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INTRODUCTION AND PRELIMINARY MATTERS 
 
1. The Disciplinary Committee of ACCA (‘the Committee’) convened to 

consider a report concerning Mr Stuart Cameron Walker.  

 

2. The Committee had before it a bundle of documents (pages A to Q and 1 to 

334), an additional bundle (pages 341 to 360) and service bundle (pages 1 

to 16).  

 

3. At the outset of the hearing, Mr Jowett,on behalf of ACCA applied to amend 

the Allegation 1(a)(i) by adding the words underlined:  

 

i. Claimed expenses which were (a) not supported by receipts 

and/or were (b) in breach of Company’s A procedure as set out 

in Schedule 1  

 

4. Regulation 10(5) of the Chartered Certified Accountants’ Complaints and 

Disciplinary Regulations 2014 (‘CDR’) allows the Committee at any stage, 

upon the application of either party or its own motion, to amend the 

allegations provided that the member is not prejudiced in the conduct of his 

defence. 

 

5. Mr Jowett submitted that no prejudice would be caused to Mr Walker by the 

amendment. It has always been ACCA’s case that the expenses claims 

were either un-receipted or in breach of policy or both. 

 

6. The Committee was satisfied that this was a minor amendment which did 

not cause any prejudice to Mr Walker. It therefore allowed the application. 

 

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE 
 
7. Mr Walker did not attend the hearing and was not represented. 

 

8. The Committee considered the service bundle which contained the Notice of 

Hearing, a print out of Mr Walker’s registered address and proof of postage. 

The Committee was satisfied that notice of today’s hearing was sent to Mr 

Walker by Royal Mail Recorded Delivery post on 6 November 2018 to his 

registered address. The Committee was therefore satisfied that the 

requirements of regulations 10(1) and 22(1) of the Chartered Certified  



 
Accountants’ Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations (‘CDR’) as to service 

had been complied with. 

 

9. Royal Mail Track and Trace shows that the Notice of Hearing was collected 

and signed for in the name Walker on 13 November 2018. Mr Walker 

emailed ACCA on 14 November 2018 confirming he had received the Notice 

of Hearing and attachments. He said he would return the Case Management 

Form ‘in due course’. However nothing further has been heard from Mr 

Walker, despite emails and a phone call from the Hearings Officer 

requesting him to confirm whether he intended to attend.  

 

10. Having satisfied itself that service had been effected in accordance with the 

rules, the Committee went on to consider whether to proceed in the absence 

of Mr Walker. The Committee bore in mind that the discretion to do so must 

be exercised with the utmost care and caution.  

 

11. Having confirmed that he had received the Notice of Hearing, Mr Walker 

was clearly aware of today’s hearing. That notice warned Mr Walker that if 

he did not attend, the Committee could proceed in his absence. He had 

made no request for an adjournment. In light of these factors, the 

Committee considered that no useful purpose would be served by an 

adjournment. There was a clear public interest in proceeding to hear a 

serious allegation of this nature expeditiously. Therefore, the Committee 

acceded to Mr Jowett’s application to proceed in Mr Walker’s absence.  

 

ALLEGATIONS AND BRIEF BACKGROUND 
 

12. The allegation faced by Mr Walker was as follows. 

 

Allegation 1  

 

(a) Between April 2015 and June 2016 Mr Walker:  

 

i. Claimed expenses which were (a) not supported by receipts 

and/or were (b) in breach of Company’s A procedure as set 

out in Schedule 1  

 

 

 



 

(b) Mr Walker’s conduct in respect of any or all of the matters set out at 1(a) 

above was:  

 

i. Dishonest;  

 

ii. Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity.  

 

(c) By reason of his conduct in respect of any or all of the matters set out at 

1(a) and/or 1(b) above, Mr Walker is:  

 

i. Guilty of misconduct pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(i); or  

 

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

 

13. Mr Walker is a Fellow of ACCA, having been admitted as a Member in 2010. 

He joined Company A in 2010 as an Assistant Manager and progressed to 

the position of Senior Audit Manager. ACCA alleged that whilst working for 

Company A, he claimed expenses totalling £8,608.44 to which he was not 

entitled.  

