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Committee: Mr James Kellock (Chairman), Mr Trevor 

Faulkner (Accountant) and Mr Jonathan Broad 
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and capacity:   Ms Samantha Hatt (ACCA Case Presenter) 

    Mr Mitesh Patel (Student) 

    Mr Richard Lorkin (Hearings Officer)  

 

Observers:   None 

 

Outcome:  Removal from the student register, with 

immediate effect. 

Costs £7,000 

No application for readmission for 2 years. 
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SCHEDULE OF ALLEGATIONS 

 

It is alleged that Mitesh Patel, an ACCA Registered Student, whilst 

employed by Company A, 

 

1. Between September 2014 and February 2017 altered one or more of the 

supplier invoices set out in Schedule A by replacing the supplier’s bank 

account number and sort code with his bank account number and sort 

code in order to obtain, without authority, approximately £93,342 of 

monies belonging to Company A, to which he was not entitled. 

 

2. His conduct set out at Allegation 1 above was; 

 

(a) Dishonest in that he intended to obtain monies belonging to 

Company A without authority, and to which he knew he was not 

entitled. 

 

(b) Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity 

 

3. In light of the facts set out at Allegations 1 and 2 above, Mitesh Patel is 

guilty of misconduct, pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(i) 

 

SCHEDULE A     

29 September 2014 £1,175.08 22 18 January 2016 £1,258.74 

24 November 2014 £826.63 23 22 January 2016 £1,427.77 

19 December 2014 £1,800.00 24 22 January 2016 £718.60 

30 December 2014 £1,009.20 25 22 January 2016 £2,263.81 

19 January 2015 £1,386.00 26 1 February 2016 £2,400.00 

23 January 2015 £1,800.00 27 1 February 2016 £2,210.04 

16 February 2015 £779.50 28 19 February 2016 £799.44 

24 February 2015 £3,075.40 29 22 April 2016 £1,442.29 

27 February 2015 £4,199.40 30 29 April 2016 £2,119.38 

23 March 2015 £359.99 31 27 June 2016 £1,665.10 

24 April 2015 £4,817.81 32 1 July 2016 £954.00 

24 April 2015 £3,098.60 33 15 July 2016 £1,451.13 

28 May 2015 £694.86 34 15 July 2016 £2,260.85 

28 May 2015 £1,996.74 35 2 August 2016 £2,400.00 

3 July 2015 £1,699.44 36 26 September 2016 £4,800.00 

6 July 2015 £3,465.60 37 19 October 2016 £2,584.32 

14 August 2015 £1,696.17 38 2 December 2016 £2,400.00 
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23 October 2015 £2,312.39 39 20 January 2017 £6,600.00 

23 October 2015 £1,204.97 40 27 January 2017 £1,687.50 

23 October 2015 £2,096.61 41 10 February 2017 £8,528.92 

16 November 2015 £1,476.29 42 13 February 2017 £2,400.00 

 
 

BRIEF BACKGROUND 

 

1. Mr Patel became an ACCA registered student in September 2008. 

 

2. He was employed by Company A in its accounts department from 

January 2010 until he left the Company in March 2017. Just after his 

employment ceased, Company A discovered that bank account details 

on a number of supplier invoices had been altered, resulting in the 

invoice amounts being paid into unknown bank accounts. Following an 

investigation by Company A’s Finance Director, it was discovered that 

the Company had made 42 payments into three unknown bank accounts 

between September 2014 and February 2017. These payments 

amounted to £93,342.57.   

 

3. It was also discovered during Company A’s investigation that with a few 

exceptions, the suppliers had been paid. Company A had therefore paid 

the invoice amounts twice - once to the supplier, and once to one of the 

three unknown bank accounts. Mr Patel’s computer was found to have a 

number of duplicate supplier invoices with bank details which were 

different from the bank details of the suppliers on the original invoices.  

 

4. In its consideration of this matter, the Committee had before it papers 

numbering pages A to M and 1 to 120, and service bundles numbering 

pages 1 to 21 and 22. 

 

DECISION ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS  

 

Allegation 1 - found proved by admission 

 

5. Mr Patel admitted this allegation and the Committee found it proved by 

way of his admission. 
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Allegation 2(a) - found proved by admission 

 

6. Mr Patel admitted this allegation and the Committee found it proved by 

way of his admission. 

