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SERVICE OF PAPERS 

 
1. Mr Squire was neither present nor represented at the hearing. 

 

2. The Committee had before it a service bundle numbering pages 1 to 15 

 

3. The documents within the bundle demonstrated that on 4 May 2018, ACCA 

sent the notice of hearing and accompanying documentation by Royal Mail 

recorded delivery post to Mr Squire’s address as shown on ACCA’s register. 

These were also sent by email to the email address shown on ACCA’s 

register. The notice of hearing was delivered on 5 May 2018. 

 

4. The Committee was therefore satisfied that the appropriate period of notice 

has been given and that the notice has been served in accordance with 

regulations 10(1) and 22(1)(a) of the Complaints and Disciplinary 

Regulations 2018, (“CDR”).  

 

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE 

 
5. Mr Jowett submitted that the Committee should proceed in Mr Squire’s 

absence. He said that Mr Squire has received the notice of hearing, has 

voluntarily absented himself and that no purpose would be served in 

adjourning the hearing. 

 

6. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. It bore in mind 

that whilst it has a discretion to commence and conduct proceedings in the 

absence of the member, it should exercise that discretion with the utmost 

care and caution. The Committee had regard to the factors set out by Lord 

Bingham in the case of R v Jones 2002 UKHL 5 and the case of General 

Medical Council v Adeogba and Visvardis 2016 EWCA Civ 162. 
 

7. The notice of hearing was sent to Mr Squire in accordance with ACCA’s 

rules; it was delivered to his registered address on 5 May 2018, and signed 

for in the name of “Squire”. The notice was also sent to Mr Squire by email. 

ACCA has made an additional attempt to communicate with Mr Squire by 
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email (on 22 May 2018) to ask if he wished to attend the hearing, and to 

inform him of the opportunity to attend via telephone or video link. The 

Service Bundle contained delivery receipts which showed that the emails 

sent to Mr Squire were delivered to his registered email address. There has 

however been no response from Mr Squire to any of these communications. 

 

8. The Committee concluded that, as the hearing notice and emails were 

delivered, Mr Squire should be aware of the hearing. It also noted that within 

the evidence bundle from ACCA, there was correspondence from Mr Squire 

offering to tender his resignation from ACCA. The Committee concluded 

therefore, that Mr Squire has chosen not respond and has voluntarily 

absented himself. It was clearly stated in the hearing notice that this 

Committee has power to proceed in Mr Squire’s absence. In light of his 

continued lack of response to information about the hearing, the Committee 

was satisfied that adjourning the hearing to give him another opportunity to 

attend would be unlikely to result in his attendance on a future occasion. 

 

9. The Committee also had regard to the public interest and the importance of 

concluding regulatory matters expeditiously. It was mindful that there may 

be some disadvantage to Mr Squire if it proceeds in his absence; however, it 

was mindful that he has provided two substantive responses to ACCA 

during the investigation, and the Committee would be in a position to 

carefully consider these if it proceeds.  

 

10. The Committee concluded that in the absence of any response from Mr 

Squire, there was no good reason to adjourn, and it would not be in the 

public interest to do so. The Committee concluded that the public interest 

was best served by proceeding in Mr Squire’s absence. 

 
ACCA’S APPLICATION TO ADMIT FURTHER EVIDENCE 
 

11. Mr Jowett made an application to admit further evidence relating to Mr 

Squire’s shareholding in his accountancy firm, and a file note written by an 

ACCA member of staff. Mr Jowett submitted that it has always been ACCA’s 

position that Mr Squire held 60% of shares in the Firm, and that this 

evidence did not introduce anything new. 
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12. The Hearingse Officer told the Committee that this evidence was sent to Mr 

Squire by email and by special delivery post yesterday. 

 

13. The Committee accepted the Legal Adviser’s advice. 

 

14. The Committee was concerned that this evidence had been sent to Mr 

Squire so late. In the Committee’s view, this precluded any opportunity Mr 

Squire may have wished to take to provide a further response to this 

evidence. The Committee had also not been provided with documentary 

evidence to demonstrate that the documents had been sent to Mr Squire, as 

described by the Hearings Officer. Furthermore, no reason had been 

advanced by Mr Jowett as to why these documents were not included in the 

original bundle. 

