord Terrington and the plaintiff’s grandmother, Florence Baroness Nunburnholme, as trustees of 

the settlement, and against his mother, who, as tenant for life, was treated as a constructive trustee. 



 Counsel said that the sum of £35,000 had been lost to the settlement funds by the 

misfeasance of Lord Terrington of which £9,000 was recovered by prompt action before Lord 

Terrington left the country.  Lord Terrington had put in a defence, which had been struck out. 

 It was now asked that Lord Terrington should be removed from the trusteeship.  A 

compromise had been arrived at between the parties, other than Lord Terrington, by which Lady 

Nunburnholme retired from the trusts, and the Public Trustee was to be appointed trustee in the 

place of her and Lord Terrington.  An order was to be made for Lady Nunburnholme to pay 

£20,000 to the trust fund, such order not to be enforced until the plaintiff attained 21 years or the 

death of Lady Nunburnholme.  Mrs Duberly was to pay £5,000 but that order was not to be 

enforced until the plaintiff attained 21 years or the death of Mrs Duberly.  The plaintiff would attain 

21 in a year’s time, and it was hoped that he would not enforce the orders against his grandmother 

and mother during their lifetimes. 

 Mr Stafford Crossman appeared for the defendants, and consented to the order being made 

in the terms of the compromise. 

 Mr Justice Astbury made an order in the terms of the compromise and ordered the removal 

of Lord Terrington from the trusteeship.  He directed that the rest of the motion for judgment 

against Lord Terrington should stand over, with liberty to apply for further relief against him if 

occasion offered. 

 Solicitors. – Messrs. Bird and Bird;  Messrs. Gamlen, Bowerman, and Forward. 
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Lord Terrington in Court. 

Fraudulent Conversion Charges 

 At the Mansion House Justice Room, on Saturday, before Alderman Sir Louis Newton, 

Lord Terrington was brought up on a warrant issued on February 25, 1927, charging him under the 

Larceny Act with the conversion of money or shares.  He was accommodated with a seat in the 

Court during the hearing.  In the charge sheet he was officially described as Harold James Selborne, 

Baron Terrington, 50, of 29 Chandos Court, Buckingham Gate, solicitor.  He was charged with 

that he, in the City of London on June 5, 1926 , having received as an agent, to wit, a solicitor, a 

banker’s draft for £242 8s. 2d. for and on account of Mrs Emmeline Mary Molyneux, unlawfully 

converted to his own use and benefit, and the use and benefit of persons other than Mrs Molyneux, 

part of the proceeds to the amount of £242 11s. 10d., and the said valuable security and order for 

the payment of money aforesaid and the proceeds thereof, contrary to section 20 (1) (iv.) (c.) of the 

Larceny Act, 1916. 

 The defendant was further charged with 

having converted to his own use a banker’s draft for £600 received by him as a solicitor for and on 

account of Sir Harold James Reckitt, with a power of attorney to him (Lord Terrington), having 

fraudulently sold, transferred, and otherwise converted £1276 shares in Reckitt  and Sons Ltd.,, 

included in the power of attorney, and with having converted other shares and the proceeds of 

shares belonging to Sir Harold James Reckitt. 

 Mr Harold Simmons was counsel for the defence. 

 Mr Clayton, who appeared for the Director of Public Prosecutions, said he only proposed to 

call evidence of arrest, and to apply for an adjournment until Monday, April 30, when he could put 

the Court in possession of the whole of the facts.  

 Detective Inspector Stubbings, of the City Police, said that on Friday afternoon, in company 

with Detective-Sergeant Cyril Hogg, he attended at the French prison at Boulogne, where he saw 

Lord Terrington in custody. He said to him:- “We are police officers from the City of London and, 

as you know, you are being extradited by the French authorities at the request of the British 

Government to answer a number of charges of fraudulent conversion referred to in the warrant 



issued at the Mansion House Justice Room on February 25, 1927.”  The witness cautioned him and 

said:- “I hold the warrant and shall convey you to London.  I will read the warrant at a more 

convenient time.”  The defendant said:- “I am anxious to return to London.  I was on my way there 

13 months ago, but was arrested by the French police.”  The witness brought the defendant to 

London. 

 

“ A MATTER OF ACCOUNTANCY” 

 On the way he read the warrant to him.  The defendant replied:- “I deny having fraudulently 

converted any money.  I am unable at present to comprehend the mass of figures involved.  It is all 

a matter of accountancy, and without my books I can say nothing.”  He was formally charged at 

Moor-lane Police-station.  He made no reply. 

 Mr Simmons (to the witness).- When he said he was arrested at Boulogne, did he say, “I 

was arrested at Boulogne Harbour?” 

 The witness.- His actual words were, ‘ I was arrested as I was about to board the boat.”   

 Mr Simmons.- At the time the warrant was issued in February, 1927, was Lord Terrington 

in Monaco ? – Yes, to the best of my belief. 

 The state of his health was very bad ? – It was reported that the state of his health then was 

very bad. 

 Do you know from information that by such easy stages as were available he made his way 

forthwith to Boulogne ? – There was some delay, but he did proceed to Boulogne. 

 You will accept that the delay was owing to the condition of his health ? – I cannot dispute 

it. 

 When he arrived at Boulogne he was anxious to come to England, but was prevented in 

consequence of the extradition warrant ? – Yes. 

 Are you aware that the French doctor appointed by the Courts refused to allow him to leave 

Boulogne for 11 months ? – I only know from the newspaper reports. 

 Have you any doubt that he was detained at Boulogne under doctors’ orders ? – I agree 

entirely. 

 Do you know that he did not resist the extradition proceedings ? – He waived the extradition 

proceedings. 

 I do not know whether you are familiar with the French procedure, but if he had resisted it 

would have taken some considerable time ? – Undoubtedly. 

 And that as a result of his acquiescence the proceedings took rather less than two months ? – 

I understand that was the time. 

 Answering further questions, the witness said that Dr Gibbons, the City Police divisional 

surgeon, gave the defendant attention during the preceding night, and the authorities even sent a 

doctor to Boulogne.  When he arrived at the police station he was very fatigued . 

 

BAIL REFUSED 

 The Chief Clerk (Mr. S. Richards). – Do you know the date of his arrival in Boulogne?  

 The witness. – March 18, 1927. 

 Sir Louis Newton. – I propose to grant a remand until Monday week 

 Mr Simmons applied for bail.  The defendant, he said, was in the South of France, where he 

had gone for the benefit of his health, when the warrant was issued in February, 1927.  He managed 

ultimately, however, to reach Boulogne by easy stages, and was prepared then and there to come to 

this country to meet the charges against him, but although his passage had been booked, he was at 

the passport office prevented from sailing.  But for some change in the French law made a few days 

before he would have been successful in getting to London by the time he had arranged.  The 

evidence of the police inspector was that he was detained for 11 months at Boulogne on account of 

his health.  His conduct showed that the Court would be acting reasonably in granting bail.  There 

need be no apprehension that he would not surrender to his bail.  He was desirous of meeting the 

charge and having the matter disposed of and was prepared to find bail for a substantial amount. 



 Mr. Clayton said he opposed bail.  The application was made because of the defendant’s ill-

health.  He would be perfectly well looked after under detention and have the best of medical 

advice.  As to whether he would appear, they must remember the way he left the country in 1926. 

 Sir Louis Newton. – I know nothing of the facts of the case, but it seems to me that the 

Director of Public Prosecutions having (through Mr. Clayton) opposed bail I must decline the 

application at this stage.  A further application can be made later on in due course. 

 The magistrate agreed to the defendant being taken to the prison in a taxicab. 

 The case was adjourned until next Monday, when it will be heard in one of the courts in 

Guildhall. 
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Lord Terrington Charged 

Case for Prosecution Opened – Bail Again Refused 

 Harold James Selborne, Baron Terrington,, 50, described officially as a solicitor, of 29 

Chandos Court, Buckingham Gate, appeared yesterday before Alderman Sir Louis A. Newton, 

sitting at Guildhall to answer a large number of charges under the Larceny Act, of fraudulent 

conversion. 

 Lord Terrington made a formal appearance after his arrival from France at the Mansion 

House Justice Room on Saturday, April 21, when he was remanded without bail.  The proceedings 

yesterday took place in the New Court at Guildhall, owing to the restricted accommodation at the 

Mansion House Justice Room. 

