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

report concerning Mr Hassan Sajjad. Mr Sajjad is a student member of ACCA and his 

registered address is in Pakistan. 

2. The Committee had before it a bundle of papers (pages A-L and 1-148), two 

additional bundles (pages 154-157 and 158-168) and two service bundles (pages 1-

15 and 16-24).  

3. Mr Sajjad did not attend the hearing and was not represented.  

 

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE 

4. The Committee first considered whether service had been effected in accordance 

with the requirements of the Chartered Certified Accountants’ Complaints and 

Disciplinary Regulations 2014 (‘CDR’).  

5. This case had previously been listed on 13 June 2018, when it was adjourned in 

order to allow ACCA to serve further documents on Mr Sajjad. Mr Sajjad had not 

attended that hearing. As this is a resumed hearing, service must comply with CDR 

10(8)(d). Therefore the Committee had to be satisfied that a notice of hearing had 

been served which complies with the requirements of CDR 10(1) and that Mr Sajjad 

had been notified of the ‘time and place fixed for the adjourned hearing as soon as 

possible’.  

6. The first service bundle contains a notice of hearing dated 11 May 2018, which was 

sent to Mr Sajjad’s registered address in Pakistan. The Committee were satisfied that 

this notice complies with the requirements of CDR 10(1).  

7. The second service bundle contains a notice of hearing dated 7 August 2018, which 

was also sent by International Tracked and Signed to Mr Sajjad’s registered address 

in Pakistan. The notice gave the correct time and date of today’s hearing. However it 

stated that the hearing was due to take place at a different hearing venue in London. 

The Committee were informed that contact had been made with that venue and it 

had been confirmed that Mr Sajjad had not attended there this morning.  
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8. The Committee considered whether to exercise its power to waive the requirement to 

state the venue in the notice of the adjourned hearing. CDR 27 provides as follows:  

‘Disciplinary Committee may dispense with any requirement of these 

regulations in respect of notices, service or time in any case where it appears 

to the Committee to be in the interests of justice, having regard to all the 

circumstances, provided it is satisfied that neither the relevant person nor the 

Association has been prejudiced in the conduct of his or its case.’ 

9. The Committee considered the mistake as to the address had caused no prejudice to 

Mr Sajjad as he had not attended at either venue. Therefore it was content to find 

that service had been effected in accordance with the rules.  

10. Having satisfied itself that service had been effected in accordance with the CDR the 

Committee went on consider whether to proceed in the absence of Mr Sajjad. The 

Committee bore in mind that the discretion to do so must be exercised with care and 

in light of the public interest in dealing with matters fairly, economically and 

expeditiously.  

11. The Committee had regard to the correspondence in the bundle which showed as 

follows. 

• Mr Sajjad had corresponded with ACCA from two email addresses, 

[redacted]’ and [redacted]’.  

• On 21 February 2018, Mr Sajjad emailed ACCA asking it not to use the ‘63’ 

email address as this could be accessed by a third party (whom, it is clear 

from the papers, Mr Sajjad alleges is responsible for submitting false 

documents to ACCA). He asked that the ‘93’ email address should be used 

instead. 

• On 26 February 2018, Mr Sajjad emailed ACCA indicating that his registered 

address in Pakistan is his brother’s address.  

• On 27 February 2018, ACCA advised him by email to go into his MYACCA 

account and change his contact details. He replied on 28 February 2018, 

saying ‘As to the advice to change any details in MYACCA account at this 

point, after you know everything if you Advice me [sic] on that I will surely do 

so.’ There was no response from ACCA on this point.  
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• In a second lengthy email to ACCA on 28 February 2018, Mr Sajjad gave his 

explanation of the events in question. He said he been put in touch with a Mr 

B in order to get help with his tuition. Mr Sajjad says he paid this gentleman 

money to obtain exemptions from ACCA examinations for him. He also 

referred in this email to having health issues.  

• The last communication ACCA had received from Mr Sajjad was an email on 

1 March 2018, also from the ‘93’ address. He had indicated a willingness to 

engage with the disciplinary process in that email. 

• Mr Sajjad had not responded to any further email communications from 

ACCA, all bar one of which had been sent to the ‘63’ rather than the ‘93’ 

address. The Committee was informed that on 9 May 2018; an ACCA Case 

Progression officer sent him an email at his ‘93’ address. The officer asked Mr 

Sajjad in that email to contact him by telephone or provide a telephone 

number so that the officer could call him.  

• Mr Sajjad had not responded to either of the notices of hearing, both of which 

had been sent to his brother’s address in Pakistan. He told ACCA that he had 

returned to Saudi Arabia.  