 

15. In all the circumstances, the Committee decided that it would not be fair, or 

in the interests of justice to admit these documents, and the Committee 

refused Mr Jowett’s application. 

 
AMENDMENT OF ALLEGATION 2(b) 
 

16. The Committee noted that Allegation 2(b) included a cross-reference to 

Allegation 1(a), which appeared to be a typographical error. It therefore 

decided to amend this allegation so that it reads correctly and refers to 

Allegation 2(b). It was satisfied that such amendment would correct the error 

and cause no prejudice to Mr Squire. 

 
 ALLEGATIONS 

 
Allegation 1  

(a) Mr William Henry Squire breached Global Practising Regulations 2003 

(as applicable in 1999-2017) by virtue of not holding a valid ACCA 

practising certificate with regards to any or all of the following: 

(i) Between 15 June 1999 and 25 September 2017, he was director of 

 Firm A which carried out public practice, contrary to Paragraph 
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 3(2)(a) of the Global Practising Regulations (as applicable between 

 1999- 2017); 

(ii) Between 15 June 1999 and 25 September 2017, he held rights, 

 which in effect put him in the position of a principal, namely 60% 

 shares, in Firm A which carried out public practice, contrary to 

 Paragraph 3(2)(b) of the Global Practising Regulations (as 

 applicable between 1999-2017). 

 

Allegation 2 

(a) Mr William Henry Squire did not record in writing and/or send to Client 

A and/or Client B and/or Company A a ‘letter of engagement’. 

(b) Mr William Henry Squire’s conduct in respect of 2(a) is a breach of 

Section B9 Paragraph 5 of ACCA’s Code of Ethics and Conduct (as 

applicable in 2016). 

 

Allegation 3 

(a) Mr William Henry Squire did not provide information about Company A 

further to Client A’s requests, as detailed in Schedule A. 

(b) On 14 October 2016, Mr William Henry Squire informed Client A that 

“at this stage it is my intention to take Mr Valentine’s solicitors 

instructions”, in response to Client A’s solicitor’s letter dated 10 

October 2016. 

(c) On or around 23 May 2017, Mr William Henry Squire wrote a letter 

dated 22 May 2017 on behalf of Client B to the Pensions Regulator, 

stating “My estranged wife still lives at this address and although being 

a director of the company has not been passing on correspondence to 

me and therefore we were unaware of the transgression.” 

(d) Mr William Henry Squire’s conduct in respect of 3(a) and/or 3(b) and/or 

3(c) is a breach of: 
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(i) Section 120.1 of the ACCA Code of Ethics and Conduct (“The 

 Fundamental Principle of Objectivity”) (as applicable in 2016); and/or 

(ii) Section 150.1 of the ACCA Code of Ethics and Conduct (“The 

 Fundamental Principle of Professional Behaviour”) (as applicable in 

 2016). 

 

Allegation 4 

(a) By reason of his conduct in respect of any or all of the matters set out 

at 1(a), 2(a), (b) and 3(a)-(d), Mr William Henry Squire is guilty of 

misconduct pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(i); 

(b) By reason of his conduct in respect of any or all of the matters set out 

at 1(a), 2(a), (b) and 3(a)-(d), Mr William Henry Squire is liable to  

 

 BRIEF BACKGROUND 

 
17. Mr Squire became a member of ACCA in May 1995, and a Fellow in May 

2000. 

 
18. Mr Squire acted as the professional accountant for Company A (“the 

Company”). The Company was owned by its Directors, Client A and Client 

B, who were married and were equal shareholders and directors of the 

Company. Client A and Client B then separated and divorce proceedings 

were commenced.  

 
19. Client A made a complaint to ACCA in July 2017 regarding her concerns 

about Mr Squire’s conduct during her divorce from Client B. 

 

20. ACCA commenced an investigation into this matter. During the 

investigation, ACCA informed Mr Squire that there were concerns that he 

may have been engaging in public practice without a valid ACCA practising 

certificate. 

 
21. In considering this matter, the Committee had before it papers numbering 

pages A to S and 1 to 79. When the Committee resumed on 27 September 



HEARING 

  

2018, it was provided with a further service bundle with pages numbering 

163 to 170. 

