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1. The Committee had bundles of papers paginated A-K, 1-182 and 183-188 

(being cost schedules not before the Committee until the conclusion of the fact-

finding stage). It also had a service bundle paginated 1-18. 

 

2. ACCA was represented by Mrs Healy-Howell. Mr Tanveer was neither present 

nor represented. 

 

SERVICE AND PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE 
 

3. The Committee's attention was drawn to the service bundle, which established 

that Mr Tanveer had been given notice of the hearing in accordance with rule 10 

of the Chartered Certified Accountants' Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 

2014 ("the Regulations"). The formal notice, dated 30 October 2018, was sent 

to the postal address provided by him to ACCA. Moreover, Mrs Healy-Howell 

told the Committee that the notice was also sent to Mr Tanveer by email on 30 

October 2018. Mrs Healy-Howell submitted that, there having been compliance 

with the regulations, the Committee had the power to proceed in the absence of 

Mr Tanveer. Mr Tanveer has not responded to any of the enquiries of ACCA's 

Investigations Officer or the Hearings Officer.  
 

4. Mrs Healy-Howell told the Committee that, Mr Tanveer had made no contact 

with ACCA in response to the notice of this hearing, and that this was indicative 

of his lack of engagement with ACCA since the beginning of the investigation. 

She submitted that, in the circumstances, it was fair and appropriate for the 

Committee to conclude that Mr Tanveer had voluntarily absented himself from 

the hearing, and to exercise its discretion to proceed in his absence. 

 

5. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Tanveer had been given notice of today's 

hearing in accordance with the Regulations. It next considered whether it was 

appropriate to hear the allegations faced by Mr Tanveer in his absence. It bore 

in mind its discretion to do so, in accordance with Regulation 10(7). The 

Committee noted that it should approach the exercise of its discretion with the 

utmost care and caution. It had regard to all the information before it in order to 

determine the nature and circumstances of Mr Tanveer's absence, and in 

particular, whether he had voluntarily absented himself from today’s 

proceedings, and so waived the right to be present. 

 



6. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Tanveer had decided not to attend this 

hearing or engage with his Regulator. The Committee considered that, in the 

circumstances, an adjournment would be unlikely to secure his attendance at a 

future date, or serve any useful purpose.   

 

7. The Committee had regard to the general public interest in the expeditious 

disposal of a hearing without unnecessary delay. It determined that Mr Tanveer 

had voluntarily absented himself and waived his right to be present, and that in 

all the circumstances, it would be fair and reasonable to proceed in his absence. 

To do otherwise would fly in the face of the efficient despatch of these 

regulatory proceedings. The Committee reminded itself that Mr Tanveer's 

absence would add nothing to ACCA’s case and was not indicative of guilt. 

 

8. Mr Tanveer faced the following allegations (where in bold, underlined and/or 

struck through the allegations reflect amendments made by the Committee): 

 

THE ALLEGATIONS 

   

Allegation 1  

(a) On or around 16 November 2016, Mr Arslan Tanveer caused or permitted 

one or more of the documents set out in Schedule A to be submitted to The 

Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (“ACCA”), which purported 

to have been issued by The Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan 

when, in fact, they had not; 

(b)  Arslan Tanveer’s conduct in respect of 1(a) was: 

 
(i) Dishonest in that Arslan Tanveer knew that the document/documents 

submitted at 1(a) above were false; and  
 

(ii) Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity 2016.  

 (c) By reason of his conduct in respect of 1(a) and/or 1(b) above, Arslan 

Tanveer is guilty of misconduct pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(i). 

 

Allegation 2 

 (a) Contrary to Paragraph 3(1) of the Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 

2014, Arslan Tanveer has failed to co-operate fully with the investigation of 

a complaint in that he failed to respond fully or at all to any or all of ACCA’s 

correspondence dated: 



(b) By reason of his/her conduct at 2(a) above, Arslan Tanveer 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) 
 
 
APPLICATION TO AMEND ALLEGATION 2(b) 
 

9. At the outset of the hearing Mrs Healy-Howell applied to amend allegation 2(b). 

It presently reads "By reason of his/her conduct at 1(a) above…" when, she 

submitted, it was clearly intended to read "By reason of his/her conduct at 2(a) 

above…"   

 

10. The Committee reminded itself of its power to amend an allegation at any stage 

of the proceedings, by virtue of Regulation 10(5) of the Regulations, 

acknowledging that the power should be exercised with care and with regard to 

any potential prejudice to Mr Tanveer.  

 

11. The Committee was satisfied that the proposed amendment could be made 

without injustice. It corrects a clear typographical error, and the correct, 

intended, pleading would be apparent to any reader. Accordingly, the 

Committee granted Mrs Healy-Howell's application. 

 

BRIEF BACKGROUND 
 

12. Mr Tanveer applied to be admitted to ACCA’s student register on 16 November 

2016, and became a student of the Association on 18 November 2016.  

