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 PRELIMINARY  

 

1. The Disciplinary Committee of ACCA (‘the Committee’) was convened to consider a 

report concerning Mr Jawad Raza. Mr Raza was admitted as a Member of ACCA in 

1996 and as a fellow in 2001.  
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2. The Committee had before it a bundle of papers (pages A to J and 1 to 34), an 

additional bundle (pages 35 to 71), a tabled additional bundle (pages 72 to 76) and a 

service bundle (pages 1 to 17). On the first morning of the hearing the Committee 

received, with the agreement of the parties, three further tabled additional bundles 

(pages 77 to 82, 83 to 84 and 85 to 98). During the hearing the Committee received 

by consent a further tabled additional bundle (pages 99 to 102).  

ALLEGATIONS AND BRIEF BACKGROUND 

3. Mr Raza faced the following allegation.  

Allegation 1  

(a) On 2 September 2016 judgment was entered against Mr Jawad Raza 

FCCA in the sum of £30,345;  

(b) By reason of his failure to satisfy the judgment debt referred to in 1(a) 

above within two months, without reasonable excuse, Mr Jawad Raza 

FCCA is liable to disciplinary action pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(viii). 

4. Mr A is a former client of Mr Raza’s. In June 2016 Mr A and his brother, Mr B, 

brought proceedings in the County Court against Mr Raza and DE Ltd. The claim 

alleged that Mr A had sought advice from Mr Raza in relation to a bankruptcy matter. 

It alleged that at Mr A’s behest Mr B transferred £28,900 on behalf of his brother to 

DE Ltd, but that DE Ltd failed to account for this money. The claim against Mr Raza 

was that he had assumed a duty of care to Mr A and he breached that duty resulting 

in Mr A suffering loss.  

5. On 2 September 2016 the claimants obtained a default judgment against Mr Raza 

from the County Court Money Claims Centre. The judgment was for the sum of 

£30,345 including interest and costs.  

6. Mr Raza has not paid the judgment debt. In an email to Mr A’s representatives dated 

30 November 2016 Mr Raza said he had instructed solicitors to apply to set the 

judgment aside. On 7 December 2016 his solicitor, Mr C, wrote to Mr A’s 

representatives saying that he would be making an application to set aside ‘shortly’. 

In April 2017, however, the court confirmed to ACCA that the judgment was still ‘live’ 

and had not been set aside.  

7. On 24 May 2017 Mr Raza sent an email to ACCA in which he said:  
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‘. . . I am instructing solicitors to apply to have this judgment set aside as it 

has nothing to do with me. . . My solicitors have previously communicated to 

the claimant, but I failed to follow it up with conclusive outcome, as I did 

not/could not give them proper instructions. I will get the latest update and will 

keep you informed of the legal process, and outcome.’ 

8. On 20 June 2017, following further enquiries from ACCA, Mr Raza said he was 

organising a further meeting with his solicitors, he was ‘on top of it now’ and as soon 

as he collected all the information he would apply to have the order set aside.  

9. On 28 September 2017 Mr Raza wrote in response to the report to the disciplinary 

assessor saying that he had that day instructed solicitors to have the judgment set 

aside. That was followed by an email on 6 October 2017 in which Mr Raza said that 

he was in touch with solicitors, he hoped to complete his search for further 

documents by the end of the day or over the following weekend and he was going to 

apply to the court for the judgment to be set aside. 

10. The judgment remains outstanding, some 21 months after it had been entered.  

11. Bye-law 8(a)(vii) renders a member liable to disciplinary action if he has failed to 

satisfy a judgment debt for a period of two months unless he has a reasonable 

excuse for not doing so. The bye-law states the burden of proving a reasonable 

excuse is on the Member and it is irrelevant whether or not the debt remains 

outstanding at the time the disciplinary proceedings are brought.  

ADJOURNED HEARING ON 21 FEBRUARY 2018 

12. Mr Raza’s case had previously been listed for a hearing on 21 February 2018. Two 

weeks prior to that, on 7 February 2018, Mr Raza had requested an adjournment. 

The principal ground relied on was that he had made an application to the county 

court to have the judgment referred to in Allegation 1(a) set aside. Mr Raza’s 

adjournment application was considered on the papers by the Chairman. It was 

refused on the basis that public interest in hearing the matter without further delay 

outweighed any possible prejudice to Mr Raza.  

