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Summary: Removal from the student register, with 

immediate effect 

 Costs payable to ACCA in the sum of £6,000.00 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 

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

number of allegations against Mr Shoukat who, it had been anticipated, 

would be attending by telephone from Pakistan. However, he was not in 

attendance, nor was he represented. This matter was previously listed on 3 

July 2018, but did not go ahead on that date because Mr Shoukat was not 

available for the whole day and it was also clear to the Committee that he 

would need an interpreter to follow the proceedings, English not being his 
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first language. There were also issues around the drafting of the allegation 

which needed to be resolved. Accordingly, the matter was adjourned to 

today’s date. 

  

2. The papers before the Committee were in a bundle lettered A to H and 

numbered 1 to 45, plus additional bundles numbered 46 to 64 and a costs 

schedule numbered 65 to 66. There was a service bundle numbered 1 to 23 

and an additional service bundle numbered 24 to 26. There was an 

additional page 27 detailing the phone calls made by the Hearings Officer 

today. 

 

3. Mr Ismail made an application to proceed in the absence of Mr Shoukat. 

 

SERVICE OF PAPERS/PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE 

 

4. The Committee first considered whether the appropriate documents had 

been served in accordance with the Complaints and Disciplinary 

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

submissions made by Mr Ismail on behalf of ACCA and also took into 

account the advice of the Legal Adviser. 

 

5. Included within the service bundle was the Notice of Hearing, dated 20 

September 2018, thereby satisfying the 28 day notice requirement, which 

was addressed to Mr Shoukat at his address as it appears in the ACCA 

register. Proof of postage was provided by way of Royal Mail Track and 

Trace. The Notice included details about the time, date and venue for the 

hearing and also Mr Shoukat’s right to attend the hearing, in person or on 

the phone, and to be represented, if he so wished. In addition the Notice 

provided details about applying for an adjournment and the Committee’s 

power to proceed in Mr Shoukat’s absence, if considered appropriate. The 

same documents were sent by email on 20 September 2018, to the email 

address provided by Mr Shoukat, who had consented to receive 

correspondence from ACCA by email. 

 

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

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

as Mr Shoukat was unrepresented.  

 

7. The Committee noted that this was the second occasion on which this case 

had been listed for a hearing, it having been adjourned on 3 July 2018, 

partly in order to facilitate Mr Shoukat’s attendance by telephone, and with 

the assistance of an interpreter. The interpreter was present at the hearing, 

but it had not been possible to contact Mr Shoukat. The Hearings Officer 

had called Mr Shoukat on 25 October 2018, and the phone was answered 

but the line was too poor for the Hearings Officer to be able to hear what Mr 

Shoukat was saying. The Hearings Officer followed up the calls with an 

email to Mr Shoukat, but there was no response. On the morning of the 

hearing, the Hearings Officer attempted on numerous occasions to contact 

Mr Shoukat by telephone, but the calls went unanswered. 

 

8. Mr Shoukat faced serious allegations of dishonesty, and there was a clear 

public interest in the matter being dealt with expeditiously. The Committee 

considered an adjournment would serve no useful purpose, because it 

seemed unlikely that Mr Shoukat, who in his last email dated 18 October 

2018, said “And please be kind on this issue and please close my case I’m 

in serious tension regarding this issue” would attend on another occasion. 

Mr Shoukat was aware of today’s hearing and that he was going to be 

contacted by telephone. He was aware that this was the second occasion 

that the matter had been listed for hearing and that it had been adjourned on 

the last occasion, in part, to facilitate his attendance today. Notwithstanding 

that, he was not answering his telephone and the Committee considered he 

had thereby deliberately and voluntarily waived his right to be present.  

 

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 Mr 

Shoukat. 