 

14. Company A, carried out a review of Mr Walker’s expenses claims made 

between April 2015 and June 2016. As a result, the company alleged that 

Mr Walker had made the following claims in breach of the company’s 

expenses policy.  

 

Mr Walker had submitted claims for £8,537.11 of rail expenses which 

were either not supported by receipts or were duplicates of journeys  

already claimed. For example, it was alleged he submitted the ticket 

for the journey and also the receipt for the ticket, thereby claiming 

double the proper amount. This was in breach of Company A’s 

procedure for claiming expenses. The policy states that ‘Claims 

should be above reproach and must reflect actual usage of the costs 

being claimed’ and that ‘Double recovery is not permitted’. It also 

states that all claims must be supported by appropriate 

documentation;  

 

Mr Walker had submitted mileage claims at the petrol car mileage 

rate when Mr Walker’s company car was a diesel car. This resulted 

in an over claim of £84.82. It was also alleged he had claimed for  



 

mileage incurred on a weekend which was not work related. Both of 

these items were in breach of Company A’s procedure; 

  

Mr Walker had submitted an expense claim for £700 cash withdrawal 

which was not supported by receipts. At the disciplinary panel 

meeting (referred to in paragraph 15 below), it was accepted that 

there was a genuine intent to use the cash for a team event and so 

the amount ordered to be repaid was reduced to £100; 

  

Mr Walker submitted an expense claim for £149 in respect of a 

leaving gift. This was not supported by a receipt; 

  

Mr Walker submitted expense claims for £23.61 in respect of 

refreshments. The receipts indicate the items purchased were 

snacks such as sweets and biscuits. It was alleged that this was in 

breach of the company’s expenses policy which states that ‘snacks 

are not considered to be business expenditure and must not be 

reclaimed via expenses’.   

 

15. Mr Walker attended a disciplinary panel meeting on 15 December 2016. Mr 

Walker denied submitting false receipts to support un-receipted claims. He 

said it was more a case of lack of care. He accepted however that he had 

made claims in breach of the company’s policy.  

 

16. The company made a complaint to ACCA.  

 

17. During the course of the ACCA investigation, the expense forms were 

reviewed in detail. This review identified that £8,251.01 rail expenses had  

been incorrectly claimed by Mr Walker during the relevant period. This 

included:  

 

• Claiming for rail expenses with no receipt for the date of travel; 

 

• Claiming for rail expenses which had already been claimed on an 

earlier expense form; 

 

• Claiming for rail expenses which were paid by Company A’s 

American Express credit card. 

 



 

18. Mr Walker confirmed that all his rail ticket purchases were made using his 

Mastercard or Company A’s American Express card. ACCA’s case was that 

it would therefore be expected that all rail expenditure for which he had 

claimed reimbursement would appear on his Mastercard statements. These 

statements were reviewed for the period in question to establish whether the 

expenditure, despite not having a valid receipt, had been incurred. A total of 

£4,270.07 of rail expenses appeared on the statements. However none of 

the amounts allegedly claimed incorrectly, totalling £8,251.01, were on 

these statements 

 

19. In an email to ACCA on 30 June 2017 Mr Walker said:  

 

‘The combination of being exceptionally busy, unable to complete 

[expenses] claims during working hours, having multiple train tickets 

to and from the same location for the same price and completing 

claims infrequently meant it was very very difficult to match all 

expense to claims correctly although I stressed to the investigations 

team I never knowingly submitted false claims or incorrect tickets to 

support an expenses claim, And for my time as PL [People Leader], 

these were submitted by a secretary on my behalf.  

 

. . . I never knowingly submitted a claim without a receipt but each 

claim involved a high volume of journeys and so it’s feasible that 

some tickets for some journeys were omitted. 

 

. . . These claims were made over a period of circa 20 months 

(January 2015 to September 2016) and based on the amount of 

travelling I was completing on behalf of the firm (1-2 days in Watford 

and 1-2 days in London) the value of the claims were significant and  

I was spending circa £1,000 per month on expenses on [Company 

A’s] behalf.  