 Mr. Eustace Fulton appeared for the Director of Public Prosecutions; and Lord Terrington 

was defended by Mr. Harold Simmons (instructed by Mr Shirley Woolmer).  Mr. R. J. Willis 

appeared for Sir Harold J. Reckitt, whose dealings with Lord Terrington give rise to a number of 

the charges. 

 

Charges in Detail 
 In opening the case for the prosecution, Mr. Fulton said that the charges the Court would be 

asked to investigate were 21 in number, and most of them were in duplicate being framed under 

section 20 and subsection 1 of the Larceny Act , 1916.  Under the first group the defendant was 

charged that he being entrusted with the power of attorney for the sale and transfer of property 

fraudulently converted it to his own use or the use of others, the duplicate charge being that having 

received property on behalf of other people he fraudulently converted that in the same manner. 

 Lord Terrington was a solicitor and had carried on practice for a number of years as 

Woodhouse and Co., at Clarges Street.  These charges all related to his dealings with the moneys 

and property of his clients. there were three particular clients in regard to whose affairs this enquiry 

was directed, and they were Sir Harold J. Reckitt, Bt., Mr. Herbert Russell Wakefield, and Mrs. 

Emmeline Mary Molyneux.  The total sum involved in these charges was £60,000 and by far the 

greater part of that sum Lord Terrington was charged with having fraudulently converted under a 

power of attorney given him by Sir Harold Reckitt. 

 The first six charges to which he (counsel) wished to draw attention were in relation to the 

defendant’s dealings with Sir Harold Reckitt’s property.  In 1920 Lord Terrington owned a property 

called the White City, at Hull, with other persons, and Mr. Buxton lent him £30,000 on the security 

of the mortgage of that property.  In February, 1923, Mr. Buxton thought the security was not 

sufficient and called in the mortgage, instructing his solicitors to press Lord Terrington to pay the 

amount and the interest which had accrued.  Lord Terrington complained that this was a large sum 

to find at once, but he paid £9,000 in 1923, but in 1924 only £4,000.  Accordingly Mr Buxton 

instructed his solicitors in July, 1925, to issue a writ. 



 “That writ was issued,” said Mr. Fulton, “and it was that which brought about, in the 

submission of the prosecution, the first conversion to which I am going to draw your attention”.   

 Lord Terrington acted as solicitor for Sir Harold Reckitt for a number of years, and Sir 

Harold was in the habit of going abroad from time to time, and giving Lord Terrington very wide 

powers of attorney.  On July 31, 1925, the defendant executed transfers of a number of shares held 

by Sir Harold Reckitt and Co., Ltd., and he sent 1,522 of them to Mr. Buxton’s solicitors and asked 

that they should be sold in order to realise a sum of £5,000.  They were in fact sold, and a sum of 

£5,000 less a few shillings was credited to the account between Lord Terrington and Mr. Buxton.  

The defendant had no authority to use the power of attorney for the purpose of disposing of those 

shares.  The defendant received the money mentioned on account of Sir Harold Reckitt, and 

appropriated it for his own use.   

 The next group of charges related to the same matter.  The £5,000 having gone to diminish a 

total of £30,000, an arrangement was made that if Lord Terrington would pay £1,000 monthly until 

the total then remaining had been wiped out the matter should be allowed to rest on that basis for 

the time being.  The first instalment, which was due on November 2, 1925, was met at a later date 

in two payments of £500 each, but in the January following default was made, and a writ was 

issued.  Upon an execution being put in on January 8 Lord Terrington sent a cheque for £10,000 to 

Mr. Buxton’s solicitors, accompanied by transfers of shares and an agreement to pay the balance in 

a month.  On February 5 he was granted an extension, and the total due in March was £14,000.  It 

was arranged that Lord Terrington, who had found a purchaser for part of the property at Hull, 

should have the title deeds.  He effected a sale for £10,000, and handed the deeds over to Mr. 

Buxton’s solicitors.  That left the balance to be paid at £4,265. 

 

A Power of Attorney 
 On March 5 Lord Terrington had written to Reckitt and Co., saying that as Sir Harold was 

moving about from place to place it was not desirable that any papers from the company should go 

to him personally but to him (Lord Terrington).   About the same time the secretary of the company 

had an application from a gentleman who wished to acquire shares, and he wrote to Lord 

Terrington asking him if he would be willing to sell 1,000 shares to this person.  The defendant 

wrote back and said that he would be quite willing to sell the 1,000 shares, and he did, in fact, sell 

them for £$,425, which sum he paid into his own account , and subsequently handed over to Mr. 

Buxton.  In November, 1925, Sir Harold Reckitt had given the defendant a fresh power of attorney, 

but with explicit instructions to reduce the £2,000 overdraft on his banking account at Hull, and one 

on an account relating to a property known as Littlegreen Estate.  He told him to raise a sum of 

£20,000 on mortgage for that purpose, and to sell 7,500 Reckitts shares to put in one account and 

5,000 to put into the other.  At the same time he instructed him that he was to sell no other Reckitts 

shares under the power.  Instead of carrying out his instructions Lord Terrington raised money 

(£20,000) upon mortgage as directed and utilised it for the purpose of reducing the two overdrafts 

referred to.  He paid £5,000 into the estate account and £10,000 into Sir Harold’s account, and the 

balance was never accounted for.  Apparently it was used by Lord Terrington for his own purposes. 

 The next charge related to the marriage settlement of Lady Nunburnholme’s daughter, under 

which Lord Terrington was a trustee.  Nine thousand pounds was lent to Lord Terrington upon the 

security of a house he had at Margate.  In January, 1926, Lady Nunburnholme instructed her 

solicitors to call it in.  No money having been received from Lord Terrington by February 2, a writ 

was issued, and on February 23, Lord Terrington was ordered to pay the money into Court 

forthwith.  He gave an undertaking that he would do so by March 22, and on that date he did pay 

£9,000 into Court.  It was alleged that he made that payment by securing a loan of £10,000 on the 

security of Sir Harold Reckitt’s shares without that gentleman’s authority.  

 The next set of transactions, Mr. Fulton went on, related to Lord Terrington’s dealings with 

his stockbrokers, Messrs Colgrave.  He had an account in his own name, one in the name of his 

firm, and another in the name of “Mrs Brown” which last account he had guaranteed.  In April, 

1925, “Mrs Brown’s” account was indebted to the stockbrokers in the sum of  £1,611.  Lord 



Terrington instructed them to sell 1,000 Reckitts’ shares, pay that debt, and credit him with the 

balance.  In respect of the sale he received a cheque for £2,247, which went into his own account 

and out of which he paid the £1,611 to extinguish “Mrs Brown’s” debt.  Other shares of Reckitt and 

Co., were dealt with in exactly the same way to meet debts to the stockbrokers, but there was no 

trace of these transactions in the books of Woodhouse and Co.  Shares were also sold – without any 

authority whatever from Sir Harold Reckitt – to pay off overdrafts at Lord Terrington’s bank. 

 Between February 25, 1924, and April 21, 1925, Lord Terrington drew 15 cheques under 

the power of attorney on Sir Harold Reckitt’s account for a total of £6.650.  The proceeds of these 

cheques were paid into the account of Woodhouse and Co., but for what purpose there was no entry 

in the firm’s books to show. 

 In addition to the charges relating to the alleged misuse of the power of attorney from Sir 

Harold Reckitt, Mr. Fulton detailed the cases of Mr. H. R. Wakefield and Mrs Emmeline 

Molyneux, whose evidence was taken in the course of the morning.  Money received on behalf of 

these clients, it was alleged, Lord Terrington used for his own purposes. 

 

Bankruptcy Proceedings 
 On June 11, 1925, a bankruptcy petition was presented against the accused, and on June 22 

proceedings were instituted in the High Court.  Lord Terrington had never attended his public 

examination nor had he filed any statement of affairs.  There were 78 proofs of debtors amounting 

to £400,000, and of that total Sir Harold Reckitt had filed for £213,036.  The assets, so far as had 

been ascertained, were said to be in the neighbourhood of £6,000.  The circumstances in which the 

defendant left the country were not unknown to the Court.  After the Alderman had heard all the 

evidence he (the counsel) would ask for Lord Terrington’s committal for trial upon the charges he 

had detailed. 