 
ACCA’S SUBMISSION ON GLOBAL PRACTISING REGULATIONS 
 

22. After the Committee had begun its deliberations, but before it had 

announced its decision, the Committee was informed that Mr Jowett wished 

to address the Committee again. 

 

23. Mr Jowett told the Committee that the provisions within the Global Practising 

Regulations which relate to shareholdings, and which currently prohibit a 

member who is in effect a principal, from practising without a practising 

certificate, did not come into effect until 2006. He agreed therefore, that 

allegation 1(a)(ii), was not capable of proof as currently drafted, but that it 

was open to the Committee to find it proved on a limited basis from 2006 to 

2017. 

 
DECISION ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS  

 
24. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. In reaching its 

decisions, it reminded itself that the burden of proof rests with ACCA, and 

that the standard of proof is the civil standard, which is the balance of 

probabilities. 

 

Allegation 1(a)(i) - fact found proved 
 

25. The Committee had before it documents from Companies House which 

showed that Mr Squire became a Director of Firm A on 15 June 1999, and 

resigned his directorship on 27 September 2017. This has not been 

disputed by Mr Squire. 

 

26. The Committee then considered whether Firm A carried out public practice 

between 1999 and 2017. Mr Squire had made no specific comment on this 

issue in his responses to ACCA. However, the Committee’s view was that 

from a careful examination of the correspondence in ACCA’s bundle, it was 

reasonable to infer that Mr Squire was producing accounts, and therefore 
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carrying out public practice whilst he was acting for Company A. The 

Committee had regard to the following correspondence: 

 
A letter dated 10 October 2016, from the solicitor representing Client A 

in divorce proceedings, to Mr Squire, in which the solicitor stated, “We 

are instructed that the Company instruct yourself to prepare the 

accounts and self-assessments for the parties in respect of this matter”. 

The solicitor also asked Mr Squire to produce a full set of accounts for 

the year end 31 December 2015, and management accounts. 

 

The complaint from Client A to ACCA, in which she stated, “Mr Squire 

became the company accountant in 2009/2010 when we established the 

business and I had regular contact with him from this time (as I ran the 

purchase ledger and much of the book-keeping activities in the firm”. In 

the Committee’s view, given that Client A was carrying out the book-

keeping activities for Company A, it was reasonable to infer that Mr 

Squire was involved in the production of accounts. 

 

An email dated 13 April 2017, from Mr Squire to Client B, in which Mr 

Squire makes references to errors in the accounts and suggests 

appropriate adjustments. 

 

An email dated 16 November 2016, from Mr Squire to Client B in which 

Mr Squire states, “Got the VAT and accounts for the period 01/08/2016 

to 31/10/2016 to do so hopefully everything written up to 31/10/16 

 

27. The Committee was not satisfied, however, that there was any evidence 

before it to establish that Mr Squire was carrying out public practice prior to 

his engagement with Company A, which Client A says began in 2009/2010 

and which is not contradicted by Mr Squire. 

 

28. Given that there was evidence that Mr Squire was producing accounts, i.e. 

engaging in public practice whilst he was engaged by Company A, the 

Committee found this fact proved between the period 2010 and 2017.  
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Allegation 1(a)(ii) - fact found proved 

 
29. The Committee noted that ACCA wrote to Mr Squire, putting to him that 

Companies House information showed that he had a 60% interest in the 

Firm. This was not disputed by Mr Squire in his response. The Committee 

therefore inferred that Mr Squire owned 60% of the shares. 

 

30. In the light of its findings above, the Committee found this allegation proved, 

that Mr Squire was in the position of principal and was in public practice. 

However, the Committee could only be satisfied on the evidence that these 

circumstances arose in the period from 2010 to 2017. 

 

31. The Committee then considered, given its findings above, whether Mr 

Squire held a practising certificate, for the period 2010 to 2017, during which 

he had been carrying out public practice.  

 

32. The Committee noted that when ACCA communicated with Mr Squire, he 

was asked by ACCA why he had not applied for a Practising Certificate. 