 

Application to amend  

 

10. At the outset of the hearing, Mr Ismail made an application to amend the 

allegations so that Allegation 4 referred to Allegations 1, 2 and 3, and not 
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just 1, and also to add a liability to disciplinary action in the alternative. On 

19 July 2018, Mr Shoukat was provided by both post and email with the 

proposed amended allegation, which had been canvassed at the hearing on 

3 July 2018, when Mr Shoukat had been in attendance by phone. The 

Committee was thus satisfied that Mr Shoukat was aware that this 

application was going to be made, and had had ample opportunity to object, 

should he have wanted to do so. No objection had been received. 

 

11. The Committee heard and accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser and 

decided to allow the amendments, which did not change the gravamen of 

the Allegation, but rather provided clarity and allowed the Committee to find 

a liability to disciplinary action in the event that it did not make a finding of 

misconduct. The Committee noted that Mr Shoukat had not raised any 

objection, and that these changes were raised at the previous hearing in 

July 2018, and were part of the reason why the matter had been adjourned 

on that occasion. The Committee was therefore satisfied that he was aware 

of the proposed amendments. The Committee was satisfied that to allow the 

application would not cause Mr Shoukat any prejudice and was clearly in the 

interests of justice.  

 

12. The Committee therefore allowed the application to amend the Allegation. 

 

ALLEGATIONS/BRIEF BACKGROUND 

 

13. It is alleged that Mr Shoukat is liable to disciplinary action on the basis of the 

following Allegations: 

 

 Allegations (as amended) 

 It is alleged that Mr Usman Shoukat, a registered student of the Association 

 of Chartered Certified Accountants (“ACCA”); 

1. Described himself as a member of ACCA between at least 18 May 2017 

to 4 July 2017 in respect of any or all of the webpages set out in 

Schedule 1 when he was not entitled to do so contrary to Membership 

Regulations 8(2)(a)(i). 

 



 HEARING  

 
 

2. From at least 26 March 2017 posted an advertisement on his Facebook 

page offering to assist students of the ACCA-Oxford Brookes University 

(“OBU”) BSc theses in which he claimed that; 

a. He was an OBU thesis expert when in fact he was neither an 

OBU student nor OBU mentor. 

b. He has a team of experts when in fact he did not. 

3. His conduct in respect of 1, 2(a) and/or 2(b) above was dishonest and 

contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity in that Usman 

Shoukat; 

a. Knew he was not a member of ACCA. 

 

b. Knew he was not an OBU thesis expert. 

 

c. Knew that he did not have a team of experts. 

 

3. By reason of his conduct in respect of any or all of Allegation 1 and/or 

Allegation 2 and/or Allegation 3, Usman Shoukat 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). 

 

Schedule 1 

 Facebook post captured on 18 May 2017 

 Facebook screen captured on 12 June 2017 

 

14. Mr Shoukat was registered with ACCA as a student on 30 September 2009, 

and has remained registered as an ACCA student since then. He is based in 

Pakistan. 

 

15. On 18 May 2017, ACCA received a referral from an ACCA affiliate who 

asked to remain anonymous. The anonymous ACCA affiliate provided a 

window capture of an advertisement from Facebook they had taken on 12 

May 2017, where Mr Shoukat offered to provide OBU (Oxford Brookes 
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University) thesis guidance/tutoring under the name Usman Ali. Mr Shoukat 

used the designatory letters, ACCA, at the end of his name, which is only 

allowed once one becomes a full member of ACCA, and cannot be used 

whilst one remains a student member. 

 

16. The advertisement was reviewed by ACCA’s Education Recognition Team, 

who confirmed that the contact details supplied in the advertisement 

matched ACCA student member Mr Usman Shoukat’s contact details in his 

ACCA account. 

 

17. Mr Shoukat’s Facebook page was reviewed by ACCA on 12 June 2017, and 

the designatory letters, ACCA, followed his name. He was contacted by 

ACCA and asked for his comments/observations. 