• The Committee were informed that this morning the Hearings Officer had tried 

calling Mr Sajjad by telephone. On the third attempt the telephone had been 

picked up by someone who said he was Mr Sajjad but who apparently did not 

speak English. An Urdu speaker from ACCA had then telephoned him and 

though they were able to converse initially, when she asked Mr Sajjad some 

security questions the gentleman she was speaking to switched to Punjabi, 

which she was not able to understand.  

12. The Committee had concerns about whether Mr Sajjad was in fact aware of today’s 

hearing. Although he had clearly indicated he preferred correspondence to the ‘93’ 

email account, he had at least in February 2018 been receiving emails at the ‘63’ 

account, where copies of the notices of hearing were sent. However the key issue for 

the Committee was whether any useful purpose would be served by adjourning this 

hearing. Mr Sajjad has given a lengthy account of events in response to the 

Independent Assessor’s report. The Committee could take that explanation into 

account and would bear in mind that it would be for ACCA to prove its case. In the 
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circumstances the Committee considered that, in the interests of justice, the hearing 

should proceed in Mr Sajjad’s absence. 

ALLEGATIONS AND BRIEF BACKGROUND 
 

13. The allegations against Mr Sajjad are as follows:  

 

(a) On or around 8 May 2017, Mr Hassan Sajjad caused or permitted one or more of  

the documents set out in Schedule A to be submitted to The Association of 

Chartered Certified Accountants (“ACCA”), which purported to have been issued 

by Middlesex University when, in fact, they had not. 

 (b) Mr Hassan Sajjad’s conduct in respect of 1(a) was: 

(i) Dishonest; and 

(ii) Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity; 

(b) Contrary to Paragraph 3(1) of the Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 2014,  

Mr Hassan Sajjad has failed to co-operate fully with the investigation of a 

complaint in that he failed to respond to any or all of ACCA’s correspondence 

dated: 

(i) 25 August 2017; 

(ii) 25 September 2017; 

(iii) 17 October 2017. 

(c) By reason of his conduct at 1(a) and/or 1(b) and/or 1(c) above, Mr Hassan Sajjad  

is: 

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

(ii) Liable to disciplinary action pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(iii). 

14. ACCA’s case is that Mr Sajjad applied to become a student member of ACCA on 8 

May 2017. In support of his application he submitted a number of documents which 

included:  
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• A certificate dated 23 June 2016, certifying Mr Hassan Sajjad had been 

awarded a degree of Bachelor of Arts in Accounting and Finance at 

Middlesex University. 

• A “Transcript and Certificate of Credit” outlining the credits and grades 

achieved for the modules undertaken in the degree at issue. 

15. His application was granted and he was admitted as a student member on 10 May 

2017. On the basis of the documentation he supplied, Mr Sajjad was granted 

exemption from sitting papers F1 to F9 of the ACCA examinations. ACCA's case was 

that Mr Sajjad then contacted ACCA by telephone on 12 May 2017, making some 

general enquiries about his account.  

16. In August 2017 it came to ACCA's attention that the documents in question were 

forgeries. ACCA relied on a witness statement from Ms A, a Conferment and 

Assessment Manager at Middlesex University. She confirms that the documents in 

question were not issued by Middlesex University.  

17. The matter was referred to ACCA's Investigation Department (‘ID’). The ID wrote to 

Mr Sajjad on the following occasions:  

• On 25 August 2017, the ID wrote to Mr Sajjad at his registered postal address 

asking for his comments about the matter and setting out a number of 

questions for him to answer. No reply was received. 

• The ID wrote again to Mr Sajjad on 25 September 2017, enclosing a copy of 

the previous letter and reminding him of his duty to co-operate with ACCA's 

investigations as set out in CDR 3(1). Again no reply was received.  

• A further follow-up letter, to which there was no reply, was sent on 17 October 

2017. A report was then made to the Independent Assessor.  

• On 7 November 2017, ACCA sent an email to his registered email address 

enclosing copies of the three letters above.  

18. On 21 February 2018, Mr Sajjad emailed ACCA from his registered ‘63’ email 

address. He said he had only got to know about the matter through receipt the 

previous day of the Assessor’s report. He said he would have co-operated with the 

investigation had he known about it.  
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19. In an email dated 28 February 2018, Mr Sajjad gave his explanation of events. He 

said he had been put in touch with Mr B in order to get help with his tuition. Mr B had 

told him ‘that he don’t do tuition he only do exemptions’.  

20. Mr B had told him that certain universities have a special relationship with ACCA and 

all you need to do is enrol with the university and pay a fee. The university will then 

submit an online certificate to ACCA which will be accepted and the student will be 

‘awarded exemptions on exams if eligible’. Mr B said the process was ‘legit’ and 

offered to provide it at a cost of 120,000 Rupees.  

