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1.

The extent to which Tony Freudmann is a fit and proper person is pertinent to this
DCO application. It is he who has drawn together the disparate players that currently
form RSP. He has been the driving force behind the attempted acquisition of the exairport site for many years –
It is he who introduced ROIC, then RSP, to this opportunity. He is the only one of the
principals who has any operational aviation experience. His importance to this DCO
application cannot be overstated.

2.

It is a matter of public record that

3.

However, despite this being a matter of public record, and a matter of legitimate public
interest, details of Mr Freudmann’s
It would appear that Mr Freudmann has in the last few years
.

4.

When Mr Freudmann was seeking along with Mr Yerrall and Mr Lawlor to acquire the
Manston site via a CPO undertaken by TDC, I came across and posted the decision
of the Solicitors’ Disciplinary Tribunal (SDT) relating to
That post has been in place since 8th September 2016. It is now probably
the only place on the internet where the damning report from the Solicitors Disciplinary
Tribunal is available.

5.

On 2nd January 2019 I received a letter from a Mr Seinberg. Mr Seinberg appears to
be a lawyer operating out of Los Angeles, California. It is a “cease and desist” letter,
asking me to remove the post. The letter inaccurately refers to “defamatory content”,
whereas in reality the content of the post is factual. Mr Freudmann is well aware that I
run the website in question, and he is well aware of how to contact me, but he has
never contacted me directly regarding the post. Instead, he has sent me a lawyer’s
letter. In my assessment, this is a move clearly designed to intimidate. Curiously,
Freudmann doesn’t call on the services of BDB (RSP’s lawyers), or any other UK

lawyer, but a US attorney. This is a move calculated to add to the complexity and cost
of any legal process – again, I assume, designed to intimidate.
6.

The timing of Mr Freudmann’s action is also pertinent. The DCO process is underway
and the ExA is asking for detailed CVs of RSP’s principals. My site is one of the few
places where people can access details of the SDT’s decision. Mr Freudmann and his
colleagues are also seeking investors so that they have something to put before the
ExA. I conclude that this is why it is only now, when he is seeking funding and
presenting himself to the ExA, that Mr Freudmann has realised just how inconvenient
the truth can be. The backers, funders and financiers that he so desperately needs to
attract will inevitably research RSP and its directors, and come upon these facts. To
counter this, Freudmann has recently embarked on what I believe is called
(e.g. by trying
) and at the same
time
”, and an

7.

Mr Freudmann’s
at this particular
time suggests strongly to me that he thinks that it is highly pertinent to this DCO
process and that he would prefer the ExA not to be aware of it. It is for this very reason
that I think it important to bring to the ExA’s attention Mr Freudmann’s
into removing the facts around this part of his career history. Others better
informed than I am will be able to comment on his track record of

8.

I urge the ExA to question Mr Freudmann in some detail on his past track record, and
his string of business failures in the aviation and travel industries, and the extent to
which there is any evidence that he could correctly identify a piece of land capable of
becoming a nationally significant airport. The ExA must be satisfied that he is himself
a person of such standing that he would be a fit person to be a principal in such a
project.