 

18. Mr Shoukat responded on 3 and 10 July 2017, and explained that he used 

the designatory letters, ACCA, in his Facebook profile to “show off” to his 

friends and family and he wanted it make it clear that he did not use this for 

any “official purpose”. Mr Shoukat said that he had not used the designatory 

letters for more than a week. 

 

19. A review of the file was undertaken and the initial referral included a window 

capture of Mr Shoukat’s Facebook page which showed Mr Shoukat was 

using the designatory letters, ACCA, as far back as 18 May 2017, which was 

longer than the one week Mr Shoukat stated. 

 

20. In responding to this matter, Mr Shoukat stated: 

 

“i have checked twice my facebook Activity log from today to january 

and not found any date regarding change in user name or profile name 

and i not exactly remember the date but the estimated time period i 

remember is one week or may be 2 week but i am sure that i was not 

use ACCA more then two weeks. and i already told you that it is just a 

showoff to my friends and family not more then this. you mention 18-05-

17 but i not found any detail in my face book account regarding name 

and using designatory letter ACCA. 
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i had already told you that i have changed the name when ACCA notify 

me And Facebook is a social media app and website not any 

professional plateform to use ACCA designatory letter for any 

professional or commercial purpose kindly forgive my mistake and bless 

me forgiveness. i hope you can understand and please resolve the 

matter.” [sic] (page 36). 

 

21. When Mr Shoukat’s Facebook was reviewed on 12 June 2017, it contained 

an advertisement dated 26 March 2017, which offered to provide OBU 

(Oxford Brookes University) thesis guidance/tutoring. The full entry stated, “I 

am (O.B.U.) theses expert any (ACCA) student who wants degree of B.S.C. 

in applied Accounting from Oxford Brookes University (O.B.U.) and need to 

prepare theses for degree can consult me for preparation of theses. We are 

team of experts prepare’s theses according to university standards and 

guidance you can call & inbox me at Facebook, Whats app …” 

 

22. The advert captured and produced by the anonymous ACCA affiliate could 

not be recovered. By time the case was allocated to the ACCA’s 

Investigations Officer and the Facebook page was reviewed, the 

advertisement had been removed. However, it was in identical terms to the 

advert seen by ACCA on 12 June 2017, a copy of which was seen by the 

Committee. 

 

23. OBU was contacted, and the Facebook posts offering to provide OBU thesis 

guidance/tutoring was shared with them. ACCA enquired whether the thesis 

guidance/tutoring being offered breached any OBU regulations. 

 

24. OBU informed ACCA they were aware of the Usman Ali Facebook posts 

offering to provide OBU thesis guidance/tutoring, and had contacted him for 

his email and ACCA number. OBU confirmed that Usman Ali/Shoukat is not 

a registered OBU student and he is not a registered OBU mentor. OBU 

further added there is a mandatory requirement to complete an online OBU 

mentoring course before anyone can offer to mentor an OBU student. 

 

25. OBU subsequently confirmed that Mr Shoukat responded to OBU, 

confirming he had not completed the mentoring course and he had removed 

the posts from his Facebook page. 



 HEARING  

 
 

 

26. ACCA also contacted Mr Shoukat separately and asked him to comment 

upon the basis on which he believed he could offer OBU thesis 

guidance/tutoring. 

 

27. Mr Shoukat provided the following comments: 

“i am good in ratio analysis and other analysis and better explain 

the factors i am living in the hostel so there is ACCA students the 

need some help in their thesis so that they come to me and ask 

for advise in their work they found me helpful so some of my 

friends insist me to help other peoples in their work in your free 

time so thats why i have add a post on facebook so that my other 

facebook friends who need any help can contact with me this 

post looks like a markiting compain but not commercial purpose. 

... 

I Already told you That when i lived in hostel my juniors are come 

to me for suggestion related to thesis the feel my Advice helpful to 

them so i wish to help my other friends so that i write expert 

otherwise it dose not make any sense of any commercial 

Advertisement thats it.” [sic] 

 

28. In the adverts ACCA is able to exhibit, Mr Shoukat does not ask for payment 

for the services he offered. 