 Mrs E. M. Molyneux, a widow, of the United Berkeley Club, Knightsbridge, said that in 

1925 she wanted to dispose of a house called Littlebrook, at Maidenhead, and instructed her agents 

to deal through her solicitors, Messrs. Woodhouse and Co.  As a result of the sale a sum of £232 

11s. 10d. was due to her, which she never received. 

 In reply to Mr. Simmons, Mrs Molyneux said apart from this transaction, her relations with 

Lord Terrington had always been satisfactory. Throughout this particular transaction all her 

dealings were with Mr. Williams, a clerk.  She understood that Lord Terrington was ill at this 

period. 

 Mr Herbert Russell Wakefield, of Ashley gardens, Victoria, stated that in November, 1923, 

he instructed Messrs. Woodhouse to make an investment on mortgage of £800 and in December a 

deed of mortgage was entered into by him and Mr. Cuffe to whom he lent £600 on security of 

property in Richmond.  As a result of this transaction Woodhouse and Co., were indebted to him in 

the sum of £600. 

 On the case being adjourned til next Monday, Mr. Simmons renewed  his application for 

bail.  In reply to the Alderman, counsel said that the date of Lord Terrington’s adjudication was 

July 1, and of his departure from the country July 22, but that defendant left Monte Carlo as soon as 

he heard a warrant had been issued. 

 Mr. Fulton opposed bail, remarking that it was obvious that Lord Terrington left England in 

order to avoid arrest.  Although he had given an undertaking, when an application had been made in 

High Court, that he would not leave England, he in fact did so immediately.  In these circumstances 

he (Mr. Fulton) submitted that it would be an unprecedented thing to grant bail to the accused. 

 Sir Louis said, as chairman of the visiting Justices, he was convinced that Lord Terrington 

would have every care and attention at Brixton Prison and every opportunity would be afforded him 

of inspecting any books and papers necessary for his defence.  He did not propose in these 

circumstances to grant bail. 
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Lord Terrington Charged . 

 Sir H. Reckitt’s Accusations. 

 There was a further hearing in the New Court, Guildhall, yesterday, before Alderman Sir 

Louis A. Newton, of the charges against Lord Terrington.  These are 21 in all (most of them in 

duplicate) and involve a sum of £60,000.  They allege the fraudulent conversion by the defendant, 

as a solicitor, of moneys and valuable securities entrusted to him by clients. 

 Mr. Eustace Fulton appeared on behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions; Mr. R. J. 

Willis was counsel for Sir Harold J. Reckitt, one of the persons who is complaining against the 

accused.  The defendant was represented by Mr. Harold Simmons and Mr. C. B. T. Leigh 

(instructed by Mr. Shirley Woolmer). 

 Mr Simmons, on the Alderman taking his seat, said that a statement was made on the last 

occasion (on the question of bail) by Mr. Fulton to the effect that Lord Terrington had given an 

undertaking not to leave the country.  This was not accurate, and he (counsel) hoped that in the 

course of the hearing, should Mr. Fulton find that he had been misinstructed, he would with his 

usual fairness, make a statement to that effect. 

 Sir Louis. – Of course, as far as I am concerned, there has been no evidence before me on 

that point. 

  

Loan to Partnership 
 Mr. John Buxton, of Whipling House, Whalton-in-the-Vale, Nottinghamshire, a company 

director, said that on July 28, 1920, he lent, as nominee, £30,000 to Lord Terrington and other 

persons on property known as The White City, at Hull.  In February, 1923, he instructed his 

solicitors to call in the money.  During the year 1923 he received through his solicitors a sum of 

£9,000.  In 1924 £4,000 was received.  On August 17, 1925, the witness received from Messrs. 

Arthur Wheeler and Co., stockbrokers, for the credit of Lord Terrington’s account £4,999 18s. 6d. 

as the proceeds of the sale of 1276 Reckitt’s Ordinary shares by Lord Terrington.  In July, 1925, the 

witness instructed his solicitors to issue a writ for the balance, and to proceed in judgment.  During 

1925 he received £8,999 18s. 6d., including the total for the shares.  About January 14, 1926, he 

received from Sir Arthur Wheeler and Co., £9,000, the proceeds of the sale of some further shares 

on behalf of Lord Terrington.  In February, 1926, it was suggested that £10,000 should be raised by 

sale of part of the property, and the witness agreed.  On March 12 he received through Sir Arthur 

Wheeler and Co., £10,000, and through his solicitors, Messrs. Clifford-Turner, Hopton and 

Lawrence, a further sum of £4,265 17s. 9d., which concluded the transaction. 

 Cross-examined, the witness said he was merely acting as a nominee in this matter. He was 

secretary to the M. I. G. Trust Ltd., (Midland, Industrial and General Trust), who were the 

principals, and they were acting through Sir Arthur Wheeler and Co., who were the brokers.  The 

actual borrowers were Mr. Harry Flude, Mr. Percy Selwyn, Mr. Newbound and the defendant.  The 

money was lent to the partnership of these four to carry on the business of the White City at Hull.  

The interest was a clear 10%.  Lord Terrington was never at any time solely liable. 

 Mr. Edward Newton, managing clerk to Messrs. Clifford-Turner, Hopton and Lawrence, 

solicitors, 81, Gresham Street, deposed that his firm acted for Mr. Buxton.  In March, 1923, they 

received instructions from him to press for the payment of the debt and interest owing on the 

mortgage of the White City, Hull.  The total amount lent was £30,980, and the mortgagees at that 

time were Lord Terrington and Mr. Newbound.  The parties were jointly and severally liable.  The 

witness believed that at that time Mr. Newbound was a bankrupt.  He therefore looked to Lord 

Terrington, and on March 12, 1923, wrote to him.  In reply the defendant expressed surprise at such 

a “sudden application” for repayment.  A good deal of correspondence followed.  After the threat of 

a writ, some substantial payments were made.  The first mortgage of £15,000 was never brought 

about.  On July 28, 1925, the witness issued a writ, and took judgment in default on August 5.  On 



July 31 he had received from Lord Terrington a letter enclosing 1822 Reckitts Ordinary shares to 

realise £5,000.  On January 7, 1926, the witness wrote that Mr. Buxton would not agree to selling 

the property piecemeal, and instructed them to issue an execution.  The next day came a letter from 

Lord Terrington enclosing a cheque for £1,000 and an intimation that he had given instructions for 

the sale of 2,000 Reckitts shares to make £10,000.  Eventually, on March 16 the matter was closed 

by the receipt of a cheque for £4,265 16s. 9d. 

 

Judge’s Advice 
 Mr. William Henry Glendining, managing clerk to Messrs. Bird and Bird, solicitors, Gray’s 

Inn Square, stated that they acted in relation to a marriage settlement of a daughter of Lord 

Nunburnholme under which the money was lent upon mortgage.  Lord Terrington was, jointly with 

Lady Nunbornholme, trustee of that settlement, and £9,000 of the money was advanced to him 

personally on a second mortgage of his house, Spinfield, Marlow, Bucks.  On January 15, 1926, on 

the instructions of Lady Nunbornholme, he requested Lord Terrington to pay the amount into the 

National Bank of South Africa in the joint names of himself and Lady Nunbornholme.  A writ was 

issued on February 2, and the witness served it on Lord Terrington on the same day.  On February 

23 the matter came before Mr. Justice Lawrence, who ordered among other things that £9,000 

should be paid into Court.  Lord Terrington gave an undertaking to lodge that amount in Court 

before March 22.  That was in fact done, but there were a number of other matters still outstanding 

between Lord Terrington and Lady Nunburnholme, and on June 22, 1926, the witness’s firm 

applied to Mr. Justice Lawrence for an order to be made on Lord Terrington ne exeat regno.  Mr 

Hills, the defendant’s solicitor, was advised by Mr. Justice Lawrence to meet Lord Terrington on 

the train at Victoria and inform him that he was not to attempt to leave the country, as he “might be 

stopped at Dover under unpleasant circumstances.”.  Mr. Hills seemed rather concerned at this, and 

the witness went with him to Victoria to look for Lord Terrington.  He did not, however, see the 

defendant.  Subsequently he was in Mr. Justice Lawrence’s private room when Mr. Hills informed 

him that he had delivered his message and Lord Terrington had agreed to return. 