ACCA also provided him with information explaining how he could 

“regularise the position” so that he was no longer in breach of the Global 

Practising Regulations. In response, Mr Squire resigned his directorship, 

and divested himself of his shares in the Firm, which is supported by the 

evidence from Companies House. In the Committee’s view, given that Mr 

Squire took the opportunity to regularise his position, as advised by ACCA, it 

was reasonable to infer that he did not have a practising certificate during 

the time he was in public practice. 

 

33. The Committee was therefore satisfied that Mr Squire breached Global 

Practising Regulations, by not having a valid practising certificate whilst 

carrying out public practice between 2010 and 2017. 

 
 

 
Allegation 2(a) – fact found proved 
 

34. ACCA wrote to Mr Squire on 21 August 2017, and asked Mr Squire to 

provide, amongst other matters, a copy of Firm A’s engagement letter with 
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Company A. There is no reference to “Client A” or “Client B” in the request 

for an engagement letter. 

 

35. Mr Squire provided a written response to ACCA dated 25 September 2017. 

He accepted in this response that there was no letter of engagement with 

Company A. The Committee therefore found proved that Mr Squire did not 

record in writing and/or send to Company A an engagement letter.  

 

36. ACCA produced no evidence to suggest that either “Client A” or “Client B” 

(as opposed to Company A), had, as individuals, been clients of Mr Squire. 

The Committee therefore found these limbs of the allegation not proved. 

 

Allegation 2(b) – regulatory breach found 
 

37. The Committee was satisfied that the absence of an engagement letter from 

Mr Squire to Company A constituted a breach of Section B9 Paragraph 5 of 

ACCA’s Code of Ethics and Conduct which imposed a requirement for an 

accountant to record in writing, and/or send an engagement letter to his 

client. 

 

Allegation 3(a) – found proved 

 
38. The Committee had regard to the correspondence provided to it and the list 

of documents set out in schedule A. 

 

39. The first document in schedule A is an email dated 27 February 2016, from 

Client A to Mr Squire. This email advised Mr Squire that Client A and Client 

B were no longer communicating with each other and Client A asked Mr 

Squire ,therefore, to copy her in when he sent the annual accounts to Client 

B.  

 

40. The Committee noted that much later, in September 2017, Client B’s 

solicitor confirmed to Mr Squire that Client A was entitled to receive such 

financial information. 
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41. The Committee’s view was that Mr Squire was obliged to provide 

information to Client A whilst she was a director of Company A. It was 

evident, from Mr Squire’s response to ACCA, that he had been advised by 

Client B not to provide documents to Client A, and reasonable to infer, 

therefore, that he had not done so. There was also evidence before the 

Committee, in the form of an email dated 13 September 2017, from Client 

B’s solicitor, which discloses that Client B was advised by his solicitors that 

Client A should have been given access to the accounts.  

 

42. The second document in schedule A is an email from Client A to Mr Squire 

dated 8 September 2016, asking for figures for her dividends and dividend 

vouchers from Company A for her tax return. The Committee drew an 

inference, for the reasons outlined above, that Mr Squire did not respond to 

this request. Although the question of her dividend arose as a result of 

Client A being a shareholder and not in her role as a Director of Company A, 

Mr Squire’s failure to provide the financial information placed Client A in a 

position where she might not be able to meet her obligations to the tax 

authorities in due course. Her request in these circumstances was 

reasonable and should have been acceded to.  

 

43. The third document in schedule A is a letter dated 10 October 2016, from 

Client A’s solicitors to Mr Squire asking for full accounts for Company A for 

the year end 31 December 2015, and management accounts. The solicitors 

requested that he forward these to themselves or directly to Client A.  

 

44. Mr Squire responded to this letter on 14 October 2016, saying that, “[Client 

B] and myself are meeting with his solicitor on Tuesday 18 October 2016 at 

3.30pm. At this stage, it is my intention to take [Client B’s] solicitors 

instruction”. It was therefore clear to the Committee that Mr Squire did not 

provide the information requested. 

 

45. In the light of the above, the Committee found that Mr Squire did not provide 

any of the information set out in Schedule A, and it found Allegation 3(a) 

proved. 
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Allegation 3(b) – found proved 

 
46. The Committee was provided with the email dated 14 October 2016, (as 

quoted above) which was sent by Mr Squire to Client A’s solicitor, and which 

contained the wording set out in Allegation 3(b). The Committee therefore 

found this fact proved. 

