
 
 

 

 

 

HEARING 
 

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE OF THE ASSOCIATION OF 

CHARTERED CERTIFIED ACCOUNTANTS 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION 

 

In the matter of: Mr Md.Asaduzzaman Asif 

 

Heard on:  Wednesday, 31 October 2018 & Thursday, 7  

    February 2019  

 

Location:  ACCA’s Offices, The Adelphi, 1-11 John Adam 

Street, London, WC2N 6AU 

 

Committee: Mr Ian Ridd (Chairman), Ms Wanda Rossiter 

(Accountant) and Mr Michael Lamb (Lay) 

 

Legal Adviser: Mrs Fiona Barnett (31 October 2018) 

   Mr Alastair McFarlane (07 February 2019) 

 

Persons present  

and capacity:  Mr Benjamin Jowett (ACCA Case Presenter) 

   Miss Rachael Davies (Hearings Officer) 

   Mr Md. Asaduzzaman Asif (by telephone) 

Mr Mushak Ahmed (Interpreter, 31 October 2018) 

Mr Farhad Alam (Interpreter, 07 February 2019) 

 

Outcome:  Student removed from ACCA’s student register. 

Student ordered to pays costs of £500.00  

 

1. ACCA was represented by Mr Jowett. Mr Asif attended by telephone and 

had the benefit of the Interpreter. The Committee had before it a bundle of 



 
 

papers, numbered pages A-P and 1–132, an additionals bundle numbered 

pages 133-145 and a service bundle numbered pages 1-26 and a second 

service bundle numbered page 1-10.  In addition it had a transcript of the 

hearing on 31 October 2018. 

 

ALLEGATIONS 

 

Allegation 1 

 

(a) On or around 26 October 2017, Mr Asaduzzaman Asif caused or 

permitted the submission to ACCA of one or more of the documents  

listed  in  Schedule  A, which purported to have been issued by the 

University Central Lancashire when, in fact, they had not. 

 

(b) Mr Asaduzzaman Asif’s conduct as set out in paragraph 1(a) above was: 

 

(i) Dishonest in that Mr Md Asaduzzaman Asif knew the documents 

referred to in paragraph 1(a) were false;  

 

(ii) Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. 

 

(c) By reason of his conduct at 1(a) and 1(b)(i) and (ii), Mr Md 

Asaduzzaman Asif is: 

 

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

 

2. Mr Asif denied all the allegations. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

3. Mr Asif became a student of ACCA on 29 January 2013. On 17 November 

2017, ACCA Investigations Department received a referral from ACCA’s 

Exemptions Team Manager stating that the certificate and transcript, 

purported to have been issued by the University of Central Lancashire and 

submitted by Mr Asif to ACCA, had not been issued by the University.  

 



 
 

4. ACCA relied upon the witness statements of four witnesses. The first was 

Mr 1, an ACCA Connect Adviser, who on 31 October 2017, reviewed an 

email from Mr Asif dated 26 October 2017, in which he identified himself as 

an ACCA student and requested exemption from ACCA F4, F5 and F6 

exams, attaching a copy of the certificate and transcript from the University 

of Central Lancashire, in support of his request for those exemptions. The 

second was Mr 2, ACCA’s Exemptions Team Manager, to whom Mr 1 

passed on Mr Asif’s request for exemptions. Mr 2 arranged for the certificate 

and transcript to be sent to the University of Central Lancashire for 

authentication. The third was Dr 3, the Head of School at the University of 

Central Lancashire, who confirmed that the documents set out in Schedule 

A were not issued by the University of Central Lancashire, and that Mr Asif 

had never been a registered student of the University. Dr 3 pointed out 

several inconsistencies in the documentation submitted, which included the 

fact that the Vice Chancellor's name was incorrect, that “Hon’s” had been 

used instead of “Hons” and that the student number on the transcript and 

certificate was not correct. The fourth was Mr 4, ACCA’s Student Nurturing 

Team Manager, who reviewed the ACCA records and exam history of Mr 

Asif, and gave evidence that Mr Asif had previously sat and failed exams F4 

and F7. 

 

5. ACCA relied on the evidence of its witnesses to demonstrate that bogus 

documents, purporting to be from University of Central Lancashire, were 

submitted in support of an application for student membership, made by an 

individual named Mr Asif. ACCA submitted that these documents were 

submitted either by Mr Asif or by another on his behalf with his knowledge. 