 Cross-examined, Mr. Glendining agreed that when Mr. Hills was hurrying to Victoria 

Station to meet Lord Terrington his taxicab broke down.  They each took one end of the train and 

looked through the windows, but he (the witness) did not see the defendant.  They had very little 

time as the train was on the point of starting when they reached the station.  He did not see Lord 

Terrington, and, so far as he was aware, no message was delivered to him. 

 

Sir Harold Reckitt’s Evidence 
 Sir Harold James Reckitt, of Littlegreen, Petersfield, Hampshire, stated that he was a 

director of Reckitt and Sons Ltd., Hull, and a large shareholder.  Lord Terrington’s father had acted 

as his solicitor, and the defendant succeeded him in that capacity.  The witness had been in the 

habit from time to time of travelling abroad and giving Lord Terrington powers of attorney to deal 

with his affairs. 

 In November, 1925, immediately after the last power had been filed he decided to go to 

India.  He instructed Lord Terrington to sell 5,000 Reckitts shares, part of the holding of Littlegrove 

Estate Company, and to pay the proceeds into Barclays Bank at Hull to reduce the overdraft on the 

company’s account.  This was in fact a continuation of instructions already given, and a part of the 

shares might have been sold by that date.   

 Mr. Fulton. – At any rate, only 5,000 were to be sold and put to that purpose ? – Yes.  There 

were instructions given for the sale of 7,500 Reckitts Ordinary shares under the same 

circumstances, the proceeds to go to the credit of my own account. 

 Was anything said as to whether any other of your Reckitts shares were to be sold ? - I gave 

Lord Terrington specific instructions that he was to sell no others during my absence.  The 

mortgage on the Littlegreen Estate had been in the course of negotiation over a period of nine or ten 

months, and was due to be completed for a sum of £20,400.  Instructions were given that this sum 

was to be put in the witness’s private account at Barclays Bank, Hull, to reduce the overdraft. 



 The witness said that he went to India, and, afterwards, when in Ceylon, he received a 

communication in consequence of which he returned to England on April 6, 1926.  Shortly 

afterwards he went to Clarges Street and saw Lord Terrington.  The latter produced to him an 

account showing that as a result of dealings between September 3, 1925, and April 21, 1926, he 

(Lord Terrington) was indebted to him in the sum of £47,896 5s. 3d.  The only dealings in Reckitts 

shares shown in this account was one item of £4,425.  The witness issued a writ on account of the 

admitted indebtedness on May 27.  He obtained judgment, and that not being satisfied he filed a 

petition against Lord Terrington, and afterwards lodged a proof for £213,936 8s. 2d. 

 Replying to further questions by Mr. Fulton, the witness said that the defendant had no 

authority under the power for the sale of 1,000 Reckitts shares on April 5, 1925, nor any authority 

to use the proceeds for the purpose of reducing his own debt and that of “Mrs Brown” with 

stockbrokers.  Asked in relation to a number of instances of the sale of Reckitts shares by Lord 

Terrington, Sir Harold declared that Lord Terrington had acted entirely without authority.  On 

December 17, 1925, the defendant received £20,460 in regard to one of the mortgage transactions.  

Of that sum a balance of £5,460 the witness had never received.  Counsel handed Sir Harold 

Reckitt 15 cheques representing a total of £6,630 drawn by Lord Terrington under the power of 

attorney upon Sir Harold’s private account, and the witness said that the money drawn by those 

cheques had not been applied to the witness’s purposes. 

 The further hearing was adjourned till Thursday. 
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Lord Terrington in Court – Evidence on Conversion Charges 

 Further evidence was given yesterday, before Alderman Sir Louis A. Newton, sitting in the 

New Court, Guildhall, for the hearing of the 21 charges against Lord Terrington of the fraudulent 

conversion of moneys and securities entrusted to him by clients, he being a solicitor, and a member 

of the firm of Woodhouse and Co., of Clarges Street, W. 

 The 21 charges involve a sum of £60,000, the larger part of which amount (it was alleged) 

Lord Terrington had fraudulently converted under a power of attorney he held from Sir Harold 

Reckitt, who proved in the bankruptcy for £213,936 8s. 2d. 

 Mr. Eustace Fulton appeared on behalf of  The Director of Public Prosecutions.  Mr. Harold 

Simmons and Mr. C. B. T. Leigh were counsel for Lord Terrington (instructed by Mr. Shirley 

Woolmer).  Mr. J. W. Morris held a watching brief on behalf of Messrs. Colegrave and Co., 

stockbrokers, with whom the defendant had had certain transactions. 

 Mr. Sidney Alfred Hawkins, sub-manager of the National Bank of South Africa, Ltd., 

Circus Place, London Wall, produced a certified copy of Lord Terrington’s account as between 

February 21, 1924, and June 26, 1926, and of an account of Woodhouse and Co., between June 1 

and 21, 1926; and of an account of Woodhouse and co., Between June 1 and 21, 1926,; also a 

number of cheques drawn in Sir Harold Reckitt’s account at Hull under the power of attorney by 

Lord Terrington. 

 In reply to Mr. Simmons, the witness said he did not prepare these documents himself, and 

he had no personal knowledge of the transactions.  He had never seen the power of attorney. 

 Mr. Simmons. – So it comes to this – this document, for what it is worth is merely 

something put into your hands to produce here ? – Yes. 

 Do you know who prepared it ? – I can’t say I do. 

 I suppose you have not even seen these cheques ? – Not to my knowledge.  The witness 

added that his bank was known as Barclays Bank (Dominion, Colonial and Overseas).  That was an 

entirely different entity from Barclays Bank.  The position was that the National Bank of South 

Africa collected these cheques which were drawn on Barclays Bank at Hull. 

 Mr. Vivian David Hart, a member of the firm Colegrave and Co., stockbrokers, 3 

Throgmorton Avenue, said that Lord Terrington had an account with them; there was also one in 



the name of his firm, H. J. S. Woodhouse and Co., and a third account in the name of “Mrs H. 

Brown” was guaranteed by Lord Terrington. 

 The witness proceeded to produce copies of the letters addressed by his firm to Woodhouse 

and Co.  They were dictated, he said, by his senior partner. 

 Mr. Simmons submitted that copies of letters could not be spoken to by a witness who 

personally knew nothing about them. 

 Mr. Fulton. – My friend has been given notice to produce the originals. 

 Mr. Simmons. – As the Crown knows perfectly well, the notice to produce is the merest 

formality.  We have not a single original document in our possession.  Everything is in the hands of 

the trustees or the Official Receiver. 

 

Sales Of Reckitt’s Shares 
 The evidence being admitted, the witness said in April, 1925, Woodhouse gave them 

instructions to sell 500 Reckitts Ordinary shares in order to settle “Mrs Brown’s” account upon 

which there was a debit balance.  As a result of the sale, a cheque for £2,247 15s. 5d. was 

forwarded to Messrs. Woodhouse, a deduction having been made in respect of “Mrs Brown’s” 

debit. 

 Mr. Simmons – I don’t want to waste time, but it may be taken that my objection to this sort 

of evidence – copies – runs throughout.  I don’t want to raise a protest every time it is tendered.   

 Mr. Richards (the Magistrate’s Clerk) said he would make a note on the depositions of the 

objections. 

 Mr. Hart’s attention was next directed to some entries in the firm’s books. 

 On an objection raised by Mr. Simmons the witness said in reply to the Alderman that the 

books referred to were the firm’s usual office books kept by their clerks under his directions.   

 Sir Louis. – Then I think he is entitled to refresh his memory by reference to the books. 

 Continuing his evidence, Mr. Hart said that at the time the cheque for £2,247 was sent to 

Woodhouse and Co., the debit on “Mrs Brown’s” account which had been wiped out with part of 

the proceeds of the sale of the 500 Reckitt’s shares was £1,611 4s. 1d.  In September there was a 

further sale of 5,000.  As a result, £4,087 was credited to the loan account of Woodhouse and Co., 

and a debit balance of £1,172 16s. 2d. on "Mrs Brown's" account was transferred to that loan 

account.  At the time of this sale Lord Terrington's account was in debt to the extent of £1,282 7s. 

8d., but as the result of the sale of Reckitt's shares there was a balance in his favour.  On December 

21, 1925, a cheque for £2,427 12s. 11d. was sent to Messrs. Woodhouse and Co., in settlement. 