 

DECISION ON FACTS/ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

 

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

submissions made by Mr Ismail. The Committee had in mind that it was for 

the Association to prove the allegations and to do so on the balance of 

probabilities. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. 

 

 Allegations 1 and 2(a) & (b) found proved 

 

30. Although ACCA had been unable to access the Facebook page referred to 

by the anonymous affiliate on 18 May 2017, it was captured in the affiliate’s 

email, and it mirrored the advertisement subsequently seen by ACCA on 12 
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June 2017. In both, Mr Shoukat uses the initials ACCA after his name, and 

in both the advert for providing assistance to OBU students appears. In 

both, since they are identical, Mr Shoukat refers to himself as an OBU thesis 

expert and to have a “team of experts”. In his email responses to ACCA, Mr 

Shoukat accepts that he placed these adverts and used ACCA after his 

name. OBU confirmed that Mr Shoukat was not a student or mentor, and Mr 

Shoukat confirmed he did not have a team of experts. On the basis of the 

evidence and Mr Shoukat’s admissions, the Committee found these 

allegations proved. 

 

 Allegation 3 found proved 

 

31. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Shoukat knew he was not allowed to 

use the designatory letters ACCA whilst still a student and not a full 

member. The Committee was also satisfied that Mr Shoukat knew he was 

not a thesis expert and knew that he did not have a team of experts, and Mr 

Shoukat admitted as much in his email correspondence. 

 

32. Mr Shoukat said in his email of 3 July 2017, “yes i am willing to 

correspondence with you by email you can ask any query you have 

regarding facebook and profile name. first i inform you that i have changed 

my profile name. and i am not using ACCA any where except on facebook 

just think that face book is not an official site and i am not using ACCA logo 

anywhere professionally which effect the regulation of ACCA and any break 

of section. i do this just to show off to my family and friends and try to jelous 

of some friends not using for any official purpose. so you can check again 

my profile i have changed my profile name” 

 

33. In his 10 of July 2017 email, reproduced above, Mr Shoukat explained that 

he posted the advert on Facebook to help friends, and others who needed 

help, but he had not done it for any commercial purpose. He reiterated that 

he only used the designatory letters, ACCA, to show off to his friends and 

family. 

 

34. In an email dated 4 October 2017, Mr Shoukat said he had changed his 

name when ACCA notified him, by which the Committee understood to 

mean he had removed the letters ACCA after his name. Mr Shoukat had 
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informed OBU that after they contacted him about the advert he had 

removed it from Facebook, and there was no evidence to suggest this was 

not the case. 

 

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

The Committee considered what it was that Mr Shoukat had done, what his 

intentions were, and whether the ordinary decent person would find that 

conduct dishonest. Mr Shoukat was advertising on Facebook, a global 

media platform, using the designatory letter, ACCA, which he knew he was 

not allowed to do, thereby giving the misleading impression that he was a 

fully qualified member of ACCA. He was marketing himself to students on 

the basis that he was an OBU thesis expert, when clearly he was not, 

having never been a member of OBU. He was lying about having a team of 

experts when he knew he did not. The Committee also considered Mr 

Shoukat was trying to minimise his behaviour by claiming that the advert 

had only been on Facebook for a week, when ACCA’s investigation 

demonstrated that it had been there for longer than that, and also by 

claiming that he was just “showing off”. The Committee was satisfied that his 

intention was to mislead potentially vulnerable students who may be 

struggling, into calling upon his services. 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 3 in relation to 1, 2(a) and 2(b) proved. 

 

36. Having found Mr Shoukat’s conduct to have been dishonest, the Committee 

also found that he had breached the Fundamental Principle of Integrity 

because providing misleading information to the public, and lying about 

one’s qualifications and abilities, is neither straightforward nor honest.  

 

37. 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 acting in the dishonest way described would clearly be 

considered deplorable by fellow members of the profession and the public. 