21. Mr Sajjad said he went ahead with this process, paying the money to Mr B in two 

instalments. Subsequently he received by SMS from Mr B details of a new ACCA 

account that Mr B had created for him. When he went into the account Mr Sajjad said 

he was shocked to find that he had been exempted from all 9 exams. He says he 

went ‘totally ballistic’ and called Mr B. He complained about a new ACCA account 

being opened in his name and asked about the exams he had actually passed. Mr B 

said he was ungrateful and should be jumping for happiness. Mr B insisted that ‘it is 

all very official’. This was on 11 May 2017, and they arranged to meet the next day. 

22. On 12 May 2017, Mr B texted him and said he was not able to meet. However he 

said he would video call Mr Sajjad and talk to ACCA in front of him to clear up all the 

questions. Mr B made a call to ACCA pretending to be Mr Sajjad. The call confirmed 

that Mr Sajjad was now exempt from his F level examinations. Mr Sajjad said he had 

observed Mr B making this call on a video connection.  

23. Four days later Mr Sajjad said he met with Mr B. Mr B handed him a certificate which 

was an Edexcel BTEC Level 7 Extended Diploma in Financial Accounting. Mr Sajjad 

said he realised this was fake and told Mr B this was not OK; that he could keep the 

money but he (Mr Sajjad) wanted nothing to do with it.  

24. Mr Sajjad said he had no intention of using the certificate or the new account that Mr 

B had created.  

25. He had experienced health problems related to the stress of the situation.  

26. Mr Sajjad accepted he did not have a Bachelor’s Degree from Middlesex University.  

27. By his own admission, in December 2017, Mr Sajjad paid the costs associated with 

his exemption application directly to ACCA.  
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DECISIONS ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

28. The Committee considered the documents before it, the submissions of Mrs Healy-

Howell on behalf of ACCA and the advice of the Legal Adviser. The Committee bore 

in mind that the burden of proving an allegation rests on ACCA and the standard to 

be applied is proof on the balance of probabilities.  

29. The evidence of Ms A clearly shows that a Degree Certificate purporting to be issued 

by Middlesex University was sent in support of Mr Sajjad’s application for student 

membership. Further, as he himself accepts, this certificate was false. There is no 

doubt, therefore, that false documents were sent to ACCA via an account in Mr 

Sajjad’s name on or about 8 May 2017. The issue for the Committee in respect of 

Allegation 1(a) was whether Mr Sajjad caused or permitted these documents to be 

submitted to ACCA.  

30. Mrs Healy-Howell relied on the fact that other documents were sent to ACCA with the 

false certificates. Those included personal documents that she submitted could have 

only come from Mr Sajjad. Further, the address on the ACCA account which Mr 

Sajjad contends was set up without his knowledge was, as he accepts, his brother’s 

address. This must also have been provided by Mr Sajjad. These things, Mrs Healy-

Howell contended, were clear evidence that he was complicit in the submission of the 

false documents through his ACCA online account. 

31. Mrs Healy-Howell further submitted that, as he had a vested interest in the outcome 

of the application, it is unlikely to have been made without Mr Sajjad’s knowledge or 

consent. She placed reliance on evidence suggesting he had experienced difficulties 

with passing ACCA’s exams as a likely motivation. She also placed reliance on the 

telephone call on 12 May 2017, two days after Mr Sajjad’s application for 

membership had been granted. She submitted that, given the security checks that 

are made on telephone callers, this call must have been made by Mr Sajjad. He 

therefore must have been aware that by this stage a false application for exemption 

had been made on his account, and that indicates he must have been complicit in it.  

32. Mrs Healy-Howell contended that Mr Sajjad’s own account in his email of 28 

February 2018, demonstrates an awareness that he knew that what Mr B was doing 

was highly suspicious. Nonetheless he went along with it. He had opportunities to 

withdraw from the scheme or to contact ACCA about his concerns but he did not do 
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so. He paid money to Mr B and the only explanation, Mrs Healy-Howell submitted, is 

that he was fully aware of the scam and he was hoping to get away with it.  

33. The Committee could not be satisfied on the evidence that Mr Sajjad instigated the 

scheme, and therefore was not persuaded that it could be said he ‘caused’ it.  

34. However it was clear to the Committee that Mr Sajjad at some point realised that this 

was, in his own words, ‘a scam’. At some point he paid a fee to Mr B. He allowed Mr 

B to make this application on his behalf and for his benefit in order to secure 

exemptions. At a later date Mr Sajjad also paid a fee directly to ACCA which was 

necessary for the exemptions to be granted. 

35. The Committee found that Mr Sajjad had permitted Mr B to act on his behalf in any 

way he chose to. The Committee could not be satisfied that Mr Sajjad knew what 

specific certificates Mr B was submitting. Therefore the Committee finds Allegation 

1(a) proved on the basis that Mr Sajjad permitted Mr B to submit the documents in 

Schedule A to ACCA in order to gain exemptions, albeit he did not specifically know 

what those documents were.   

