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INTRODUCTION/SERVICE OF PAPERS 

 

1. The Disciplinary Committee (“the Committee”) convened to consider a num-

ber of Allegations against Miss Sidiqa, who did not attend and was not rep-

resented. 

  

2. The papers before the Committee were in a bundle lettered A to J and num-

bered 1 to 116 and a costs schedule numbered 117 to 120. There was a 

service bundle numbered 1 to 28.  

 

3. Mrs Healy-Howell made an application to proceed in the absence of Miss 

Sidiqa. 

 

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE 

 

4. The Committee first considered whether the appropriate documents had 

been served in accordance with the Complaints and Disciplinary Regula-

tions (“the Regulations”). The Committee took into account the submissions 

made by Mrs Emily Healy-Howell on behalf of ACCA and also took into ac-

count the advice of the Legal Adviser. 

 

5. Included within the service bundle was the Notice of Hearing dated 29 June 

2018, thereby satisfying the 28 day notice requirement, and addressed to 

Miss Sidiqa at her address as it appears in the ACCA register. Proof of 

postage was provided by way of Royal Mail Track and Trace, which showed 

that the item had arrived in Pakistan on 10 July 2018. The Notice included 

details about the time, date and venue for the hearing and also Miss 

Sidiqa’s right to attend the hearing, in person or on the phone, and to be 

represented, if she so wished. In addition, the Notice provided details about 

applying for an adjournment and the Committee’s power to proceed in Miss 

Sidiqa’s absence, if considered appropriate. The same documents were 

sent by email on 29 June 2018 to the email address provided by Miss 

Sidiqa. 

 

6. The Committee was satisfied that the Notice had been served in accordance 

with the Regulations. Having so determined, the Committee then considered 

whether to proceed in Miss Sidiqa’s absence. The Committee bore in mind 
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that although it had a discretion to proceed in the absence of Miss Sidiqa, it 

should exercise that discretion with the utmost care and caution, particularly 

as Miss Sidiqa was unrepresented.  

 

7. As well as the Notice of Hearing being sent by post and email, the Hearings 

Officer sent a number of further emails and a letter to Miss Sidiqa asking her 

whether she would be attending the hearing and offering her the option of 

attending by telephone link if she were unable to attend in person. However, 

Miss Sidiqa did not respond to any of this correspondence. The Hearings 

Officer also attempted to phone Miss Sidiqa on 26 July 2018, but was greet-

ed by a record message telling her that her call could not be completed as 

dialled. 

 

8. The Committee noted that Miss Sidiqa faced serious allegations of dishon-

esty and failing to co-operate with ACCA Investigations’ Department and 

that there was a clear public interest in the matter being dealt with expedi-

tiously. The Committee considered an adjournment would serve no useful 

purpose, because it seemed unlikely that Miss Sidiqa, who was essentially 

not engaging with ACCA, would attend on any other occasion. The Commit-

tee noted that, apart from two brief emails sent in February 2018, Miss 

Sidiqa had not responded to any of the correspondence sent by ACCA, ei-

ther during the investigation or about this hearing, and concluded that she 

had thereby waived her right to be present and to be represented at this 

hearing. 

 

9. In all the circumstances, the Committee decided that it was in the interests 

of justice that the matter should proceed, notwithstanding the absence of 

Miss Sidiqa. 

 

ALLEGATIONS/BRIEF BACKGROUND 

 

10. It is alleged that Miss Sidiqa is liable to disciplinary action on the basis of the 

following Allegations: 

 

Allegations 

 

Miss Ayesha Sidiqa who is a registered student with ACCA: 
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1) In or about March 2015, Miss Sidiqa caused or permitted the submission 

to ACCA a request for F7, F8 and F9 exemptions using one or both of 

the documents listed in Schedule A, which purported to have been is-

sued by the University of Lahore, when in fact, they had not been. 