 

. . . I reject the premise of your point being that I ‘profited’ from these 

claims to the tune of £8,500 as I maintain I incurred the original costs 

and so received repayment of previously incurred expenses . . . 

However I understand that in the cold light of day it may seem that I 

was disorganised with my claims.’ 

 

 



 

20. ACCA’s case was that in the fourteen month period in question Mr Walker 

only incurred £4,270 of actual rail expenses, as shown on his credit card 

statements. However, he reclaimed a total £12,521.01. ACCA’s therefore 

submitted that for every £1 of actual travel expenditure Mr Walker was 

claiming a further £2 of expenditure which had not been incurred.  

 

DECISIONS ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 
 

21. The Committee considered the documents before it, the submissions of Mr 

Jowett on behalf of ACCA and the advice of the Legal Adviser. The 

Committee bore in mind that the burden of proving an allegation rests on 

ACCA and the standard to be applied is proof on the balance of 

probabilities.  

 

22. The Committee has seen sufficient documentary evidence demonstrating 

errors, omissions and breach of policy to satisfy it that Allegation 1(a) is 

proved. The Committee was provided with a schedule which groups the 

breaches into three categories, namely un-receipted claims, duplicated 

claims and claims made in breach of policy. The Committee also had sight 

of Company A’s expenses policy, the original claims submitted by Mr Walker 

and his credit card statements, which he said was the only card he used to 

purchase rail tickets.  

 

23. Further, although Mr Walker has not formally admitted the allegations, he 

has said to ACCA ‘Given I am unable to tie all my rail purchases to the 

expenses, as I mentioned in my email of 19th July I am negotiating 

repayment of certain of these expenses, without prejudice, to [Company A].’  

 

24. The Committee was satisfied on the totality of the evidence that the factual 

allegations in Allegation 1(a) have been made out. It therefore found this 

allegation proved. 

  

25. Having found that Mr Walker submitted claims for expenses which were not 

supported by receipts and were in breach of company policy, the Committee 

went on to consider whether this conduct was dishonest. The key to 

determining this, in the Committee's view, was whether Mr Walker knew he 

was making false claims.  

 

 



 

26. The Committee considered the accounts Mr Walker had given by way of 

explanation. In particular, in an email dated 19 July 2017 to ACCA, he said:  

 

‘As I mentioned before, my record keeping was poor at this time and 

I have no defence against that, but I certainly wasn’t seeking to 

duplicate rail claims. I submitted receipts that I thought supported the 

claims I made but was not diligent enough in checking due to the 

time constraints I was under whilst employed by the firm. . . I accept 

that I was careless with record keeping and probably naïve with 

respect to the expenses policy . . . but as I have mentioned was 

under severe pressure at the time with the department suffering from 

an enormous headcount shortfall.’  

 

27. The Committee was not satisfied that Mr Walker knew he was making false 

claims. Because the evidence did not prove that he deliberately submitted 

false claims, the Committee was not satisfied that Mr Walker’s conduct was 

dishonest. It therefore found Allegation 1(b)(i) not proved.  

 

28. The Committee considered whether Mr Walker had breached the 

Fundamental Principle of Integrity. Section 110.2 of the Code of Ethics and 

Conduct says that that this principle includes the following obligation:  

 

‘A professional accountant shall not knowingly be associated with 

reports, returns, communications or other information where the 

professional accountant believes that the information . . . (b) 

Contains statements or information furnished recklessly’ 

 

29. Whilst the Committee does not consider there is sufficient evidence to prove 

dishonesty, Mr Walker accepts he was rushed when he submitted claims 

that it is feasible he made omissions and that he ought to have been more 

careful. As an experienced Accountant and a Senior Audit Manager, he  

should have appreciated the need for accuracy, attention to detail and a 

methodical approach to financial matters. Mr Walker’s account amounts, in 

the Committee's view, to an admission that he acted recklessly. The 

Committee was therefore satisfied that he submitted expenses claims which 

he knew contained information furnished recklessly. On that basis it found 

that he had contravened the obligation in Section 110.2 and therefore had 

breached the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. Accordingly it found 

Allegation 1(b)(ii) proved.  