 In March, 1926, Lord Terrington deposited with Colegrave and Co., 5,000 Reckitt's shares 

against a loan of £10,000 they had made to him.  On March 22 a letter was received signed by Lord 

Terrington requesting them to sell 1,000 of these shares.  In fact 1,200 Ordinary shares were sold, 

realising £5,249 which was placed to the credit of "Mrs Brown's" account. 

 

Power of Attorney 
 Mr. Fulton. – You know Lord Terrington had a power of attorney from Sir Harold Reckitt ? 

– My senior partner knew.  Somewhere about April 22, 1926, we had a communication from Sir 

Harold Reckitt or someone on his behalf and as a consequence we ceased to sell any Reckitt's 

shares as from that date.  It was arranged that we should hand back to Sir Harold 1,720 unsold 

shares remaining with us upon his agreeing to pay the amount Woodhouse and Co., owed to us on 

the account.  We actually received from Sir Harold or his agents £1,338 16s. 9d., and handed the 

shares over. 

 Cross-examined, the witness agreed that instructions and agreements between his firm and 

Woodhouse and Co., were made with Mr. Colegrave. 

 Mr. Simmons. – So your evidence amounts to this.  You are telling the learned Magistrate 

what you have gathered from the books, from your partners, or the clerks ? - From the books and 

correspondence.  With regard to the £10,000 loan (the witness added) the arrangement was made by 

letter, and there was no legal agreement in respect of it. 



 Mr. Simmons. – May I say this – and I am not criticising your evidence – that all you can 

tell us is based on information given to you but that personally you know nothing about the matter ?  

- I did not arrange it but I knew of the transaction as a partner. 

 Have you ever seen Lord Terrington ? – Not until today. 

 Mr. Fulton. – In your business one partner does not lend £10,000 without telling the others ? 

– Certainly not. 

 Mr. Edward Mayou, managing clerk to Messrs. Rooper and Whately, solicitors, Lincoln's 

Inn Fields, deposed that in November, 1924, the question arose as to whether a loan of £45,000 

should be negotiated on the security of a property called the Littlegrove estate, in Sussex, belonging 

to Sir Harold.  The witness's firm dealt with the matter.  The Equity and Law Life Assurance 

Society, for whom they acted, eventually agreed to lend £40,000.  There was a prior mortgage on 

the property for some £19,000.  It was arranged that the society should take a transfer of that prior 

mortgage, and his (the witness's) firm sent a cheque for £20,465 to Messrs. Woodhouse and Co., 

Sir Harold's solicitors. 

 Mr. Leigh (cross-examining). – Sir Harold executed the mortgage himself ? – Yes. 

 Mr. Bernard Light, managing director of Light's Investments Ltd., 7, New Burlington Street, 

said that in January, 1925, he was managing director of B. Light Ltd., who were then carrying on 

business at the same address.  On January 5, 1925, the company lent £4,500 to Lord Terrington on 

a note of hand for £7,000 to be repaid in equal monthly instalments.  Among the payments was the 

cheque produced for £750.   

 This cheque, Mr. Fulton observed, was one of those drawn on Sir Harold Reckitt's account 

by Lord Terrington in pursuance of the power of attorney. 

 The further hearing was adjourned to Tuesday. 
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Lord Terrington in Court – the Defence and Bail 

 Lord Terrington made his fifth appearance in Court since his return from France yesterday, 

when Sir Lewis (sic) A. Newton, the Alderman hearing the case, sat again in the New Court, 

Guildhall. 

 The defendant, a solicitor, and member of the firm of H. J. S. Woodhouse and Co., of 

Clarges Street, W., is charged under the Larceny Act with fraudulently converting moneys and 

valuable securities received on behalf of clients to his own use or to uses and benefits other than 

those of the said clients.  The charges actually preferred by the Director of Public Prosecutions 

involve a total of £60,000, the greater part of which, it is alleged, belonged to Sir Harold James 

Reckitt and had been unlawfully converted by Lord Terrington, who had a power of attorney from 

Sir Harold to act for him in certain matters during his absence abroad.  In Lord Terrington's 

bankruptcy Sir Harold proved for £213,936. 

 Mr. Eustace Fulton appeared on behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions.  Mr. Harold 

Simmons and Mr. C. B. T. Leigh (instructed by Mr. Shirley Woolmer) were counsel for the 

defendant. 

 Mr. Cecil Moorhouse Slack stated that he was secretary of Reckitt and Sons Ltd., 

manufacturers of Hull. Sir Harold Reckitt was a director of that company, and held a large number 

of shares.  The witness was aware that Lord Terrington had a power of attorney from Sir Harold.  

On April 17, 1925, the company received a letter from Woodhouse and Co. enclosing transfers for 

2,000 Reckitt shares in favour of Arthur Ward and 1,000 in favour of A. T. Coote. 

 Mr. Fulton remarked that specific charges in relation to these shares were made against 

Lord Terrington – that, having been entrusted with a power of attorney from Sir Harold for the sale 

or transfer of property, namely, the shares, and having received in respect thereof the sum of £3,858 



19s. 6d., he fraudulently converted £2,247 15s. 5d. and £1,611 4s. 1d. respectively, the whole of 

that sum. 

 The witness detailed a number of other similar transactions and went on to say that on 

December 3, 1925, he received instructions signed by Lord Terrington in reference to 30,000 more 

shares, and there was enclosed in the letter a copy of the new power of attorney from Sir Harold 

Reckitt. 

 Mr. Slack, producing certified extracts from the company's register, proceeded to show how 

the shares received from Woodhouse and Co. from time to time were transferred into the names of 

nominees and subsequently sold. 

 In March, 1926, the witness proceeded, Lord Terrington wrote to the company stating that 

as Sir Harold Reckitt (who was then abroad) was changing his address almost from week to week 

he would be glad if the company would send all communications for him to Woodhouse and Co., 

direct. 

 

Sale of Reckitt Shares 

 Mr. Samuel Hardiman Scott, who in 1925-26 was chief clerk at Barclays bank, Hull, said 

that Sir Harold Reckitt had been a customer of the bank for many years. He was also a director of 

the Littlegreen Estates Ltd., and that company's account was kept by the bank.  The witness knew 

that Lord Terrington had powers of attorney from Sir Harold, and was in the habit from time to 

time of drawing cheques under these powers.  On November 4, 1925, the bank wrote to Woodhouse 

and Co., pointing out that Sir Harold Reckitt's private account was in debt to the extent of £60,696 

and that of the Littlegreen Estate Company £33,355, and suggesting that a considerable reduction 

should be made in these figures before the end of the year.  It was proposed that there should be a 

mortgage on the Littlegreen Estate and a considerable number of Sir Harold Reckitt's shares put on 

the market to reduce these overdrafts. 

 Mr. Fulton. – Did the bank at any time receive money from the sale of Reckitt shares after 

that date ? 

 The witness said he could find no record of any.  Under date December 18, 1925, Sir 

Harold's account was credited with a payment of £10,000 from Woodhouse and Co., and the 

Littlegreen Estate Company's account from the same source with £5,000.  Between February 25, 

1924, and February 23, 1926, a number of cheques were drawn in favour of Woodhouse and Co., 

"Self", or "Bearer", the majority of which were collected through the National Bank of South 

Africa or the Midland Bank, Cornhill.  (According to evidence given, the accounts of Lord 

Terrington and Woodhouse and Co., respectively were kept at the banks.) 

 Mr. Leigh (cross-examining) – When you say it had been suggested that a mortgage should 

be drawn up, are you speaking of what the manager of the bank told you ? – No, I am basing my 

facts upon letters. 

 Mr. Richards (Magistrate's Clerk). – You knew of a mortgage because of the 

correspondence ? – Yes.  On February 23, 1926, the witness went on, Woodhouse and Co. wrote 

stating that a definite arrangement had been made with the Equity and Law Life Assurance office 

for the raising of "at least £20,000" to reduce the overdraft. 

 Mr. John Cecil Coleman, assistant accountant at the Cornhill branch of the Midland Bank, 

gave details concerning Messrs. Woodhouse's "No. 2 account" from January, 1923, to June, 1926.  