36. The Committee had to consider whether Mr Sajjad’s conduct in permitting Mr B to do 

this on his behalf was dishonest.  

37. The Committee did not find that Mr Sajjad was fully aware of what he was getting 

himself involved in in May 2017. He may reasonably have accepted Mr B’s 

assurances that this scheme was a legitimate one, particularly as he may not have 

been in good health at the time. He may have been naive in his actions, but that does 

not of itself amount to dishonesty.  

38. The Committee had sight of two handwritten letters from Mr C, who identifies himself 

as a teacher of ACCA students in Pakistan. He reported in those letters that Mr B 

was introducing himself to students as an Edexcel Representative and obtaining 

false certificates for them for the purpose of gaining exemptions from ACCA 

examinations. This supported Mr Sajjad’s explanation of the background events, 

which the Committee accepted.  

39. Therefore the Committee found that ACCA had not proved the allegation of 

dishonesty in Allegation 1(b)(i). For the same reasons the Committee did not find that 

Mr Sajjad had breached the Fundamental Principle of Integrity as alleged in 

Allegation 1(b)(ii).  
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40. Therefore the Committee found Allegation 1(b) not proved.  

41. The Committee went on to consider Allegation 1(c). Mr Sajjad’s explanation for not 

responding to ACCA's letters of 25 August, 25 September and 17 October 2017 is 

that he was not in Pakistan, having left for Saudi Arabia at a date before they were 

sent, and that he had not received them. Although these letters were sent to his 

registered address, he was not living at that address at the time. 

42. The Committee was not satisfied that ACCA had proved Mr Sajjad had received the 

letters.  

43. ACCA placed reliance on an email dated 7 November 2018, sent to his ‘63’ address, 

which attached copies of these three letters. There are problems with the use of this 

address, as referred to above. There is no evidence that this email was received by 

Mr Sajjad. 

44. The Committee was therefore not satisfied that Mr Sajjad had failed to co-operate 

with an ACCA investigation in breach of CDR 3(1) because it cannot be satisfied that 

the correspondence in question was received by him.   

45. The Committee therefore finds Allegation 1(c) not proved. 

46. The Committee considered whether Mr Sajjad’s conduct as proved in Allegation 1(a) 

amounted to misconduct. The Committee found that permitting someone to submit 

false documents to ACCA, even if borne out of naivety rather than anything else, is a 

serious departure from acceptable standards. Clearly this sort of behaviour brings 

discredit on himself, the profession and the Association. The Committee therefore 

found Allegation 1(d)(i) proved.  

SANCTION AND REASONS 

47. 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.  

48. The Committee took into account that no previous findings had been made against 

Mr Sajjad. In mitigation the Committee accepted that he was not the instigator of the 

scheme.  
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49. Having found that Mr Sajjad’s actions amounted to misconduct, taking no further 

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

sanctions in ascending order of seriousness. 

50. Mr Sajjad’s actions were a serious departure from proper and acceptable standards. 

There is obvious potential for harm to the public interest where students gain 

exemptions from examinations through the submission of false certificates. Therefore 

it was, in the Committee's view, inappropriate to admonish or reprimand him. Neither 

of these sanctions would adequately protect the public nor uphold the public interest.  

51. The issue for the Committee was whether a severe reprimand or removal from the 

student register would be the appropriate sanction. The Committee took into account 

the fact that, since this investigation opened, Mr Sajjad has been effectively 

prohibited from pursuing his ACCA studies. A further period of exclusion from the 

student register would in the circumstances be disproportionate. Had the Committee 

found Mr Sajjad’s conduct was dishonest it is likely that it would have removed him 

from membership, but on the facts of this case the Committee decided a severe 

reprimand was the proportionate sanction.  

52. Therefore the Committee made an order under CDR 13(4)(b) severely reprimanding 

Mr Sajjad.  

COSTS AND REASONS 

53. ACCA applied for costs against Mr Sajjad in the sum of £6,693.80. The application 

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

in connection with the hearing (pages 148 to 153).  

54. The Committee found that there was no reason in principle not to make an order for 

costs in ACCA’s favour. It did not consider that the sum claimed was unreasonable or 

disproportionate. It had no specific information about Mr Sajjad’s financial 

circumstances.  

55. In the circumstances, the Committee ordered Mr Sajjad to pay ACCA’s costs in the 

full amount claimed, namely £6,693.80.  

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER 

56. 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 
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decision, unless Mr Sajjad gives notice of appeal in accordance with the Appeal 

Regulations prior to that.  

 

 Mr James Kellock  
 Chairman 
 11 September 2018 
 