 

Allegation 3(c) – found proved 
 

47. The background to this allegation is that the Pensions Regulator was 

pursuing Company A, and Client B, as the Director managing this matter, 

was responding on behalf of the Company. 

 

48. The Committee considered the letter dated 22 May 2017, referred to in 

Allegation 3(c). This letter was sent to the Pensions Regulator and written in 

Client B’s name. It contained the wording set out in Allegation 3(c), and also 

stated, “…all correspondence from yourself has been addressed to the 

former matrimonial home”. 

 

49. Mr Squire, in his written response to ACCA, accepted that he had written 

this letter on behalf of Client B, and that Client B stood by the contents. The 

Committee therefore found this fact proved.  
 

50. In response to questions from the Committee, Mr Jowett confirmed that 

ACCA was not in possession of any evidence to suggest that any of the 

factual observations contained in the letter were erroneous. However, the 

Committee noted that in the email from Client A, which was received by 

ACCA on 7 September 2017, she states, “claims that I failed to pass on 

correspondence …is untrue. [I] organised for the correspondence to be 

dropped at the business premises. 

Allegation 3(d) – in relation to Allegation 3(a)  

51. The Committee considered whether Mr Squire breached the Fundamental 

Principle of Objectivity in relation to Allegation 3(a), by not providing 

information about Company A further to Client A’s requests. It had already 

found that Mr Squire was under a duty to provide the documentation 

requested. Mr Squire accepted that he did not provide these documents 
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because Client B had instructed him not to do so. He stated in 

correspondence with ACCA, “I was instructed by [Client B] not to disclose 

any information regarding the Company directly to Client A. I was 

instructed by Client B who advised Client A’s solicitors that I would be 

taking instructions only from [Client B’s] solicitors” 

52. The Committee was therefore satisfied that Mr Squire had allowed Client 

B to exercise undue influence over him, and that he had not behaved 

objectively, in breach of the Fundamental Principle of Objectivity. 

53. The Committee also considered whether the failure to respond to Client 

A’s requests for information was a breach of the Fundamental Principle of 

Professional Behaviour. It concluded that it was. Mr Squire’s conduct, by 

favouring Client B over Client A, meant that he was acting contrary to the 

interests of Client A, and was not behaving professionally. His brief 

response to the detailed letter from Client A’s solicitors did not 

demonstrate a professional approach and provide a substantive response 

with reasons explaining his actions. The solicitors letter had set out 

detailed considerations warranting such a response, and there is no 

evidence from Mr Squire’s reply that he gave the matters proper 

consideration. 

Allegation 3(d) – in relation to Allegation 3(b) 

54. The Committee found that Mr Squire’s conduct in 3(b) was a breach of the 

Fundamental Principles of Objectivity and Professional Behaviour for the 

reasons stated above. 

Allegation 3(d) – in relation to Allegation 3(c) 

55. In relation to the letter to the Pensions Regulator, the Committee did not 

have any evidence that the way in which Mr Squire wrote the letter 

amounted to a breach of either the Fundamental Principle of Objectivity or 

the Fundamental Principle of Professional Behaviour. 

 
Allegation 4(a) – misconduct found 

 
56. The Committee first considered whether the facts found proved in Allegation 

1 amounted to misconduct. It concluded that they did. Mr Squire had carried 

out public practice for a prolonged period of seven years without a practising 



HEARING 

  

certificate, which frustrated the purpose of the certification procedure which 

is to protect the public. His conduct had brought discredit upon him and 

upon the profession, and fell seriously short of the standards expected of an 

ACCA member. In the Committee’s judgement it was sufficiently serious to 

amount to misconduct. 

 

57. In relation to Allegation 2, in the Committee’s view, the failure to provide an 

engagement letter might not of itself be sufficiently serious to amount to 

misconduct. However, when taken together with Allegation 1, the Committee 

concluded that Mr Squire’s behaviour indicates that he took a casual 

approach to his professional responsibilities as an accountant. It decided 

that in the context of this case, this is therefore sufficiently serious to amount 

to misconduct. 