On March 12, 1926, there was a credit of £4, 425 by cheque of Reckitt and Sons.  On the 17th there 

was a debit on that account of £4,265 17s. 9d. in favour of Clifford-Turner and Hopton, solicitors.  

On the 19th the account was credited with £10,000.  The payment of £9,000 (in respect of Lady 

Nunburnholme's matter) was made from that account, and there were credits from Messrs. 

Colegrave and co., the firm of stockbrokers who sold numbers of Reckitt shares on behalf of Lord 

Terrington. 

 In reply to Mr. Leigh, the witness said he had no knowledge as to whether this "No. 2 

account" was the clients account. 



 It was proved that on March 22, 1926, there was paid into the pay office of the Supreme 

Court, Re Nunburnholme v. Terrington by order of the Court, £9,000. 

 

An Objection Withdrawn 

 Mr. Fulton next called Mr. Golden Hildebrand Colegrave, senior partner in the firm of 

Messrs. Colegrave and Co., Throgmorton Avenue, in corroboration of Mr. V. D. Hart, who last 

week spoke as to Lord Terrington's dealings in Reckitt shares, and whose evidence was objected to 

by learned counsel for the defence on the ground that the information he gave was extracted from 

the firm's books. 

 Mr. Leigh said he was instructed to withdraw the objection to Mr. Hart's evidence. 

 Mr. Fulton. – The objection having been taken, although a highly technical one, I must put 

these matters to the witness. 

 At the adjournment Mr. Leigh expressed the hope that the prosecution would close its case 

at the next hearing, and said that in the event of a committal for trial application would be made to a 

Judge for bail.  The accused being charged only with misdemeanour, he added, bail would have to 

be granted. 

 Mr. Fulton. – Why do you sat that ? 

 Mr. Leigh. – Because it's the law. 

 Mr. Fulton dissented. 

 Mr. Leigh said that a gentleman who was prepared to stand bail for Lord Terrington would 

be going abroad on Monday, and it would be necessary to go to a Judge before then.  Otherwise 

Lord Terrington would suffer great hardship. 

 The case was adjourned till Thursday morning, Mr. Fulton endeavouring to finish the case 

for the prosecution on that day. 
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Lord Terrington in Court – Further Evidence. 

Case for Prosecution Closed 

 At Guildhall yesterday, in the New Court, before Alderman Sir Louis A. Newton, Lord 

Terrington again appeared on a number of charges of fraudulently converting to his own use the 

moneys and valuable securities of clients entrusted to him as solicitor.  There are, in all, 21 charges 

involving a sum of  £60,000, the greater part of which, it is stated, was money belonging to Sir 

Harold James Reckitt, from whom Lord Terrington held power of attorney. 

 Mr. Eustace Fulton appeared on behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions; and Mr. 

Harold Simmons and Mr. C. B. T. Leigh (instructed by Mr. Shirley Woolmer) were for the defence. 

   Sir Harold Reckitt was recalled, and Mr. Fulton asked: - In December, 1925, some £2,000 

was received by Lord Terrington for the sale of some of your shares, and it is shown that that 

amount was paid into Woodhouse and Co.'s (Lord Terrington's firm) "No. 2" account at the 

Midland Bank; that immediately afterwards there were two drawings from that account of £1,650 

and £500, the £1,650 being paid to "J. Montague", and £500 to Emma Hamilton, Ltd.  Had you any 

dealings with either of these people ? 

 Sir Harold. – None whatever. 

 These payments had no relation in any way to your affairs ? – No. 

 The witness went on to say he had no business relations with a "Mrs. Brand" (sic) or with 

the trustees of the Dubily (Nunburnholme) Trust. 

 Mr. Henry David Williams, clerk to Messrs. Mayo, Elder and Co., solicitors, 10, Drapers 

Gardens, E. C., said that in June, 1926, he was managing clerk to Messrs. H.J.S. Woodhouse and 

Co., 11 Clarges Street. He was able to identify the signature of Lord Terrington on a number of 



exhibits.  One of these was a letter showing that the firm had received a cheque for the balance of 

the purchase money on the sale of Littlebrook.  The amount was £232 11s. 10d. 

 Mr. Fulton. – How was it that sum was not sent to Mrs Molyneux ? – I asked Lord 

Terrington several times to let me have a cheque, but each time I saw him he was in bed. 

 Answering further questions, the witness said that in accordance with ordinary practice, a 

cheque would have been sent to Mrs Molyneux, had Lord Terrington so directed.  He was the one 

person in the firm who signed cheques. 

  

Lord Terrington's Health 
 Cross-examined, the witness said it sometimes happened that cheques were drawn and 

submitted to Lord Terrington for his instructions. 

 Mr. Simmons. – Would it be correct to say that sometimes, if he were well enough, he 

would sign a batch of cheques in respect of which he had given no instructions ? – Yes. 

 Continuing, the witness said that he knew that in 1914 Lord Terrington had a bad 

breakdown, and when in the office he often worked lying down.  The witness had heard that he had 

been forbidden to do any work.  Before he went abroad in 1926 he occupied a flat above the office, 

and spent a good deal of his time in bed.  The witness had taken instructions from him at the 

bedside.  At this time orders were given that Lord Terrington was to be troubled only with matters 

of the utmost urgency.  Two doctors and a specialist were attending him. 

 Mr. Harold John Morland, chartered accountant, and a member of the firm of Price, 

Waterhouse and Co., Frederick's Place, Old Jewry, said he was one of the trustees in the bankruptcy 

of Lord Terrington.  The witness gave evidence about his examination of the books and documents 

used by Lord Terrington in his business as solicitor.  The witness said he could find no entry in the 

ledger regarding Mrs Molyneux's affairs., neither could he find any entry in the books of 

Woodhouse and Co. of a sale of Reckitt shares realising £4,999 on or about July 21, 1925, or of 

another sale about January 11, 1926, of 2000 Ordinary Reckitt shares realising £9,000.  A sale of 

1,000 shares producing £4,425 on March 13, 1925, however, appeared as credited to Sir Harold 

Reckitt.  The receipt of £20,460 in relation to a mortgage of the Littlegreen Estate was credited to 

Sir Harold Reckitt's account in the books. The whole amount went into Woodhouse and Co.'s bank 

account, and from it two payments were made, one of £10,000 to Sir Harold's private account, and 

one of £5,000 to the account of the Littlegreen Estate Company. 

 

Unrealised Assets 
 Lord Terrington, said Mr. Morland, was adjudicated bankrupt on July 1, 1926, on the 

petition of Sir Harold Reckitt.  So far as he (the witness) knew, no statement of affairs had been 

lodged.  There were 78 proofs filed totalling £400,000.  Sir Harold Reckitt proved for £213,936 8s. 

6d.   The assets were likely to produce only about £6,000.  The unrealised assets were not very 

hopeful. 

  Cross-examined by Mr. Simmons, Mr. Morland said that an application was made for an 

adjournment of the petition, which was refused. 

 Mr. Simmons.- I think you will find that Lord Terrington at once wrote to the Official 

Receiver from his address in Monte Carlo, enclosing the keys of his safe ? – I will take that from 

you. 

 From the time of your appointment onwards, has Lord Terrington given you all the 

assistance he possibly could ? – I can't tell you that.  He has given no assistance of any use to us. 

 In reply to further questions, Mr. Morland said he was informed that accountants had been 

out to see Lord Terrington at Monte Carlo, but he failed to see what they could do without the 

books. 

 If an accountant were now appointed to examine the books, how long would it take him to 

arrive at a result ?  - It would be quite impossible for him to produce anything of importance 

because the books are grossly inaccurate in a great many particulars.  If an accountant were 

engaged from day to day an accurate result would be impossible.  But if you ask me how long it 



would take him to get what he could out of the books I should say it would take months.  Almost 

every entry has to be carefully examined to see whether it is a correct entry or a fake one.  The 

entries are voluminous and complicated. 

 Mr. Morland said he believed Mr. Elmer, a chartered accountant, visited Lord Terrington at 

Monte Carlo.  Asked if he knew that Woodhouse and Co.'s books were audited on a special system 

of Mr. Elmer's, the witness said "I hope not."  (Laughter) 

 This concluded the case for the prosecution, and on the application of Mr. Simmons the case 

was adjourned until today. 
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Lord Terrington Sent for Trial 

Defence Reserved  -  Bail Refused by Magistrate. 