 

Allegation 2(b) – admitted 

 

7. Mr Patel accepted that his actions in relation to Allegation 1 breached 

the Fundamental Principle of Integrity, and the Committee agreed that 

this was the case. His dishonest creation of false invoices over a lengthy 

period, and diversion of Company money to bank accounts created by 

him, amounted to repeated failures to act in a way which was 

straightforward and honest in his professional work and in his dealings 

with his employer. Mr Patel repeatedly breached the high standards 

expected of him as a student member of ACCA. 

 

Allegation 3 - admitted 

 

8. Mr Patel admitted that his actions in relation to Allegations 1 and 2 

amounted to misconduct, however this is always a matter for the 

Committee in the exercise of its own judgement. 

 

9. The Committee was in no doubt that Mr Patel’s actions brought discredit 

upon him, upon ACCA and the accountancy profession. He had abused 

his position of trust within Company A, and acted dishonestly by stealing 

a large quantity of money over a period of several years. His actions 

were planned, systematic and were repeated on 42 occasions, with the 

amounts stolen varying from £359.99 to £8,582.92. His actions fell 

significantly short of the standards of honesty and integrity expected of 

an ACCA student and were sufficiently serious to amount to misconduct. 

  

MITIGATION  

 

10. At this stage, the Committee heard evidence by telephone from Mr 1 on 

Mr Patel’s behalf. He told the Committee that he worked with Mr Patel 

for 3 to 4 years at Company A when Mr Patel was working as a 
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management accountant and said they were also friends. He said he 

was shocked when he heard about these allegations and told the 

Committee that he would not expect Mr Patel to act in this way again. 

He told the Committee that he believed Mr Patel would not be a risk to 

the public in future.  

 

11. Mr Patel told the Committee that this was an isolated incident which he 

truly regretted and which had, had serious implications on his life. 

[Private]. He acknowledged that although controls were weak within 

Company A, this was no excuse for his behaviour. He also 

acknowledged that he had breached the trust placed in him. He said he 

has had other roles since he left Company A, and is now trying to be the 

best he can be, and the accountant he set out to be. He said he hoped 

that his actions in the past would not tarnish his future. He told the 

Committee that he was not thinking about these factors at the time, and 

acknowledged that he should not have blamed others for his mistakes. 

 

12. Mr Patel said that he is currently working through an agency and that his 

employer does not know about these proceedings. He said the question 

of this hearing was not brought up during the recruitment process. He 

told the Committee that he still owes [Private] about £88,000 in 

repayments. He submitted that if he was removed from the student 

register, he would lose his employment. 

 

SANCTION AND REASONS 

 

13. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser who referred 

the Committee to ACCA’s current Guidance on Disciplinary Sanctions. It 

bore in mind that it must act proportionately at this stage, balancing the 

member’s interests against the public interest, and that any sanction 

imposed must be no more than necessary to meet the purpose of a 

disciplinary sanction. 

 

14. The Committee first considered the seriousness of the conduct found 

proved, before deciding upon any sanction (in accordance with 

paragraph E3 of the Guidance). It concluded that the conduct, which 

included dishonest behaviour over a period of years, and a failure to act 
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with integrity, should be categorised as “very serious”. This was 

aggravated by all of the factors set out in Section F of the Guidance: Mr 

Patel’s actions were deliberate, were an abuse of the trust placed in him 

by Company A, and his actions resulted in the misappropriation of large 

sums of money from his employers. The misconduct was prolonged and 

persistent. 

 

15. The Committee accepted that there were also some mitigating factors: 

there were no previous disciplinary findings against Mr Patel. He 

attended this hearing, admitted the allegations at the beginning of the 

hearing, and had co-operated with ACCA during the investigation. Mr 

Patel had also been able to repay the monies in full to Company A with 

the assistance of his family.  

 

16. However, although the money was repaid, there was in the Committee’s 

view additional “harm” to the Company, in the sense that the Company 

had to invest time in investigating this matter and in ensuring 

arrangements were made to have the outstanding funds repaid. Further, 

although it could be said that Mr Patel had shown insight by his 

admissions, the Committee found that his insight into his misconduct 

was limited. He had, in his written responses to ACCA, sought to deflect 

blame from himself by pointing out that the Company’s poor financial 

controls played a part in his misconduct and that others bore 

responsibility. It had been Mr Patel’s intention to ask questions of Mr 2 

(Company A’s finance director) today on this issue, but he had decided 

not to do so during the hearing today. The Committee also had real 

concerns that Mr Patel, on his own admission, had not told the 

recruitment agency about these matters. He said that the matter had not 

arisen. In the Committee’s view, this demonstrated that Mr Patel has yet 

to appreciate the seriousness of his misconduct, and its impact on his 

professional life. The Committee therefore found that his insight was 

limited, but that it was developing somewhat late in the day.  