 

13. On 16 November 2016, Mr Tanveer submitted, online, a number of documents 

with his ACCA student application form. These documents included those 

referred to in Schedule A, that purported to have been issued by The Institute of 

Chartered Accountants of Pakistan (ICAP). Relying upon the authenticity of the 

documents, Mr Tanveer was granted exemption from ACCA professional 

examinations F1, F2, F3, F6 and F8. 

 

14. On 2 November 2017, Mr A, the Director of Examinations at ICAP, confirmed  

that the Schedule A documents submitted by Mr Tanveer were false; they were 

not ICAP documents, were not in the Institute’s record, and had not been issued 

by them.  



 

15. The witness Mrs A, Student Registration Manager, explains the routes in which 

prospective students can register with ACCA. Mrs A provides screenshots of the 

online registration process, and the declaration which must be signed before a 

student is accepted onto ACCA’s register. Mrs A set out that, on 16 November 

2016, Mr Tanveer applied for ACCA studentship via the online application 

process. Mrs A exhibits Mr Tanveer’s submitted application documents, 

including the three fraudulent documents set out in Schedule A.  

 

16. On 10 November 2017, ACCA Exemptions referred Mr Tanveer to the 

investigations department following confirmation from ICAP that the documents 

referred to in Schedule A were not genuine. 

 

17. On 22 November 2017; ACCA sent an email to Mr Tanveer’s ACCA registered 

email address, requesting copies of the documents submitted to ACCA upon 

registration, and a copy of his birth certificate or proof of his date of birth. A 

response by 13 December 2017 was requested. No response was received. 

 

18. On 15 December 2017, ACCA sent a further email to Mr Tanveer’s ACCA 

registered email address, attaching a copy of the email of 22 November 2017 

and requesting a response by 29 December 2017. No response was received. 

 

19. ACCA established that there were a number of email addresses which had 

previously been attributed to Mr Tanveer’s ACCA accounts. Further emails were 

sent to each of these accounts on 8 January 2018, requesting copies of the 

documents submitted to ACCA upon registration, and a copy of his birth 

certificate or proof of his date of birth. A response by 15 January 2018 was 

requested. No response was received to any of the emails. 

 

20. On 26 January 2018, ACCA sent an initial letter setting out the complaint to Mr 

Tanveer’s registered postal address via airmail. A response to this letter was 

requested to be received by 16 February 2018. No response was received. 

 

21. On 20 March 2018, a failure to co-operate letter was sent via airmail to the 

postal address affiliated with Mr Tanveer’s ACCA account. A response by 10 

April 2018 was requested. No response was received to either letter. 

 

22. On 23 May 2018, ACCA sent a final failure to co-operate letter to the address 

affiliated with Mr Tanveer. No response was received to the letter. 

 



THE COMMITTEE'S DECISON ON THE ALLEGATIONS 
 

23. The Committee bore in mind that ACCA had brought these allegations, and the 

burden remained upon ACCA to prove its case. Mr Tanveer did not have to 

prove anything. The standard of proof was on the balance of probabilities, but 

the Committee was mindful that it had to look for cogent evidence when 

considering an allegation of dishonesty. The Committee did not treat Mr 

Tanveer's absence from the hearing and, accordingly, his failure to give 

evidence, as any support for ACCA's case. The fact of his absence did, of 

course, mean that there was no oral evidence from him which was capable of 

contradicting, undermining, or explaining the evidence presented by ACCA. 

However, the burden remained upon ACCA to prove its case to the required 

standard. 

 

24. The Committee carefully considered the evidence adduced by ACCA, noting 

that it had never been the subject of challenge by Mr Tanveer. It had particular 

regard to the online conversation between Mr Tanveer and ACCA on 18 

November 2016, which it was satisfied, provided significant support for ACCA's 

case that Mr Tanveer had deliberately and knowingly submitted the three 

documents, and was clearly anxious to secure as many exemptions from 

professional examinations as possible. It found the evidence overall presented a 

clear and compelling case that supported the factual basis of each of the 

allegations. Accordingly, the Committee found Allegations 1(a) and 2(a) proved. 

 

25. As to Allegation 1(b), the allegation of dishonesty, the Committee applied the 

test as set out by the Supreme Court in Ivey v Genting Casinos Limited. It 

specifically considered, as far as it could on the information before it, what Mr 

Tanveer's belief was as to his conduct in Allegation 1(a). The Committee was 

satisfied that the documents sent to ACCA were false and that Mr Tanveer 

would have known that they were false. The Committee was satisfied that the 

only possible intention on his part, when submitting these documents, was to 

secure exemptions to which he knew he was not entitled. The Committee 

rejected other possible bases for these documents to have been submitted (for 

example by mistake, by carelessness or otherwise in error) to be implausible. 

The Committee bore in mind the nature of these documents; that they related to 

Mr Tanveer and no-one else, and they resulted in an exemption from exams 

being granted, to which he was not entitled. It had no hesitation in concluding 

that Mr Tanveer's conduct was dishonest according to the standards of ordinary 

decent people. Accordingly, Allegation 1(b)(i) was found proved.  