 At the New Court, Guildhall, yesterday, Lord Terrington was committed for trial on the 21 

charges of fraudulent conversion made against him at the instigation of the Director of Public 

Prosecutions. 

 Alderman Sir Louis A. Newton administered the statutory caution and questioned whether 

the defendant wished to say anything. 

 Lord Terrington, speaking in a noticeably weak voice, read from a type-written sheet the 

following:-  

 "I plead not guilty and reserve my defence.  I desire to take this opportunity of saying that 

my answer to the charges is largely to be found in the books and documents at present in the 

custody of the trustee.  During the course of the proceedings in this Court, I have not had any 

opportunity of investigating the books in order to establish my innocence, but given an adequate 

opportunity I shall be able satisfactorily to refute the charges that are made against me." 

 The Magistrate then formally committed the accused for trial at the next session of the 

Central Criminal Court on all the charges. 

 The 21 charges are made in connexion with Lord Terrington's profession as a solicitor, 

which he carried on as H. J. S. Woodhouse and Co., at Clarges Street.  They involve a sum of 

£60,000, the greater part of which the defendant is alleged to have misappropriated by means of a 

power of attorney he held from Sir Harold James Reckitt of Hull, who proved in the Bankruptcy 

Court for £213,936.  It was stated that Lord Terrington's liabilities amounted to £400,000, the assets 

being calculated at about £6,000. 

  Mr. Harold Simmons submitted that at this stage reasonable but substantial bail should be 

allowed.  The only point urged in opposition was the fact of Lord Terrington having left this 

country about two years ago in spite of the circumstances that a ne exeat regno had been directed to 

issue, and contrary to an undertaking he had given.  It was now quite obvious that no such 

undertaking was given on behalf of Lord Terrington before he left this country.  It appeared that a 

firm of solicitors, Messrs. Bird and Bird, his opponents in certain litigation, saw Mr. Hills, who was 

representing Lord Terrington, and informed him that a writ had been directed to issue.  When Mr. 

Hills saw Lord Terrington at the railway station – the train was actually moving and matters were in 

utter confusion, according to Mr. Hills – what he said to Lord Terrington was:- "Messrs. Bird and 

Bird are on the train and will meet you at Dover."  At Dover he was unsuccessful in meeting a 

representative of Messrs. Bird and Bird, and there was no telegraphic message there or elsewhere. 

  

The Sojourn in France 
 Lord Terrington, continued Mr. Simmons, then proceeded to the South of France.  He was 

suffering then, and had been for years, from valvular disease of the heart, and at that time had only 

been able to attend to business when in a reclining position.  Then he became unable to transact any 



business whatever and only left this country in obedience to doctors' orders, and he left a very sick 

man indeed.  When he was in Monte Carlo he wrote to the Official Receiver giving him as much 

assistance as he was able to give, sending him the keys of the safes, documents, and papers 

available.  Later on, an application being made in bankruptcy, there was an adjournment, and a 

doctor was appointed by the Court to see Lord Terrington and report upon his condition.  These 

reports were made monthly and were invariably unfavourable to Lord Terrington's return to this 

country. 

 When the warrant was issued Lord Terrington made immediate preparations for departure 

from France, and when, ultimately, extradition proceedings were applied for, he did his very best, 

not merely to waive formalities but to expedite the proceedings.  It was most important that those 

advising Lord Terrington should be in a position adequately to prepare his defence.  That defence 

must necessarily be contained in those books and documents which the Official Trustee had 

described as "voluminous and complicated," and containing numerous false entries.  Details were 

not given nor were they sought. 

 Although this was a prosecution by the Director, it ought to be assumed that there might be 

a defence, and he submitted that it would be but elementary justice to allow Lord Terrington to 

defend himself, which would be impossible if he were kept in prison.  As the case for the 

prosecution turned upon the investigation of documents, papers, and books, it was only by a similar 

investigation on the part of the defence that Lord Terrington could be put in a position to refute the 

charges made against him.  No doubt the charges were extremely grave, but, not being a felony but 

a statutory misdemeanour, he urged that it was the duty of the Court to grant bail.  He submitted 

that there was no probability that the accused would flee the country or fail to take his trial at the 

Central Criminal Court. 

  

Bail Opposed 
 Mr. Eustace Fulton (for the Director of Public Prosecutions) opposed the application for 

bail, and recalled the evidence given that Mr. Justice Lawrence, on an order being applied for ne 

exeat regno, told Lord Terrington's representative to inform him that if he attempted to leave the 

country, "very unpleasant circumstances" might follow.  Lord Terrington did leave the country two 

years ago, and counsel submitted that he might very well leave the country again, in view of his 

committal that day.  As to the obtaining of access to the books and documents for the purposes of 

the defence, they had been available the whole time from the commencement of these proceedings.  

In view of the circumstances under which Lord Terrington left England, he submitted that he ought 

not to be admitted to bail.  

 Mr. Simmons said that until the witnesses gave their evidence it was impossible for those 

defending Lord Terrington to know the nature of the charges they had to meet.  The defence could 

not properly be prepared if Lord Terrington was kept in custody. 

 Sir Louis Newton said he had given most careful consideration to the question of bail, and 

was of the opinion that it should not be granted in this case.  He therefore refused bail.  As the 

defence had intimated that they intended to apply to a judge if he refused bail, he had instructed the 

officials of the Court  to facilitate that application as much as possible.  He had a letter from the 

medical officer at Brixton stating that the defendant's condition had improved considerably since he 

went there. 

 The case will be put into the June Calendar at the Central Criminal Court. 
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Lord Terrington Sentenced – Fraud on Client. 

Four Years Penal Servitude. 

 Harold James Selborne, Baron Terrington, whose age was given as 51 years, and who was 

described as being of no occupation, pleaded "Guilty" at the Central Criminal Court yesterday to a 

number of charges of fraudulently converting sums of money belonging to Sir Harold James 

Reckitt and amounting to over £54,000.  He was sentenced to four years' penal servitude. 

 He pleaded "Not Guilty" to charges of obtaining £232 and £600 from Mrs. Emmeline Mary 

Molyneux and Mr. Herbert Russell Wakefield. 

 The indictment on which he was charged contained 50 counts. 

 Mr. Eustace Fulton and Mr. D. G. Roberts appeared for the prosecution; Mr. Roland Oliver, 

K.C., and Mr. Harold Simmons for Lord Terrington. 

 Mr. Fulton, addressing the Court, said that Lord Terrington was solicitor who had practised 

for many years under the style of Woodhouse and Co. in Clarges Street, W.  Sir Harold Reckitt, 

who had known him all his life, was in the habit of travelling abroad for considerable period, and it 

was his custom, when he went abroad, to give Lord Terrington a very wide power of attorney, 

which gave him in effect complete control of Sir Harold Reckitt's affairs. 

 The first six counts in the indictment related to Lord Terrington's dealing with Sir Harold's 

property so that he might pay to a Mr. Buxton money which he owed him.  In July, 1920, Mr 

Buxton acting as nominee for a group of persons at Hull, lent to Lord Terrington and his associates 

£30,000 on the security of a mortgage on a property at Hull called the White City.  Early in 1923 

Mr. Buxton thought that the security was insufficient, and he therefore called in the mortgage and 

instructed his solicitors to look to Lord Terrington for payment.  Correspondence ensued, and sums 

amounting to £14,000 were paid, but on July 29, 1925, £29,000, the balance of the capital was 

owing.  Mr. Buxton issued a writ for that amount, and on August 3 judgment was obtained.  On 

July 31 Lord Terrington sent to Mr. Buxton's solicitors shares in Reckitt and Co., Ltd., with the 

appropriate transfers, which had been executed under his power of attorney, and he instructed them 

to sell as many of the shares as would raise £5,000.  That was done, and Lord Terrington was 

credited with the sum.  Later a further 2000 shares were sent to Mr. Buxton with instructions that 

they should be sold.  They were sold, and Lord Terrington was credited with £9,000.  In March, 

1926, further shares and part of the property at Hull were sold and Lord Terrington paid the balance 

remaining due to Mr. Buxton. 