13. Mr Raza renewed his application for an adjournment at the start of the hearing on 21 

February 2018. He relied on tabled additional documents (pages 35 to 49) which 

included a draft notice of application to the county court, a copy of a cheque covering 

the application fee and an email from his solicitor, Mr C. The email, dated 21 
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February 2018, confirmed that Mr C had been instructed by Mr Raza to set aside the 

judgment, was finalising the witness statement and that he ‘should be in a position to 

lodge all documents next week to Court.’ Mr Raza told the Committee that the 

application had in fact been lodged with the court and that the court had cashed the 

cheque he had provided to cover the issue fee that morning.   

14. The tabled bundles also contained information which Mr Raza relied upon as 

evidencing why he had not acted promptly once he became aware of the judgment. 

His main contention, however, was that he did not owe the complainant any money 

and therefore he was entitled to have the judgment set aside. He further said that the 

complainant had withdrawn the complaint. Mr Raza therefore submitted that the 

hearing should be adjourned until the outcome of his application to the county court 

was known.  

15. Mrs Healy-Howell opposed the application to adjourn. She said it was not backed up 

by documentary evidence. Indeed, the evidence there was showed that he was 

working. He had in any event instructed solicitors but no application had been made 

to have the judgment overturned. She submitted that a full application to the county 

court had even now not been made, given that it is clear that a witness statement 

had not been filed in support of the application.  

16. At the Committee's request, Mrs Healy-Howell obtained a copy of the original 

complaint sent to ACCA by Mr A’s representatives. Attached to that was 

contemporaneous correspondence passing between Mr Raza and Mr A’s 

representatives (pages 50 to 69). The Committee considered that, as Mr Raza’s 

defence to the allegation was based on his assertion that he did not owe anything to 

Mr A, it was relevant to consider this correspondence. The contemporaneous 

correspondence attached to the complaint tended to corroborate the complainant’s 

suggestion that at Mr Raza’s request he transferred a sum of £29,000 or 

thereabouts. However there was also evidence that the payment was made not to Mr 

Raza but to a limited company, albeit one that Mr Raza had a connection with.  

17. Mrs Healy-Howell told the Committee that the complaint had never formally been 

withdrawn. However there came a point in time when Mr A’s representatives stopped 

corresponding with ACCA and thereafter the matter was pursued by ACCA simply in 

relation to the judgment debt.  



HEARING 
 

 
 

18. The Committee on that occasion considered the key issue in the case was whether 

Mr Raza had a reasonable excuse for not discharging the judgment debt. If Mr Raza 

was right that he never owed any money to the complainant then that might well be 

relevant to the consideration of whether or not he had a reasonable excuse for not 

meeting the judgment. The documentation the Committee had seen at least raised 

the possibility that the debt was not owed by Mr Raza but by the limited company. 

The Committee considered that the true identity of the debtor was a relevant factor in 

this case.  

19. The Committee sitting on 21 February 2018 accepted Mr Raza’s assurance that he 

had now issued an application to set aside the judgment. It was of the view that the 

outcome of that application was highly relevant. As a matter of practicality, because 

the application to adjourn had taken so long to deal with, the case was not going to 

be concluded that day in any event.  

20. The Committee on 21 February 2018 therefore determined that, notwithstanding the 

delay on Mr Raza’s part in dealing with matters, the interests of justice would be best 

served by adjourning the hearing. That would allow Mr Raza the opportunity of 

putting material before the Committee in support of his argument that he did not owe 

Mr A any money.  

21. The previous Committee made the following order.  

1. The hearing is adjourned until the first available date after 1 June 2018 (with 

a time estimate of one day). 

2. Mr Raza shall send to ACCA not later than 16 May 2018 the following:  

(a) Copy of the claim form in Claim Number C23YM944; 

(b) Sealed copy of the application made to the county court to set aside 

the judgment in that claim;  

(c) Copy of the witness statement and any exhibits filed in support of the 

application to set aside; 

(d) Copy of any evidence in response to the application filed by or on 

behalf of the Claimant;  
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(e) Copy of all notices and orders made by the court in respect of the 

application;  

(f) A letter from his solicitor confirming the outcome of the application or, 

if it had not been concluded by the above date, setting out the 

progress of the application.  

RESUMED HEARING ON 7 JUNE 2018 

22. At 12.31pm on the day prior to the resumed hearing on 7 June 2018 Mr Raza sent to 

ACCA a copy of the Claim Form and Particulars of Claim in Claim Number 

C23YM944. Paragraphs 2(b) to (f) of the order made by the Committee on 21 

February 2018 had not been complied with, despite further reminders sent on 30 

April 2018, 9 May 2018 and 5 June 2018.  

23. Mr Raza also provided the Committee with an email sent to him that morning from Mr 

C saying:  

‘I do confirm that you instructed me last year on your set aside application. 