 

6. In his oral evidence to the Committee, Mr Asif repeated his denial that he 

caused or permitted false University of Central Lancashire documents to be 

submitted ACCA. He contended that those documents, which he accepted 

were bogus, had been sent to ACCA by a third party, Person B, and that he 

had no knowledge or involvement in that being done. 

 

7. ACCA submitted that Mr Asif’s contentions were implausible and untrue. 

 

 

 



 
 

DECISION ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

 

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

reminded itself that the burden of proving the allegations was on ACCA. The 

standard of proof to be applied throughout was the ordinary civil standard of 

proof, namely the ‘balance of probabilities’. 

 

DECISION ON FACTS 

  

9. The Committee carefully considered all the oral and documentary evidence 

it had received, as well as the submissions of Mr Jowett on behalf of ACCA, 

and Mr Asif on his own behalf. 

 

Allegation 1 (a) 

 

10. The Committee was satisfied that the documents in Schedule A purported to 

confirm that Mr Asif had been awarded a Bachelor of Arts in Accounting and 

Financial Studies from the University of Central Lancashire in April 2015. 

These had been submitted to ACCA in support of Mr Asif’s application for 

exam exemptions. The Committee accepted the evidence of Mr 1 as 

credible and reliable. On the basis of these documents, ACCA had awarded 

Mr Asif exemptions from ACCA’s F4-F6 exams. The Committee was 

satisfied on Dr 3’s evidence that the documents had not been issued by the 

University of Central Lancashire, and that the University had no knowledge 

of Mr Asif as he had never been a student there.  

 

11. The Committee noted Mr Asif’s assertion, both in his emails to ACCA and in 

his oral evidence, that others had access to his account; that he had not 

made an application for exemptions; that he knew nothing about the 

application, but that he had given his ACCA account details to several other 

people so that they could pay exam fees on his behalf. It also noted that his 

photograph was attached to his CV, which had been sent to various 

potential employers with his academic documents. Further, it noted that Mr 

Asif told ACCA that someone else had logged into his ACCA account, 

changed his email address and phone number, and that he had now 

changed it back to his original ACCA email address. Mr Asif had provided 



 
 

ACCA with the details of several individuals to whom he given his ACCA 

login details.  

 

12. The Committee considered, also, Mr Asif’s response to the Committee’s 

question of if he knew of a third party who may have had a motive to log into 

his account and submit false documents. Mr Asif had explained that one of 

the people to whom he had given his login details and some money to pay 

for exemptions (Person B), had told him that the payment had "bounced" 

and that he (Mr Asif) had to pay again. Mr Asif said that this caused an 

argument between them, and shortly thereafter, Person B left for Malaysia. 

Mr Asif also told the Committee that he had no knowledge of any application 

for exemptions, and that he had not made an application for them. He 

contended that all this had been done by Person B. 

 

13. The Committee rejected Mr Asif’s assertions as not credible. It noted that Mr 

Asif had not provided any evidence to support any of these assertions. The 

Committee was satisfied on the evidence before it that it was a reasonable 

inference to draw that the documents, sent from Mr Asif’s email address, 

were submitted by Mr Asif himself, or by someone acting on his behalf. 

Further, the Committee accepted the evidence that a fee had to be paid 

before the exemptions could be granted. The Committee found it unlikely, in 

the extreme, that anyone would have paid fees for Mr Asif to be granted 

exemptions, without Mr Asif’s knowledge and participation. Accordingly, the 

Committee found Allegation 1(a) proved.  

 

Allegation 1(b) 

 

14. The Committee next considered Allegation 1(b)(i) and whether Mr Asif’s 

conduct in respect of 1(a) was dishonest.  

 

Dishonesty 

 

15. The Committee applied the test as set out by the Supreme Court in Ivey v 

Genting Casinos Limited. It specifically considered, as far as it could on the 

information before it, what Mr Asif’s belief was as to the facts. The 

Committee was satisfied that the documents sent to ACCA were false. It 

was satisfied that as Mr Asif had not passed these exams, he knew the 



 
 

documents were false. The Committee was satisfied that the intention on his 

part was to secure exemptions to which he knew he was not entitled. The 

Committee rejected the contention that these documents had been 

submitted by a person without his knowledge. It was satisfied that he had 

intended to use the documents, to gain exemptions to exams to which he 

was not entitled. It had no hesitation in concluding that Mr Asif’s conduct 

was dishonest according to the standards of ordinary decent people.  

Allegation 1(b)(i) was found proved. 