 Two counts related to the misuse of money belonging to Sir Harold Reckitt so that Lord 

Terrington could settle claims by Lady Nunbornholme.  He had been, with Lady Nunbornholme, 

trustee of her daughter's marriage settlement.  Of the money in the settlement £9,000 had been lent 

to him on the security of a house which he had at Margate.  In January, 1926, Lady 

Nunbornholme's solicitors issued a writ calling in the money, and Lord Terrington undertook to pay 

the money into Court.  On March 18 he deposited with his stockbrokers 5,000 shares in Reckitt and 

Co., Ltd., with the appropriate transfers, and he obtained a loan of £10,000 on them.  Out of that 

sum he paid £9,000 into Court.  The shares were afterwards sold, the balance of the purchase price 

being used to meet Lord Terrington's obligations on an account with the brokers. 

 

"Mrs. Brown's" Account 
 Other counts related to his use of Sir Harold Reckitt's property to meet his obligations on 

certain speculative accounts which he had with his stockbrokers.  One account was in the name of a 

"Mrs. Brown", another was in the name of Woodhouse and Co., and a third was in his own name.  



in April, 1925, "Mrs. Brown's" account was in debt  in the sum of £1,600, and Lord Terrington 

instructed his brokers to sell 1,000 Reckitt shares.  The shares produced £3,658 with which "Mrs. 

Brown's" debt was wiped out, the balance being entered to the credit of Lord Terrington with the 

firm.  In 1925 further shares were sold for £4,087, and the proceeds applied to meet debts on "Mrs. 

Brown's" and Messrs. Woodhouse and Co.'s accounts.  Later similar transactions took place. 

 In 1925 Sir Harold Reckitt owned a property known as the Littlegreen Estate and had a 

separate banking account in respect of it.  At the end of 1925 both that account and Sir Harold's 

personal account were considerably overdrawn, and he was about to go to India.  On November 25 

he gave further powers of attorney to Lord Terrington and instructed him to sell 12,500 shares, to 

mortgage the Littlegreen property for £20,000, and to reduce the overdrafts.  On December 17 Lord 

Terrington received £20,460 in respect of the mortgage, the cheque being paid into his own 

account.  Out of the money he paid £10,000 into Sir Harold Reckitt's account and £5,000 into the 

Littlegreen account, leaving £5,460 in his own account, which was used for his own purposes.  

 The remaining counts in the indictment related to 15 cheques which Lord Terrington had 

drawn under his power of attorney amounting to some £6,630 which he had paid into his own 

account and used for his own purposes. 

 Lord Terrington was made a bankrupt on July 1, 1926.  At that time he had left the country, 

and he did not come back until May, 1928, when he was returned by the French Government under 

an extradition warrant.  Owing to his absence no statement of affairs had been delivered.  Proofs of 

debt amounting to some £400,000 had, however, been filed.  Sir Harold Reckitt had filed a proof of 

debt for £213,936, a figure which was likely to be increased to about £300,000. 

  

Prison Doctor's Evidence 
 Dr. Watts, senior medical officer at Brixton Prison, called by Mr. Oliver, said that Lord 

Terrington had been in custody in the prison.  He was suffering from an enlarged heart and very 

grave valvular disease.  The tendency of the disease was to become worse, but in very favourable 

circumstances it would progress very slowly. 

 Mr. Oliver.- Have you formed any opinion about his mentality ? – He has the mental 

characteristics of valvular disease.  He is extremely nervous and any small excitement produces on 

him an undue effect. 

 Is he fit to conduct business ? – I should think that it would be most injurious for him to 

attempt anything which would involve much mental strain. 

 Would you expect his brain to have been affected to some extent for some years ? – I think 

that that could be inferred with practical certainty. 

 Mr. Oliver said that at the time when Lord Terrington received the sums in respect of which 

he had pleaded "Not Guilty" he was quite unfit to transact business and he had never known that 

the money had entered his office,  In these circumstances he felt that he could not plead "Guilty" in 

these cases as that would amount to admitting having robbed poor persons. 

 He (counsel) was not going to seek to minimise the gravity of the offence committed by a 

solicitor who had misappropriated his client's money.  But as early as 1915 Lord Terrington was 

advised that he was suffering from heart trouble and was quite unfit to serve in the Army.  That had 

got worse, and, while ill-health in itself was no excuse for crime, ill-health which affected mental 

capacity might be taken as some mitigation of an offence.  During the War Lord Terrington did 

recruiting and tribunal work without any remuneration, and he was rewarded by being decorated 

with the Order of the British Empire.  That double work undoubtedly had a very bad effect on his 

health. 

 In 1925 and 1926 – the dates covered by the charges made against him – he used to pass the 

day lying down and dealing with such documents as were taken to him.  He had lost heart and was 

not competent to deal with the situation arising from the large figures of insolvency which they had 

heard.  It was not as though he had no hopes of being able to pay back the money in respect of 

which he had been charged.  At the time he had assets which on paper amounted to £340,000 or 

£350,000.  Now they must be taken to be of no great value, but in 1925 and 1926 Lord Terrington 



was entitled to regard some large items as of great value.  One was a debt of £81,000; another was 

another debt of £79,000. 

 The suggestion had been widely made that Lord Terrington had run away from his troubles 

and had remained in France.  That was not correct.  In June, 1926, he was advised that his health 

was such that he must go at once to Monte Carlo, and he therefore went.  At that time he knew of 

no process for his detention.  At Monte Carlo he was in the doctor's hands for some months.  The 

London bankruptcy authorities, who thought he was deliberately keeping away, appointed an 

independent doctor to examine him, and that doctor said that he was suffering from grave and 

advanced heart disease, and that there could be no question of his taking the journey to England 

without risking his life.  When he was better he started to return voluntarily, but at Boulogne, while 

in the act of embarking, he was arrested by the French police on an extradition warrant and kept in 

custody for 13 months. 

 Mr. Justice Branson. – What sort of custody was it ? 

 Mr. Oliver. – Except that he was in the hands of the police, I do not know.  I gather that he 

spent practically all his time in the prison hospital, as he has spent his time here since, and as, I 

suppose, he will spend any further time during which he may be ordered to be detained.  His state 

of health is such that he may die at any moment. 

 Counsel added that Lord Terrington had suffered complete social and financial ruin.  He 

would be struck off the Roll of Solicitors.  He had been a Justice of the Peace, and he had ceased to 

be so.  He would lose the decoration he had won in the War.  Above all he was a peer, and, if he 

ever came out of prison, unless he could change his name, he would always be branded with his 

crime.  Those things, coupled with his having already served 15 ½ months' imprisonment, amounted 

to a very heavy punishment. 

 Mr. Justice Branson, in sentencing Lord Terrington, said that he had disgraced an 

honourable profession and had besmirched an honoured name.  If it had not been for his health and 

the fact that he had already been in custody for 15 ½  months he (his Lordship) would have had to 

impose a longer sentence than that which he proposed to pass. Taking all the circumstances into 

consideration he felt that he would not be doing justice if he imposed a sentence of less than four 

years' penal servitude. 

 Permission was granted for Lord Terrington to see his wife. 
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Lord Terrington – Name Struck Off Roll of Solicitors 

 The committee constituted under Solicitors Acts, 1888 and 1919 have ordered that Lord 

Terrington be struck off the Roll of Solicitors. 

 The committee, in their findings, dated September 18, state:- 

 "(1) That at the June session held at the Central Criminal Court in the Old Bailey, in the 

City of London on the 26th June, 1928, the respondent was in due form of law convicted on an 

indictment for that he being entrusted by Sir Harold James Reckitt with a power of attorney for the 

sale or transfer of certain valuable securities entitling or evidencing the title of Sir Harold James 

Reckitt to a share or interest in the stock of a certain company to with Reckitt and Sons Ltd., of 

Hull, fraudulently sold, transferred or otherwise converted part of the said property included within 

the said power of attorney to wit 1,276 ordinary shares of and in Reckitt and Sons, Ltd., the 

property of Sir Harold James Reckitt to his own use or to the use or benefit of persons other than 

the said Sir Harold James Reckitt and that the respondent was ordered to be kept in penal servitude 

four years. 

 "(2) That the respondent has been guilty of misconduct in respect of the matters for which 

he has been convicted and sentenced as above mentioned: 



 "And the Committee order that the name of Harold James Selborne Baron Terrington, 

formerly of 11, Clarges Street, Mayfair, London, W., be struck off the Roll of Solicitors of the 

Supreme Court." 
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