 



26. Having found Allegations 1(a) and 1(b)(i) proved the Committee next considered 

Allegation 1(b)(ii), and whether Mr Tanveer's conduct in respect of Allegation 

1(a) was contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. This imposes "an 

obligation on all professional accountants to be straightforward and honest in all 

professional and business relationships." It also implied "fair dealing and 

truthfulness". 

 

27. The Committee concluded that intending to gain exemptions from ACCA exams, 

to which a student was not entitled, was not being straightforward and honest 

and was a clear breach of the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. Accordingly, 

Allegation 1(b)(ii) was found proved. 

 

28. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Tanveer's dishonest behaviour was 

morally culpable, and discreditable to him, ACCA and the Accountancy 

Profession. The Committee considered his conduct to be a significant departure 

from the high standards expected of an ACCA student and was conduct that 

brought ACCA and the profession into disrepute. The Committee also 

considered that there was a degree of sophistication to the deception 

perpetrated by Mr Tanveer. 

 

29. In relation to Allegation 2(b), the Committee also considered whether this failure 

proved in Allegation 2(a), alone, amounted to misconduct. Every professional 

has an obligation to co-operate fully with their professional body and to engage 

with it, when any complaints are raised against the individual. Such cooperation 

is fundamental to the regulator being able to discharge its obligations of 

ensuring protection of the public and upholding the reputation of the profession. 

The Committee was satisfied that Mr Tanveer's failures were sufficiently serious 

to reach the threshold of misconduct. 

 

30. The Committee was in no doubt that the overall behaviour found proved 

amounted to misconduct. To characterise it as other than misconduct would fail 

to uphold proper professional standards, and would undermine public 

confidence in the profession and in the regulatory function of ACCA. 

 

31. Accordingly, the Committee found each Allegation proved in its entirety.  

 

SANCTION AND REASONS 
 

32. The Committee had regard to ACCA's Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions. It 

had, at the forefront of its consideration, the public interest, which included not 



only the protection of members of the public, but also the maintenance of public 

confidence in the profession and in ACCA, and the declaring and upholding of 

proper standards of conduct and behaviour. The Committee recognised that the 

purpose of sanctions was not to be punitive, although a sanction may have a 

punitive effect. 

 

33. Mr Tanveer had not provided any references or testimonials. The Committee 

considered the absence of any previous disciplinary findings amounted to little 

mitigation, given that Mr Tanveer's misconduct was committed at the very 

moment that he applied for student membership of ACCA. 

 

34. In the absence of any engagement by Mr Tanveer with his regulator, or the 

demonstration of insight into his serious misconduct, the Committee considered 

that there remains a real risk of repetition of misconduct, and dishonesty, by Mr 

Tanveer. 

 

35. The Committee first considered taking no further action in this case. It was in no 

doubt that to do so would fail properly to mark the misconduct of Mr Tanveer, 

and would undermine confidence in ACCA as a regulator. 

 

36. Having decided that it was necessary to impose a sanction, the Committee 

considered the question of sanction in ascending order, starting with the least 

restrictive. 

 

37. The Committee first considered whether the appropriate sanction would be the 

Admonishment of Mr Tanveer. The misconduct arose from a deliberate attempt 

to deceive ACCA, and to obtain exemptions from sitting important professional 

examinations with the aim of personal advancement. The Committee 

determined that an Admonishment would not adequately reflect the nature of 

the misconduct in this case, and would undermine public confidence in the 

regulatory process. 

 

38. For the same reason the Committee determined that neither a  Reprimand nor a 

Severe Reprimand was appropriate by way of sanction, and that to impose 

either of these sanctions would not publicly mark the nature and seriousness of 

the misconduct in this case, nor would it suitably declare and uphold proper 

standards of conduct. 

 

39. The Committee considered that Mr Tanveer's misconduct reflected serious 

departures from the standards expected of a student member of ACCA. It was 



two fold, involving both dishonesty and a failure to cooperate. In particular the 

Committee was satisfied that dishonesty was fundamentally incompatible with 

being a student member of ACCA, and that no sanction short of removal from 

the student register was appropriate in his case. The Committee considered that 

a failure to remove a dishonest student from the Register would fail properly to 

uphold proper standards of professional behaviour, and would seriously 

undermine public confidence in the profession and in ACCA as its Regulator. 

Accordingly the Committee ordered that Mr Tanveer be removed from the 

student register. Any application for re-admission to the student register must be 

referred to the Admissions and Licensing Committee. 

 

COSTS 

 

40. ACCA claimed costs in the sum of £6,947.70. Mr Tanveer had not provided any 

details of his financial circumstances to the Committee. The Committee had 

regard to ACCA's "Guidance for costs orders" (March 2018). It decided that it 

was appropriate to award costs, and that the sum claimed was fair and 

reasonable in principle. However, the Committee considered some reduction 

should be made for the hearing taking less time than had been anticipated.  

Accordingly, Mr Tanveer was ordered to pay £6,000 to ACCA by way of costs. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  
 

41. In light of the Committee's findings it was satisfied that it is in the public interest 

that this order shall have immediate effect. To direct otherwise would be 

inconsistent with its reasons hitherto. I 

 

       Mrs Judith Way 
       Chairman 
          12 December 2018 

   
 