 

30. Having found Allegations 1(a) and 1(b)(ii) proved, the Committee considered 

whether Mr Walker’s actions amounted to misconduct. The Committee was 

in no doubt that it did. They involved a substantial number of wrongful 

expenses claims made over a significant period and involving a significant 

amount of money.  

 

31. The requirement for accuracy in financial dealings and attention to detail are 

important for any accountant. The provision indeed of accurate, supportable 

information is at the heart of the profession. Mr Walker failed to act with 

diligence, care and in accordance with the policy and procedures adopted 

by his company. This behaviour fell significantly below the expected 

standards and would be conduct that fellow professionals would properly 

regard as deplorable. Therefore the Committee found Allegation 1(c)(i) 

proved.  

 

32. In those circumstances, it was not necessary to consider the alternative in 

Allegation 1(c)(ii).  

 

SANCTION AND REASONS 
 

33. The Committee considered what sanction, if any, to impose taking into 

account ACCA’s Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions (‘GDS’) and the 

principle of proportionality. The Committee bore in mind that the purpose of 

sanctions was not punitive but to protect the public, maintain confidence in 

the profession and declare and uphold proper standards of conduct and 

behaviour. It took into account the submissions of Mr Jowett and the advice 

of the Legal Adviser.  

 

34. The Committee took into account that no previous disciplinary findings had 

been made against Mr Walker and that he has repaid some of the over 

claimed expenses to Company A. It accepted that Mr Walker was operating 

in an under-resourced work environment at the relevant time.  

 

35. The misconduct in this case took place over a long period of time and 

involved a material amount of money. It was aggravated by the fact that he 

occupied a senior position in the company and he acted in breach of the 

trust that his position placed him in. Though there was no loss to the public 

there was loss to his employer. 

 



 

36. Having found that Mr Walker’s actions amounted to a breach of the 

Fundamental Principle of Integrity, taking no further action was clearly not 

appropriate and it would not satisfy the public interest. The Committee 

therefore considered the available sanctions in ascending order of 

seriousness.  

 

37. This was deliberate conduct, in the sense it was knowingly reckless, and 

there has been no acceptance of wrongdoing. Mr Walker had not engaged 

with the hearing and the Committee had little or nothing to demonstrate any 

insight or remorse on his part. It had no testimonials or references regarding 

his character.  

 

38. The Committee noted that aggravating factors for ethical misconduct are 

acts which are deliberate or reckless; are committed in breach of a position 

of trust; and the size of the loss. All these features are present in this case. 

An admonishment, a reprimand or a severe reprimand would not be 

appropriate in view of the level of misconduct.  

 

39. This was a very serious departure from proper professional standards. The 

Committee concluded that no lesser sanction than exclusion would be 

appropriate and proportionate in the circumstances of this case. This would 

send a clear message to Mr Walker, other Accountants and uphold the 

reputation of the profession and ACCA as a regulator.  

 

40. The Committee did not consider that it would be necessary to extend the 

period within which Mr Walker may not apply for re-admission.  

 

41. Therefore, pursuant to CDR 13.1(a), Mr Walker is excluded from 

membership of ACCA. 

 
COSTS AND REASONS 
 
42. ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £10,818.40. The application was 

supported by a schedule providing a breakdown of the costs incurred by 

ACCA in connection with the hearing (additional bundle pages 335 to 340). 

The Committee had no information about Mr Walker’s financial 

circumstances.  

 

 



 

43. The Committee considered that, in principle, a costs order should be made 

in favour of ACCA. The Committee took into account the submissions of Mr 

Jowett, who accepted that some reduction may be appropriate to reflect the 

fact that the hearing had not taken a full day. 

 

44. The Committee determined that the appropriate order was that Mr Walker 

pay ACCA’s costs in the sum of £10,000. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER 
 

45. The order will come into effect from the date of expiry of the appeal period, 

namely after 21 days from service of this written statement of the 

Committee’s reasons for its decision, unless Mr Walker gives notice of 

appeal in accordance with the Appeal Regulations prior to that.  

 

 

Ms Wendy Yeadon  
Chairman 
11 December 2018 

 
 
 
 
 