 

2) Miss Sidiqa’s conduct described in paragraph (1) above was: 

 
a. Dishonest, in that she had gained an unfair and/or improper ad-

vantage to enable her to progress to sitting ACCA’s P series ex-

ams when she had not passed all the required prerequisite F se-

ries exams; 

 

b. Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. 

 

 
3) Contrary to Paragraph 3(1) of the Complaints and Disciplinary Regula-

tions 2014 (as amended) Miss Sidiqa has failed to co-operate fully with 

the investigation of a complaint in that she failed to respond to any or all 

of ACCA’s correspondence as set out in Schedule B. 

 

4) By reason of her conduct as described in (1) and/or (2) and/or (3) Miss 

Sidiqa is: 

 
a. Guilty of misconduct pursuant to Bye-Law 8(a)(i); or 

 

b. Liable to disciplinary action pursuant to bye-law 8 (a)(iii). 

 

11. Miss Sidiqa is an ACCA student, having been admitted to the student regis-

ter on 5 November 2010. 

 

12. On 7 November 2017, ACCA Investigations received a referral from ACCA 

Pakistan regarding Miss Sidiqa. They had received information from the 

University of Lahore in Pakistan that the degree certificate awarding Miss 

Sidiqa the degree of Bachelor of Sciences in Accounting and Finance on 4 

July 2014 was a forgery. The same applied to the accompanying transcript 

of her results, dated 24 December 2013. The University had no record of 

Miss Sidiqa ever attending Lahore University. 
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13. ACCA then contacted the University of Lahore and obtained a witness 

statement from a member of the teaching team and coordinator for collabo-

ration with professional bodies. The statement confirmed that the University 

had no record of Miss Sidiqa as either a current or former student and the 

documents were not issued by the university. 

 

14. ACCA’s Exemption Team Manager then reviewed the F7, F8 and F9 ex-

emptions awarded to Miss Sidiqa in March 2015. In his statement, he con-

firmed that ACCA had received an email from Miss Sidiqa sometime in 

March 2015, requesting exemptions from F7, F8 and F9. A Lahore Univer-

sity degree certificate and transcript, identical to those seen by the Lahore 

coordinator referred to above, were attached to the email. The Exemption 

Team Manager confirmed that Miss Sidiqa was subsequently granted ex-

emptions from F7, F8 and F9 on the basis of the documents provided and 

this was communicated to her on 30 March 2015. 

 

15. ACCA’s Student Nurturing Team Manager provided a statement in which 

he confirmed that Miss Sidiqa had been awarded exemptions for the F1 to 

F6 exams in 2012. He said that she had then twice sat and failed the F7 

exam (in 2013 & 2014), failed the F8 exam (in 2013) and failed the F9 ex-

am (in 2014). The Manager also stated that in 2016, Miss Sidiqa twice 

failed the P1 exam and also failed the P2 exam. He confirmed that in order 

to sit the P1 and P2 exams, the student must first pass or be awarded ex-

emptions for the entire F1 to F9 series of exams. 

 

16. ACCA initially wrote to Miss Sidiqa at her registered mailing address on 28 

November 2017, asking for her comments and observations in regards to 

this investigation. Miss Sidiqa was asked to respond by 13 December 2017. 

The address the initial letter was sent to matched Miss Sidiqa’s registered 

mailing address as it appeared in ACCA’s membership database on 28 No-

vember 2017. 

 

17. ACCA did not receive a response from Miss Sidiqa. A chaser letter was 

sent to Miss Sidiqa on 15 December 2017. A complete copy of the initial 

letter dated 28 November 2017 was enclosed with this chaser letter. Miss 

Sidiqa was also warned that an additional allegation of failure to cooperate 
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may be brought against her if she did not respond to this chaser by 5 Janu-

ary 2018. The address this chaser letter was sent to matched Miss Sidiqa’s 

registered mailing address as it appeared in ACCA’s members databases 

on 15 December 2017. On 15 January 2018, this chaser letter was returned 

to ACCA’s London office. 