 

58. The Committee next considered whether the facts found proved in 

Allegations 3(a) and (b) amounted to misconduct. The Committee’s view 

was that Mr Squire had shown a reckless disregard for his responsibilities 

as an Accountant by failing to act impartially, and by failing to pause and 

reflect on his responsibilities to Clients A and B who were both still directors 

of Company A when it should have been obvious to him that he needed to 

do so. In the Committee’s judgment, Mr Squire was obliged to respond to 

Client A’s email of 27 February 2016, and to accede to this reasonable 

request given that Client A owned half of Company A and was a Director. 

 

59. The evidence suggests that when Mr Squire learned of the breakdown of 

Client A and Client B’s relationship, he took a decision, in effect, to adopt 

“Client B” as his client and act upon his instructions. There is no evidence to 

suggest that Mr Squire paused to reflect upon what his proper professional 

role was in such circumstances. If he was in any doubt, he could and should 

have taken independent advice. His professional duty remained to act 

impartially and objectively with Company A as his client, recognising that the 

two directors retained their equal rights in law. Instead, on his own evidence, 

Mr Squire chose to act upon Client B’s instructions, and in so doing 

wrongfully excluded Client A from the affairs of the Company. 

 

60. Mr Squire stated in his response to ACCA, “I believe the actions taken and 

the statements made to [Client A] and her solicitors made it perfectly clear I 
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was only acting under [Client B’s] instructions and therefore there could be 

no conflict of interest”. It was clear to the Committee, from this response, 

that Mr Squire believed that his actions prevented a conflict of interest. 

However, the Committee’s concern was not that a conflict had arisen, but 

that Mr Squire had made a deliberate choice to show bias in favour of Client 

B, without considering the interests of Client A. His response to ACCA 

serves to emphasise that he did not recognise that his behaviour 

demonstrated a lack of objectivity and was unprofessional.  

 

61. The Committee concluded that Mr Squire’s actions, as found in Allegations 

3(a) and 3(b), brought discredit upon him and the profession, and amounted 

to a serious falling short of the standards expected of an Accountant. It was 

satisfied that his actions were sufficiently serious to amount to misconduct. 

 

62. In relation to Allegation 3(c), given that the Committee did not find that there 

was any breach of the Fundamental Principles of Objectivity or Professional 

Behaviour, it did not make a finding of misconduct. 

 
Allegation 4(b)  
 

63. Given that the Committee had found that Mr Squire was guilty of misconduct 

in relation to Allegations 1, 2, 3(a) and 3(b), he is therefore liable to 

disciplinary action in respect of those matters. 

 
SANCTION AND REASONS 

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

Committee to ACCA’s current Guidance on Disciplinary Sanctions, (“the 

Guidance”). It bore in mind that it must act proportionately at this stage, 

balancing the member’s interests against the public interest. 

 

65. The Committee first considered section F of the Guidance to determine the 

seriousness of Mr Squire’s conduct. His actions had lacked objectivity, 

which is categorised in the Guidance as “very serious”. In relation to his 

having practised without a practising certificate for seven years, the 

Committee had no reasons provided by Mr Squire; it was reasonable to infer 

that his actions in this respect were either seriously negligent, or were a 
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deliberate disregard of his professional obligations. In either case, the 

Committee’s view was that his actions were very serious, as were his 

actions, in the way in which he dealt with correspondence from Client A.  

 

66. The Committee identified a number of aggravating factors. In relation to Mr 

Squire’s failure to reply to correspondence from Client A’s solicitors, his 

actions were repeated. He had a number of opportunities, having continued 

to receive correspondence, to take advice/rectify the position and act 

appropriately but he did not do so. He also practised without a practising 

certificate for a sustained period of time. In addition, the Committee found 

that Mr Squire had shown no insight into the seriousness of his misconduct. 

He had only engaged with ACCA to a limited extent, and had provided no 

evidence to this Committee going to any insight. It noted that he also 

engaged with ACCA to a limited extent. 

 

67. The Committee identified the following mitigating factors: Mr Squire had no 

previous disciplinary record with ACCA, and had regularised his position in 

relation to his lack of practising certificate by disposing of his shares and 

resigning as a Director of Firm A. 