However you were going to send to me the papers. I have now received the 

papers yesterday and will review.’  

24. Mr Raza again applied for an adjournment asking for between two to three months 

further delay. He said he had only been able to find the Claim Form yesterday, and 

he wanted more time to make a statement in support of his application to the court. 

He had not been able to make his statement before because he did not trust his 

memory. It was pointed out to him that on 6 October 2017 he had written to ACCA 

saying ‘I have now located file and documents for the person who is complaining, 

and in a position not only to defend but have the judgment set aside.’ He told the 

Committee there were two files for Mr A, a working file and a general file. The file he 

only found yesterday was the working file.  

25. Mrs Healy-Howell opposed the application. This was his second application for an 

adjournment. She submitted that though Mr Raza had been saying since November 

2016 he was intending to set aside the judgment, he had done little or nothing to 

achieve this. He had been given time by the Committee on the last occasion but 

matters were no further forward. He had failed to comply with the majority of the 

directions made at that hearing. The Committee could not be satisfied that a further 

adjournment would be likely to achieve anything.  
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26. The Committee refused the application for an adjournment. The Committee 

considered there was a clear public interest in concluding this matter, given the 

length of time it had gone on. Mr Raza has been on notice about this allegation since 

November 2016.  

27. The papers evidenced a pattern of delay with Mr Raza repeatedly being asked or 

given the opportunity to produce documents to help his case and him failing to do so. 

He had been given the opportunity by the Committee in February but had failed to 

take it. His explanation as to why little or no progress had been made in the last 13 

weeks was, in the Committee's view, inadequate ie he had been looking for a second 

file. The Committee was not confident that it would be any further forward on the next 

occasion if an adjournment was granted.  

28. The Committee had firmly in mind the importance of being fair to the Member. It 

considered that Mr Raza had been given a more than adequate opportunity to defend 

himself and produce evidence and take action in this matter. The Committee was 

satisfied that it was in the interests of justice to proceed to hear this allegation without 

further delay.  

29. When the report was put to Mr Raza he denied the allegation. The Committee heard 

oral evidence from Mr Raza and submissions from the parties.  

DECISIONS ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

30. The Committee carefully considered the evidence of Mr Raza, the documents before 

it, the submissions of both parties and the advice of the Legal Adviser. The 

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

unless it is being alleged that the Member had a reasonable excuse for not paying 

the judgment debt, in which case the burden is on him. The standard of proof to be 

applied is proof on the balance of probabilities.  

31. The Committee had sight of a copy of the default judgment entered against Mr Raza 

and sealed by the court on 2 September 2016. Mr Raza did not dispute that this 

judgment was entered against him and remains unpaid. The Committee was 

therefore satisfied that Mr Raza had failed to pay a judgment debt for a period in 

excess of two months. The issue for the Committee was whether Mr Raza had a 

reasonable excuse for not doing so, the burden being on him to prove that.  



HEARING 
 

 
 

32. Mr Raza’s case was that he did not in fact owe Mr A any money. He accepted that Mr 

A had been a client of his firm, Danmirr Consultants. However he said the sum in 

question, which was either £28,900 or £29,900, had been paid not to him but to DE 

Ltd. Although it was clear to the Committee from the evidence that there were close 

connections between his firm, Danmirr Consultants, and DE Ltd, they are separate 

entities. Therefore Mr Raza contended that he was and remains entitled to have the 

judgment against him set aside. In those circumstances he submitted he had a 

reasonable excuse for not satisfying the debt.  

33. The Committee’s task was not to re-try the civil action. Whatever may or may not 

happen in the future in respect of that action, the fact remains that a judgment has 

been made against Mr Raza. Mr Raza has stated on a number of occasions over the 

last 21 months that he either intends to make or was making an application to have 

the judgment set aside. However the undisputed facts are that, as at today’s date, 

this judgment has not been set aside and has not been paid. The only question for 

the Committee was whether there was a reasonable excuse for that.  

34. The Committee was not satisfied that Mr Raza had given any clear and cogent 

explanation for these failures. Though he attributed his failure to have the judgment 

set aside to Mr Raza also blamed the fact that he had been unable to locate the 

working file relating to Mr A until the day before the hearing. However it was clear to 

the Committee when Mr Raza gave evidence and answered questions that he had a 

clear recollection of his relationship with Mr A. The Committee was not satisfied that 

misplacing the file provided Mr Raza with a reasonable excuse for not pursuing the 

application to have the judgment set aside with greater vigour.  