 

18. On 8 January 2018, a final chaser was sent to Miss Sidiqa at her registered 

mailing address. A complete copy of the initial letter dated 28 November 

2017 and the chaser letter dated 5 January 2018, were sent to Miss Sidiqa 

with the final chaser letter. Again Miss Sidiqa was warned that an additional 

allegation of failure to cooperate might be brought against her if she did not 

respond to ACCA’s letter, by 29 January 2018. On 9 February 2018, this 

chaser letter was returned to ACCA’s London office. 

 

19. On 2 February 2018, for completeness, a PDF copy of the letters dated 8 

January 2018, 15 December 2017 and 28 November 2017 was e-mailed to 

Miss Sidiqa’s registered e-mail address. Miss Sidiqa was warned that an 

additional allegation of failure to cooperate may be brought against her if 

she did not respond to this email by 16 February 2018. The address this 

email was sent to was Miss Sidiqa’s registered e-mail address as it ap-

peared in ACCA’s membership database on 2 February 2018. 

 

20. On 14 February 2018, ACCA received an e-mail response from Miss Sidiqa 

who informed ACCA that she had not received any post from them. Miss 

Sidiqa’s response to ACCA’s e-mail had all the previous ACCA letters, re-

ferred to above, attached. ACCA responded to this email the same day, ie 

14 February 2018 and, for completeness, attached a further copy of the 8 

January 2018 letter. A request was made that Miss Sidiqa respond to the 

letter by 16 February 2018. 

 

21. ACCA also took note of the fact that on 14 February 2018, Miss Sidiqa up-

dated her ACCA records by providing a new address. The email address 

remained the same. 

 

22. Miss Sidiqa responded by email on 15 February 2018 and stated, “I was 

not aware of this incident and did not received any notification earlier re-
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garding this allegation. Now i received your e mail one day before. i need 

some time to justify so kindly extend my date.” 

 

23. ACCA responded on the same day stating that ACCA was unable to give 

her an indefinite time extension. ACCA set a response date of Friday 23 

February 2018, but said that if Miss Sidiqa required more time to respond to 

the allegations, she could request it, but would need to outline how much 

time she needed, and why, by Friday 23 February 2018. 

 

24. No further response has been received from Miss Sidiqa. On 28 February 

2018, ACCA informed her, by email, that a further allegation of a failure to 

cooperate had been included. 

 

25. On 6 March 2018, ACCA wrote to Miss Sidiqa to provide her with the As-

sessor’s Report, before it was reviewed by the Assessor, and asking her to 

comment upon it by 2 April 2018. This was sent by email to her registered 

email address and also by post to her address as updated on 14 February 

2018. No response was received. 

 

26. On 3 April 2018, ACCA sent a further letter to Miss Sidiqa, both by email 

and post to her new registered address to inform her that the Assessor’s 

Report was being submitted to the Assessor for Review. 

 

27. Apart from the two brief emails referred to above, Miss Sidiqa has not en-

gaged with ACCA at any stage, nor did she attend the hearing.  

 

DECISION ON FACTS/ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

 

28. The Committee considered with care all the evidence presented and the 

submissions made by Mrs Healy-Howell. The Committee accepted the ad-

vice of the Legal Adviser. 

 

 Allegation 1 

 

29. The Committee accepted the unchallenged and cogent evidence of the 

member of the teaching team and coordinator for collaboration with profes-
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sional bodies at Lahore University that the two documents in Schedule A 

were not provided by the Lahore University. 

 

30. In the absence of any viable alternative explanation from Miss Sidiqa (all 

she had said was that she was not aware of the incident), the Committee 

was satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that Lahore University had not 

issued these documents to her. The only clear and obvious inference is that 

they were in fact fake. The Committee was also satisfied that either Miss 

Sidiqa herself, or someone on her behalf, submitted these documents to 

ACCA and that she was aware of the fact that they were forgeries, which 

were being submitted to ACCA. The Committee therefore found Allegation 1 

proved. 