Indeed, it was clear from the email from the anonymous affiliate member of 

ACCA that they found the behaviour deplorable. It was behaviour which 

brought discredit upon Mr Shoukat, the profession and ACCA. The 

Committee therefore decided that Mr Shoukat’s behaviour amounted to 
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misconduct and that Allegation 4(a) was proved in relation to Allegations 1, 

2 and 3.  

 

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

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

 

SANCTION AND REASONS 

 

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

submissions made by Mr Ismail. Mr Shoukat had not attended or provided 

any personal mitigation for the Committee to take into account. 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 Mr Shoukat, but to protect the public, maintain public confidence 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. 

 

40. When deciding on the appropriate sanction, the Committee carefully 

considered the aggravating and mitigating features in this case.  

 

41. The Committee considered the following aggravating features: the lack of 

insight into the impact of his actions, and the potential reputational damage 

for ACCA, and the profession, as demonstrated by his attempts to minimise 

the conduct by disputing how long the advert had appeared for, and by 

claiming he was just “showing off”; potential reputational damage to OBU by 

holding himself out as a member and mentor. 

 

42. The Committee considered there to be the following mitigating factors: no 

previous disciplinary history; the offending material was removed when it 

was drawn to Mr Shoukat’s attention. 

 

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

upwards, but was satisfied that anything less than removal from the register 

would not be sufficient to reflect the serious nature of the misconduct. The 

Committee concluded that the only appropriate and proportionate sanction 

was removal from the student register. Misleading the public by blatantly 
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lying about his qualifications and abilities, thereby targeting potentially 

vulnerable students looking for help, is very serious and fundamentally 

incompatible with being a student of ACCA. This dishonest conduct was 

such a serious breach of bye-law 8, that no other sanction would adequately 

reflect the gravity of his offending behaviour.  

 

44. 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 courts have consistently 

supported the approach to exclude members from their professions where 

there has been a lack of probity and honesty. Only in exceptional 

circumstances should a finding of dishonesty result in a sanction other than 

striking off. The public is entitled to expect a high degree of probity from a 

professional who has undertaken to abide by a code of ethics. The 

reputation of ACCA, and the accountancy 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 public value which an accountant 

brings. 

 

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

was anything remarkable or exceptional in Mr Shoukat’s case that 

warranted anything other than removal from the student register. The 

Committee was of the view that there were no exceptional circumstances 

that would allow it to consider a lesser sanction. Mr Shoukat had not 

attended, and the Committee therefore had no evidence of any insight, no 

evidence of an acceptance that the behaviour was dishonest, and no 

reassurance that the behaviour would not be repeated. 

 

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

register who had acted in this dishonest way, would seriously undermine 

public confidence in the profession and in ACCA as its regulator. In order to 

maintain public confidence, and uphold proper standards in the profession, it 

was necessary to send out a clear message that this sort of behaviour 

would not be tolerated. 

 



 HEARING  

 
 

47. The Committee therefore ordered that Mr Shoukat be removed from the 

student register. 

 

COSTS AND REASONS 

 

48. ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £6,798.26. The Committee was 

provided with a schedule of costs. Mr Ismail suggested the costs should be 

reduced to reflect the shorter hearing time. Mr Ismail also confirmed that the 

costs were only for one hearing, not both. The Committee was satisfied that 

the costs claimed were appropriate and reasonable, except for the estimate 

for the Case Presenter for today’s hearing which, in the event, took half, 

rather than a full day. Mr Shoukat did not provide any details of his 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. 

 

49. In light of its observations above, the Committee reduced the amount as 

requested by Mr Ismail, and made an order in the sum of £6,000. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  

 

50. In light of its decision that Mr Shoukat’s behaviour was so serious it 

warranted removal from the student register, the Committee decided that it 

was necessary to direct that the order have immediate effect in order to 

protect the public. 

 
 
 
Mrs Lubna Shuja 
Chairman 
26 October 2018 