Dear Mr Seinberg,
Thank you for your correspondence of the 2nd January 2018 in relation to the request
to remove information concerning your client, Mr Anthony Freudmann, from the Herne
Bay Matters website. The correspondence leaves me a little confused. The subject
heading “Request to remove damaging and defamatory content” is contradicted by the
body of the correspondence in which you confirm that the relevant content is true and
therefore incapable in law of being ‘defamatory’.
You will of course be aware that the original decision taken by the Solicitors
Disciplinary Tribunal was that Mr Freudmann should be fined for his conduct. This
decision was appealed by the then, Solicitors Complaints Bureau, to the High Court.
That court had the power to dispose of Mr Freudmann’s case in a number of ways,
including suspension of his practicing certificate. However, Lord Justice Taylor took
the view that Mr Freudmann’s behaviour was such that he
he having formed the view that the conduct was
such that Mr Freudmann
It should perhaps be remembered that Mr Freudmann was not an impoverished and
callow youth taking a wrong turn at the beginning of his career. Nor was the conduct
a one-off submission to temptation. Had these factors been present, your arguments
for removal may have been more persuasive. To the contrary, at the time of these
wrongdoings, Mr Freudmann was of course a man in his 40’s who had risen to be the
Managing Partner of Wace Morgan Solicitors. He had taken political office as Leader
of Shropshire County Council and had accepted judicial office as a Deputy District
Judge. It is reasonable to assume that he enjoyed an above average income as
managing partner, would have been paid handsomely for his sittings as a stipendiary
magistrate and in addition, would have had his expenses as leader of the council. It is
clear that his actions betrayed the trust placed in him by many people, not just those
whose client accounts were affected.
You make the very bold assertion that “In the two and a half decades that have elapsed
since then, Mr. Freudmann has led an exemplary life, and has amassed a spotless
record.” You will forgive me if I appear to be teaching granny to suck eggs (a quaint
English aphorism) but perhaps it would have been wiser to phrase that as “my client
instructs me that he has led an exemplary life”. As worded, it would seem that you
attest to the truth of this proposition and evidence his good character, something that
might be less than wise and I am sure was not your intention.
As you are doubtless aware, the fact of, and the reasons for, Mr Freudmann’s
are matters within the public domain. The information is freely
available to any enquirer, with sufficient interest, from both the Solicitors Regulation
Authority and the Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal. The judgement of the High Court, as
a court of record, is of course permanent in its nature. However, despite my
reservations and in the spirit of forgiveness and with good grace, should you obtain
confirmation from those august bodies, that they are prepared to remove Mr
Freudmann’s records from the public domain, Herne Bay Matters will respect that
decision and will remove the information requested.
Best regards,

Tony Freudmann

Anthony “Tony” Freudmann was a solicitor with the firm of Wace Morgan in
Shrewsbury, Shropshire. In 1991, the other partners at Wace Morgan discovered that
over a period of years, Mr Freudmann
.
In 1992 he was brought in front of the Solicitors’ Disciplinary Tribunal facing allegations
(from the partners in his own firm) that “
”.
Mr Freudmann had been given the trusted position of managing partner, which gave
him the access to the client accounts. Wace Morgan stated that Mr Freudmann “had
undertaken a
over a long period of time. The
number of payments had been on a large scale and had been taken
clandestinely”, and that he “had i
over a long period of time”.
Mr Freudmann’s submission to the Tribunal is a cringe-making stream of “poor me”
excuses – paragraphs 27 to 64 in the document. Poor Tony was working SO hard,
and had difficult clients, and the other partners didn’t work as hard as he did (which
made him resentful), and he was only “borrowing” the money, and it was only a little
bit at a time, and so on. As a result of this, “he behaved in a way which he found
difficult to understand”… FOR YEAR AFTER YEAR.
His partners were cross with him, very cross.
•

They let down the tyres of his leased car and took his car keys (presumably to
safeguard the car) and frog-marched him out of the building.

•

They cancelled his petrol account at the local garage, cancelled his life insurance
and cancelled his wife’s car insurance.

•

They grassed him up to the Lord Chancellor’s Department, who suspended him as
a Deputy District Judge.

•

They grassed him up to the Chief Executive and Chairman of the County Council,
and the County solicitor, which cost him his position as Leader of the County
Council.

•

They grassed him up to the Crown Prosecution Service, so he was no longer able
to work as an Agent for the CPS.

•

They grassed him up to the local press.

•

They grassed him up to potential clients.

All of this caused Tony “considerable embarrassment, alarm and distress”. I think
that may have been the point.
The Tribunal found “the allegation to have been substantiated” – bang to rights, in
English. Even though they described Tony as “ambitious, dominating and
aggressive”, they fell for his sob story, saying “the Tribunal has in these
exceptional circumstances decided to treat him with an unusual degree of
leniency”, and fined him £5,000. Not everyone thought this was the correct
judgement, but it wasn’t any of his victims or even his ex-partners who appealed
against the decision, because the (then) Solicitors Complaints Bureau beat them to it.
Well done, SCB.
As you can see in the hand-written addition to the front page of the document: “The
Tribunal’s decision was quashed on appeal to the Queen’s Bench Division of
the High Court of Justice, and an order
was substituted on 22nd October 1993.”
So, a happy ending.
Shortcut to this page is: bit.ly/FREUDMANN

By the way, if you search for “Tony Freudmann” on Google, you will find that he is one
of those people who has taken advantage
–
there’s a footnote to the search results explaining that some results have been
removed. This episode in Mr Freudmann’s life was meant to have been
.