 

17. The Committee also attached little weight to the evidence it heard from 

Mr 1, who was a friend of Mr Patel; in the Committee’s view, his 

character evidence lacked objectivity. 
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18. The Committee first considered whether to conclude this case without 

taking further action. It decided that to do so would be insufficient to 

meet the public interest given the seriousness of the misconduct. 

 

19. The Committee next considered whether an Admonishment would be an 

appropriate and proportionate sanction in this case. It decided that this 

would not be sufficient to mark the seriousness of the misconduct and to 

address the public interest. 

 

20. The Committee next considered whether a Reprimand would be an 

appropriate and proportionate sanction. The Guidance states that this 

sanction is usually applied, “…where the conduct is of a minor 

nature…..” The Committee did not find this to be the case, having 

already concluded that the conduct was very serious, and concluded 

that a Reprimand would not be an appropriate sanction. 

 

21. The Committee next considered a Severe Reprimand, and in so doing, it 

had regard to paragraph C4 of the Guidance. The Committee had 

acknowledged earlier that Mr Patel has some insight into his 

misconduct, and that he has a previous good record. It also accepted 

that he co-operated during ACCA’s investigation and was genuinely 

remorseful for his actions. However, in spite of this mitigation, the 

Committee’s view was that the aggravating factors weighed 

considerably more heavily than this mitigation. The misconduct was 

intentional and caused harm to Company A. Mr Patel had acted neither 

honestly, or with integrity, and these are qualities which are at the heart 

of the accountancy profession. Having balanced the aggravating and 

mitigating factors, the Committee decided that a Severe Reprimand 

would not be sufficient to address the seriousness of the misconduct. 

 

22. The Committee next considered Removal from the student register, and 

had regard to paragraph C5 of the Guidance. It found that a number of 

factors set out at paragraph C5 were applicable: there had been a 

serious departure from the standards expected of an ACCA student, 

there had been significant loss and adverse impact on Company A 

(albeit the money had been repaid). Mr Patel had abused the trust 

placed in him by his employer, and acted dishonestly in a pre-meditated 
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manner on many occasions over a period of years. He had shown some 

insight, but as explained above, the Committee felt that his insight was 

limited, and was only beginning to develop at this late stage in the 

proceedings. In the light of these factors, the Committee concluded that 

Mr Patel’s misconduct was fundamentally incompatible with student 

membership of ACCA.  

 

23. Taking into account the seriousness of the case and balancing the 

interests of Mr Patel, the interests of ACCA and the public interest, the 

Committee concluded that Removal from student membership would be 

the proportionate sanction in the circumstances of this case. The 

Committee bore in mind Mr Patel’s submissions that such a sanction 

would have a significant effect on him, and that he would now lose his 

employment. However, having balanced the relevant interests, the 

Committee’s view was that Removal was the only sanction which would 

ensure that proper standards of conduct are upheld and confidence in 

the accountancy profession is maintained. 

 

24. The Committee ordered that Mr Patel is removed from ACCA 

membership. Further, given the serious nature of the misconduct, it 

ordered that no application for readmission may be considered for 2 

years from the effective date of this order, pursuant to Regulation 13(12) 

Complaints and Disciplinary Regulation 2018, (“CDR”). 

 

COSTS AND REASONS 

 

25. Ms Hatt on behalf of ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £9,631.36, 

and the Committee was provided with the costs schedule, pages 121 to 

128. 

 

26. Mr Patel provided the Committee with his completed means form.  

 

27. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser and had 

regard to ACCA’s Guidance on Costs. 
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28. The Committee decided, having taken account of Mr Patel’s means and 

the limited nature of the investigation and hearing, that £7,000 was an 

appropriate sum in costs. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  

 

29. The Committee directs that this Order shall have immediate effect 

pursuant to Regulation 20(1)(b) CDR. In the Committee’s view, given the 

serious nature of the case, an immediate order is in the interests of the 

public, to ensure that confidence in the profession is maintained. 

 

 

 
 

     Mr James Kellock 
     Chairman 
     17 September 2018 