35. In an email to ACCA on 28 September 2017 Mr Raza gave the following explanation: 

‘Somehow during the process I ignored [a] few issues that affected me personally, 

such as this in hand.’ This was in the Committee’s view a significant admission. It 

tended to confirm what the Committee considered to be the true explanation, namely 

that Mr Raza had simply ignored or failed to deal with the issues arising as a result of 

this claim being brought against him. The events of the last 21 months had been 

characterised by obfuscation and delay on the part of Mr Raza. They did not 

demonstrate that Mr Raza had any reasonable excuse for failing to satisfy the 

judgment.  
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36. The Committee was therefore not satisfied that Mr Raza had discharged the burden 

on him to show he had a reasonable excuse for not paying the judgment debt. It 

therefore found the allegation proved in its entirety.  

SANCTION AND REASONS 

37. 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.  

38. The Committee was informed that at a hearing which concluded in September 2017 

another panel of this Committee found three allegations against Mr Raza proved. 

Those allegations were failing to satisfy two judgment debts made against him in 

2012 and 2013, making a threat to kill in 2015 and failing to co-operate with an ACCA 

investigation. He was severely reprimanded and ordered to pay costs of £18,000. 

The Committee was provided with a copy of the written decision from that hearing 

(pages 103 to 116). The Committee was informed that Mr Raza had applied for 

permission to appeal this decision and enforcement of the costs order had been put 

on hold pending the outcome of this application. That application had been ultimately 

refused at a hearing of the Appeal Committee in April 2018 and a further costs order 

of £6,300 had been made against him.  

39. The Committee took into account Mr Raza’s submissions in mitigation. Prior to the 

matters dealt with at the hearing in 2017 no previous disciplinary finding had been 

made against Mr Raza. The Committee took into account two supportive testimonials 

dated June 2017 which Mr Raza provided to it (pages 121 to 123).  

40. In the Committee's view Mr Raza had demonstrated no remorse or insight into his 

failings. Given his attitude to the previous proceedings, the Committee had no 

confidence that Mr Raza had learned any lesson or that this type of behaviour would 

not be repeated.  

41. Having found that Mr Raza had breached Bye-law 8(a)(vii), the Committee 

considered that taking no further action was clearly not appropriate. It therefore 

considered the available sanctions in ascending order of seriousness. 
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42. The Committee did not consider that admonishment, reprimand or severe reprimand 

would be appropriate sanctions in this case. The Committee was satisfied that none 

of these would adequately protect the public, particularly in the light of the fact that 

this was not the first occasion on which he had failed to satisfy a judgment debt.  

43. The Committee noted that the GDS indicates that a failure to satisfy a judgment debt 

should be regarded as a serious departure from acceptable standards. Having now 

done this on three occasions, the Committee was satisfied that no sanction other 

than exclusion from membership would be appropriate and proportionate.  

44. Therefore the Committee made an order under regulation 13(1)(c) of the Complaints 

and Disciplinary Regulations (‘CDR’) excluding Mr Raza from membership of ACCA. 

The Committee did not however consider it was necessary to make an additional 

order extending the minimum period for which Mr Raza could re-apply for 

membership.  

COSTS AND REASONS 

45. ACCA applied for costs against Mr Raza in the sum of £12,613.06. The application 

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

in connection with the hearing (pages 117 to 120).  

46. The Committee found that in principle an order for costs in ACCA’s favour should be 

made. The allegation had been found proved and there was no reason why the costs 

should fall on the membership as a whole. The Committee considered whether the 

costs had been reasonably and properly incurred.  

47. Mr Raza provided no information about his financial circumstances and accepted that 

he could meet a costs order made against him provided it was reasonable. He 

contended, however, that the costs sought were too high and there was an element 

of duplication resulting from the fact that the hearing had been adjourned in February 

2018.  

48. The Committee carefully considered whether costs of the adjourned hearing should 

be awarded against Mr Raza, given that his application for an adjournment on that 

occasion had been successful. However it was clear to the Committee that these 

costs were incurred as a result of Mr Raza’s late application to adjourn and the only 

reason he had had to make this application was that he had not prepared properly for 

the hearing.  
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49. In the circumstances, the Committee considered there was no good reason to reduce 

the figure from that claimed. The Committee therefore ordered Mr Raza to pay 

ACCA’s costs in the sum of £12,613.06.  

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER 

50. Pursuant to CDR 20(1) the order excluding Mr Raza from membership 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 Raza 

gives notice of appeal in accordance with the Appeal Regulations prior to that. 

Pursuant to CDR 20(2) the order for costs will have immediate effect.  

 
 

HH Suzan Matthews  
Chairman 
8 June 2018 