 

31. The Committee then considered whether such behaviour was dishonest. 

The Committee considered what it was that Miss Sidiqa had done, what her 

intentions were and whether the ordinary decent person would find that 

conduct dishonest. Miss Sidiqa had provided false documentation to ACCA 

as a result of which she was awarded exemptions from three of the exams 

ordinarily required to be taken by a student member in order to progress to 

sitting ACCA’s P Series of exams. The only possible intention for submitting 

such documentation must have been to deceive ACCA into believing she 

had indeed obtained an accounting and finance degree at Lahore University 

in order to gain the improper advantage of not having to take all the exams 

ordinarily required to be taken. Miss Sidiqa must have known this to be the 

case. This was further supported by her failed attempts to pass the three 

exams in question in 2013 and 2014. The Committee was in no doubt that 

the ordinary decent member of the public, in full possession of the facts of 

the case, would find that conduct to be dishonest. The Committee therefore 

found Allegation 2(a) proved. 

 

32. Having found Miss Sidiqa’s conduct to have been dishonest the Committee 

also found that she had breached the Fundamental Principle of Integrity be-

cause providing forged documents to deceive one’s regulator, and in order 

to gain an unfair advantage, is neither straightforward nor honest. The 

Committee thus found Allegation 2(b) proved. 
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33. The Committee was advised by the Legal Adviser that the duty to co-

operate with an ACCA investigation is absolute, that is to say every relevant 

person is under a duty to co-operate with any Investigations Officer and any 

Assessor in relation to the consideration and investigation of any complaint. 

A failure, or partial failure, to co-operate fully with the consideration or inves-

tigation of a complaint shall constitute a breach of the regulations and may 

render the relevant person liable to disciplinary action. Miss Sidiqa failed to 

respond to any of the correspondence sent to her by the Investigations Of-

ficer on the four dates specified in Schedule B. The Committee noted that 

the correspondence was also sent by email to the email address provided 

by Miss Sidiqa and which she used in her two brief responses to ACCA, as 

referred to above. Accordingly, even if she had not received the letters sent 

by post, because she had changed address and not notified ACCA, she 

would still have received the same documents by email. The Committee 

therefore found Allegation 3 proved. 

 

34. Having found the facts proved in Allegations 1, 2 and 3, the Committee then 

considered whether they amounted to misconduct. The Committee was in 

no doubt that providing false documents to ACCA in the dishonest way de-

scribed would clearly be considered deplorable by fellow members of the 

profession and the public. It was behaviour which brought discredit upon 

Miss Sidiqa, the profession and ACCA. The Committee was also of the view 

that failing to co-operate fully, or indeed at all, with an investigation being 

carried out by her regulator into her alleged misconduct is a serious matter. 

A student member should not be able to frustrate, delay, or derail complete-

ly an investigation into their conduct. Being a student member of ACCA 

brings with it a duty to co-operate, both in relation to compliance with the 

Regulations and into the investigation of a complaint. The Committee was 

satisfied that such behaviour represented a serious falling short of profes-

sional standards and brought discredit upon Miss Sidiqa and also upon the 

profession and ACCA as regulator. It therefore decided that Miss Sidiqa’s 

behaviour, both in dishonestly submitting false documents and in failing to 

co-operate amounted to misconduct and that Allegation 4(a) was proved in 

relation to Allegations 1, 2 and 3. 

 

35. Having found Allegation 4(a) proved it was not necessary for the Committee 

to consider Allegation 4(b), which was in the alternative. 
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SANCTION AND REASONS 

 

36. In reaching its decision on sanction, the Committee took into account the 

submissions made by Mrs Healy-Howell. Miss Sidiqa had not attended nor 

had she provided any personal mitigation for the Committee to take into ac-

count. The Committee referred to the Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions 

issued by ACCA and had in mind the fact that the purpose of sanctions was 

not to punish Miss Sidiqa, but to protect the public, maintain public confi-

dence in the profession and maintain proper standards of conduct, and that 

any sanction must be proportionate. The Committee accepted the advice of 

the Legal Adviser. 