 

68. The Committee first considered whether to conclude this case without taking 

further action, but decided that to do so would not meet the public interest, 

given the seriousness of the misconduct.  

 

69. The Committee next considered, in order of seriousness, whether an 

Admonishment or Reprimand would be an appropriate and proportionate 

sanction in this case. Given that it had decided that Mr Squire’s conduct was 

very serious, it was satisfied, having considered paragraphs C2 and C3 of 

the Guidance, that neither of these sanctions would be appropriate or 

sufficient to meet the seriousness of the misconduct. 

 

70. The Committee next considered whether a Severe Reprimand would be an 

appropriate and proportionate sanction and in so doing, it had regard to 

section C4 of the Guidance. In the Committee’s view, Mr Squire had acted 

recklessly in practising without a practising certificate over a sustained 

period. His actions in his dealings with Company A were also reckless, in 

that he had not paused to consider how he should approach the changed 
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circumstances in an appropriate manner. His actions were also capable of 

having an adverse impact upon Client A, albeit there was no evidence that 

they had done so. He had shown no insight into his misconduct, nor had he 

made any expression of regret or apology.  

 

71. The Committee’s view was that a Severe Reprimand, coupled with a fine 

might have been a sufficient sanction, given that the misconduct related to 

one client and he had now corrected the position in relation to his practising 

certificate. However, the real concern for the Committee was that Mr Squire 

had advanced no evidence nor provided any response to persuade it that he 

had any insight into the seriousness of his misconduct. Consequently, the 

Committee’s view was that it could not rule out a risk of repetition. For this 

reason, it decided that a Severe Reprimand would not address this risk, and 

would not be the sufficient and proportionate sanction. 

 

72. In the light of the above, the Committee next considered Exclusion, and 

considered the factors set out at paragraph C5 of the Guidance. It was 

satisfied that Mr Squire’s misconduct amounted to a serious departure from 

professional standards and could have had an adverse impact on Client A 

(although it acknowledged that they had not done so). He had also practised 

without a practising certificate for a sustained period of time. However, as 

stated above, the Committee’s most significant concern was that Mr Squire 

lacked “..understanding and insight into the seriousness of the 

acts/omissions and the consequences thereof” (paragraph C5(e) of the 

Guidance). As a consequence of this and the additional aggravating factors, 

the Committee found that his conduct was fundamentally incompatible with 

remaining an ACCA member. In the Committee’s view, it would not be 

appropriate for Mr Squire to continue as a member of ACCA when he has 

shown no understanding of the seriousness of his misconduct, nor taken 

any steps to persuade the Committee that it will not be repeated. 

 

73. Taking into account the seriousness of the case and balancing the interests 

of Mr Squire, the interests of ACCA and the public interest, the Committee 

concluded that Exclusion would be the proportionate sanction. The 

Committee’s view was that any sanction less than Exclusion would not 

protect the public, maintain confidence in the profession, nor be sufficient to 

maintain proper standards of conduct and behaviour. 



HEARING 

  

 

74. The Committee ordered that Mr Squire be excluded from membership of 

ACCA. 

 
COSTS AND REASONS 

 
75. Mr Jowett on behalf of ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £7,049 and 

provided the Committee with additional documents numbering pages 80 to 

82, and 83 to 84. 

 

76. The Committee bore in mind that ACCA had made no claim for costs in 

relation to the second day of the hearing, and decided that the claim for 

costs was reasonable. In the absence of any information from Mr Squire 

about his means, the Committee could find no reason to reduce the full 

amount claimed. 

 

77. The Committee therefore ordered that Mr Squire pays ACCA £7,049 in 

costs. 

 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  

 
78. The Committee decided, in the light of its findings, that there was a risk to 

the public, that the Order for exclusion takes place immediately in the 

interests of the public, pursuant to Regulation 20(1)(b) CDR. 

 
APPLICATIONS FOR READMISSION 

 
79. The Committee also ordered that any application by Mr Squire for 

readmission be referred to ACCA’s Admissions and Licensing Committee, 

pursuant to Regulation 13(11) CDR. 

 

 Mr John Crawley  
 Chairman 
 27 September 2018 


