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 INTRODUCTION AND PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

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

report concerning Mr Graham Rummens.  

2. The Committee had before it a bundle of documents (pages A-I, 1-55), two additional 

bundles (pages 60 to 113 and 114 to 121), and a service bundle (pages 1 to 14).  

 

 



HEARING 
 

ALLEGATIONS AND BRIEF BACKGROUND 

3. The allegation faced by Mr Rummens was as follows. 

 

Allegation 1 

 

a) As from 24 November 2017 Mr Graham John Rummens has been disqualified 

from holding the position of director of a company or acting as an insolvency 

practitioner for a period of three years. 

 

b) In light of the facts set out at 1(a) above Mr Graham John Rummens is guilty 

of misconduct pursuant to byelaw 8(a)(i). 

4. Mr Rummens was admitted as a member of ACCA on 15 October 2004 and as a 

fellow on 15 October 2009.  

5. Since January 2000, Mr Rummens has been employed by Verinder & Associates 

(‘VA’), an ACCA regulated firm of accountants. Since 2009 he has been a Senior 

Manager at VA.  

6. In around 2011, following an approach from a client of VA operating in electrical 

installations, Company A was set up as an umbrella company to provide a payroll 

service to the client. On 8 March 2012 Mr Rummens was appointed Director of 

Company A. 

7. In 2012 and 2013 Company A was in financial difficulties. Mr Rummens breached his 

fiduciary duty as a director by allowing the directors loan account [PRIVATE] to 

increase whilst the company failed to meet its liabilities to HMRC.  

8. Mr Rummens resigned as a director of Company A on 29 November 2013. The 

company went into creditors’ voluntary liquidation in February 2014 and was 

dissolved on 4 April 2014. The amount outstanding to creditors following liquidation 

was [PRIVATE]. 

9. Following an investigation, proceedings were brought against the defendant and his 

three fellow directors under the Company Directors Disqualification Act 1986 

(‘CDDA’). Those proceedings concluded with Mr Rummens giving an undertaking 

that he would not be a company director or act as an insolvency practitioner for a 

period of 3 years from 24 November 2017.  



HEARING 
 

10. The conduct leading to Mr Rummens’ disqualification undertaking was set out in a 

‘Matters of Unfitness’ schedule (‘the MoU schedule’) attached to the undertaking. The 

MoU schedule states as follows:  

‘I relied upon the Managing Director of a Company A who was principally 

involved in the day today management, but I accept that I failed to take 

sufficient steps as a result: 

 

1) From at the latest 01 September 2012 when Company A was 

unable to pay  its liabilities to HMRC as and when due until 29 

November 2013 when I resigned as director, I breached my 

fiduciary duty by allowing an  overdrawn directors loan account 

[PRIVATE]. 

 

2) [PRIVATE] 

 

3) [PRIVATE] 

 

4)  As a result of making payments to directors and connected 

businesses of [PRIVATE] between 01 September 2012 and 29 

November 2013, Company A was reliant on an increase in 

turnover or the repayment of the DLA in order to repay HMRC 

and so the payments  to connected businesses were at the risk 

of HMRC. 

 

5)  On 29 July 2013 HMRC issued an Insolvency Warning Letter 

to the company.’ 

11. The other three directors of Company A were disqualified from holding directorships 

for periods between 2 and 4 ½ years.  

12. Mr Rummens self-reported his disqualification to ACCA by letter, dated 10 November 

2017.  
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DECISIONS ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

13. At the outset of the hearing Mr Rummens admitted the Allegation. The Committee 

therefore found the facts of the Allegation proved in accordance with regulation 

12(3)(c) of the Chartered Certified Accountants’ Complaints and Disciplinary 

Regulations (‘CDR’). It remained a matter for the Committee to determine whether 

the facts proved amounted to misconduct.  

14. The Committee bore in mind that Mr Rummens accepted that being disqualified from 

being a director amounted to misconduct. The Committee was in no doubt that this 

has brought discredit on Mr Rummens, the Association and the profession. 

Therefore, it found that the facts amounted to misconduct. Accordingly the Allegation 

was proved in its entirety.  

SANCTION AND REASONS 

15. 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 the parties and the advice of the legal adviser.  

16. Having found that Mr Rummens’ actions amounted to misconduct, taking no further 

action was clearly not appropriate. The Committee therefore considered the available 

sanctions in ascending order of seriousness. 

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

made against Mr Rummens. He had admitted the Allegation, had reported himself to 

ACCA and had fully co-operated with its investigation.  

18. Mr Cope submitted that Mr Rummens had never been involved in the day-to-day 

running of Company A and in fact had never derived any financial benefit from his 

position as a director. He had designed the software required to provide the 

company’s payroll services when it was set up, but after the first quarter of 2012 his 

involvement had been limited to about 5 hours’ work per week. He was not acting for 

the company in his capacity as an accountant. The loans which increased the DLA 

had been to another director, Mr A, and had all been repaid as part of the liquidation.  
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Mr Cope submitted that although Mr Rummens had been aware that there were 

loans to Mr A he was not aware of the full extent of them. He had sought and 

received assurances from Mr A, whom he had known for over 20 years that the 

company’s liabilities would be met.  

19. Mr Cope informed the Committee that Mr Rummens had not previously held a 

position as a company director and the conduct in question dated back in excess of 

five years. He remains employed by VA though he does not himself engage in any 

public practice or hold a practising certificate.  

20. The Committee accepted that Mr A, the sole principal of VA and Managing Director 

of Company A, was the controlling force of Company A. It was Mr A that took money 

out of the company by way of the DLA and it was he who was the principal point of 

contact for HMRC. Therefore, the Committee accepted that Mr Rummens’ role in the 

conduct in question was a relatively minor one.  

21. The GDS indicates that disqualification as a director is to be regarded as a serious 

matter. Therefore, in the Committee's view an admonishment would not be a 

sufficient sanction.  

22. The Committee was however satisfied that severely reprimanding Mr Rummens 

would be disproportionate; particularly in light of the fact that it had accepted his role 

in the company was a minor one. The Committee also bore in mind that a CDDA 

disqualification of between 2 and 5 years is regarded by the courts as being in the 

minimum bracket (see Re Sevenoaks Stationers (Retail) Ltd [1991] Ch. 164). In the 

Committee's view a reprimand was the appropriate and proportionate sanction.  

23. Therefore, pursuant to CDR 13.1(b), Mr Rummens is reprimanded.  

COSTS AND REASONS 

24. ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £6,820.16. The application was supported by a 

schedule providing a breakdown of the costs incurred by ACCA in connection with 

the hearing (additional bundle pages 56 to 59). 

25. Mr Cope accepted in principle a costs order should be made in favour of ACCA, but 

contended that the sum sought was higher than reasonable bearing in mind the 

relatively straightforward nature of the case.  
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26. The Committee took into account the submissions of both parties and the information 

provided by Mr Rummens as to his means. As the case had not lasted a full day it 

was appropriate to reduce the hearing costs accordingly. The Committee also 

accepted that some of the preparation costs were high.  

27. The Committee determined that the appropriate order was that Mr Rummens pay 

ACCA’s costs in the sum of £5,000.  

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER 

28. 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 Rummens gives notice of appeal in accordance with the Appeal 

Regulations prior to that.  

 

 Mr Maurice Cohen 
 Chairman 
 14 September 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