 

37. When deciding on the appropriate sanction, the Committee carefully consid-

ered the aggravating and mitigating features in this case.  

 

38. The Committee considered the following aggravating features: the degree of 

planning and sophistication in forging or obtaining the relevant forged doc-

uments; undermining of the integrity of ACCA’s membership and exemp-

tions process; conduct motivated by personal gain; behaviour repeated; 

complete absence of insight. 

 

39. The Committee did not consider there to be any mitigating factors and Miss 

Sidiqa had not provided any. The Committee took into account that Miss 

Sidiqa had no previous disciplinary record with ACCA. 

 

40. The Committee considered all the options available from the least serious 

upwards and concluded that the only appropriate and proportionate sanction 

was removal from the student register.  Providing false documents in order 

to obtain exemptions from exams ordinarily required to be taken, and there-

by to gain a qualification upon which the public would rely, is very serious 

and fundamentally incompatible with being a student of ACCA. This blatant 

and deceptive, dishonest conduct was such a serious breach of bye-law 8 

that no other sanction would adequately reflect the gravity of her offending 

behaviour.  
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41. The Association provides specific guidance on the approach to be taken in 

cases of dishonesty, which is always said to be regarded as a particularly 

serious matter, even when it does not result in direct harm and/or loss, or is 

related to matters outside the professional sphere, because it undermines 

trust and confidence in the profession. The guidance states that the courts 

have consistently supported the approach to exclude members from their 

professions where there has been a lack of probity and honesty and that on-

ly in exceptional circumstances should a finding of dishonesty result in a 

sanction other than striking off. The guidance also states that the public is 

entitled to expect a high degree of probity from a professional who has un-

dertaken to abide by a code of ethics. The reputation of ACCA and the ac-

countancy profession is built upon the public being able to rely on a member 

to do the right thing in difficult circumstances. “It is a cornerstone of the pub-

lic value which an accountant brings.” 

 

42. The Committee bore in mind these factors when considering whether there 

was anything remarkable or exceptional in Miss Sidiqa’s case that warrant-

ed anything other than removal from the student register. The Committee 

was of the view that there were no exceptional circumstances that would al-

low it to consider a lesser sanction.  

 

43. The Committee also considered that a failure to remove a student from the 

register who had gained exemptions by submitting false documents, would 

seriously undermine public confidence in the profession and in ACCA as its 

regulator. In order to maintain public confidence and uphold proper stand-

ards in the profession, it was necessary to send out a clear message that 

this sort of behaviour would not be tolerated. Miss Sidiqa’s behaviour was 

compounded by her failure to co-operate with ACCA’s investigation and 

whilst such a failure to co-operate might not, on its own, warrant exclusion 

from membership of ACCA, when considered in conjunction with the dis-

honest behaviour found proved in this case, exclusion was inevitable. 

 

44. The Committee therefore ordered that Miss Sidiqa be removed from the 

student register. 

 

45. The Committee also ordered that any future application for readmission be 

referred to the Admissions and Licensing Committee. 
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COSTS AND REASONS 

 

46. ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £6,054.78. The Committee was pro-

vided with a schedule of costs. The Committee was satisfied that the costs 

claimed were appropriate and reasonable, except for the estimates for the 

Case Presenter and Hearings Officer for today’s hearing which, in the event, 

took half, rather than a full day. Miss Sidiqa did not provide any details of 

her means or provide any representations about the costs requested by 

ACCA. There was therefore no evidential basis upon which the Committee 

could make any reduction on that ground. 

 

47. In light of its observations above, the Committee reduced the amount re-

quested to reflect the actual costs more likely to have been incurred and 

made an order in the sum of £5,300. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  

 

48. In light of its decision that Miss Sidiqa’s behaviour was so serious it was 

necessary to order her to be removed from the student register, the Commit-

tee considered that it was in the public interest to direct that the order have 

immediate effect. 

 

 

Mr James Kellock 

Chairman 

2 August 2018 

 