 

Fundamental Principle of Integrity 

 

16. Having found Allegation 1(a) and 1(b)(i) proved the Committee next 

considered Allegation 1(b)(ii), and whether Mr Asif’s conduct in respect of 

1(a) was contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. This imposed 

"an obligation on all professional accountants to be straightforward and 

honest in all professional and business relationships." It also implied "fair 

dealing and truthfulness". 

 

17. The Committee concluded that attempting to gain exemptions from ACCA 

exams to which a student was not entitled, was not being straightforward 

and honest, and was a clear breach of the Fundamental Principle of 

Integrity.  The Committee found Allegation 1(b)(ii) proved. 

 

Allegation 1 (c) 

 

18. The Committee next asked itself whether Mr Asif was guilty of misconduct. It 

considered this in relation to each proved allegation individually and 

cumulatively. 

 

19. The Committee had regard to the definition of misconduct in Bye-law 8(c) 

and the assistance provided by the case law on misconduct. It was satisfied 

that Mr Asif’s actions, as proved in 1(a) and 1(b), brought discredit on him, 

the Association and the accountancy profession. It was satisfied that 

submitting false documents with a view to gaining exemptions from exams 

to which Mr Asif was not entitled, was deplorable conduct and reached the 

threshold for misconduct. It considered that breaching the Fundamental 



 
 

Principle of Integrity was also misconduct, but added nothing on the facts of 

this case to the finding of dishonesty. 

 

SANCTIONS AND REASONS 

 

20. The Committee noted its powers on sanction were those set out in 

Regulation 13(4). It had regard to ACCA’s Guidance for Disciplinary 

Sanctions, in particular Section E2 dealing with dishonesty, and bore in 

mind that sanctions are not designed to be punitive and that any sanction 

must be proportionate. It accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser.  

 

21. The Committee considered that the submission of false documents in an 

attempt to gain exemptions from ACCA’s exams was serious. What Mr Asif 

had done was to undermine the integrity of ACCA's examination process. 

The Committee had specific regard to the public interest and the necessity 

to declare and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour. Trust and 

honesty were fundamental requirements of any professional. Dishonesty by 

a member of the accountancy profession undermined its reputation and 

public confidence in it. 

 

22. The mitigating factors before the Committee were limited to Mr Asif’s 

previous good character and that he had fully engaged with ACCA and the 

hearing.  

 

23. The aggravating factors the Committee identified were: 

 

 That Mr Asif’s actions were deliberate; 

 The conduct involved dishonest; 

 He had sought to gain an advantage over other students who were 

required to pass examinations, by dishonestly holding himself out as 

having a qualification that he did not possess. 

 

24. The Committee had seen little evidence from Mr Asif of insight or 

understanding into the seriousness of his misconduct.  

 



 
 

25. The Committee was satisfied, in view of the seriousness of Mr Asif’s 

conduct, which included dishonesty, that the sanctions of No Further Action, 

Admonishment, Reprimand and Severe Reprimand were insufficient to 

protect the public and maintain public confidence in the profession. Nor 

would they uphold proper standards of conduct.   

 

26. The Committee determined that Mr Asif’s behaviour was fundamentally 

incompatible with his remaining on the student register of ACCA, and 

considered that the appropriate and proportionate sanction was that he be 

removed from the student register. It considered any lesser sanction would 

not preserve the integrity of ACCA’s exam system and the reputation of, and 

the maintenance of public confidence in, the accountancy profession. 

 

COSTS AND REASONS 

 

27. The Committee received a costs schedule in which ACCA claimed costs of 

£11,148.00. Mr Jowett conceded that there should be some adjustment 

downwards, as 6 hours of time was claimed for the Case Presenter’s 

attendance on 31 October 2018, whereas the case did not last the full day. 

He made similar observations in relation to the actual time spent today. Mr 

Asif provided comprehensive details of his financial means and the financial 

circumstances of his immediate family. It was plain that he had no means to 

pay the level of costs sought by ACCA. 

 

28. The Committee considered that it was appropriate to make an award of 

costs in this case in favour of ACCA. It considered that some reduction to 

reflect the shortened hearing time on each day was appropriate and 

reduced the sum claimed to £10,000.00. However, it also considered it 

appropriate to make a significant reduction to reflect Mr Asif’s very limited 

means. Taking account of all the circumstances, the Committee was 

satisfied that the sum of £500.00 was reasonable, appropriate and 

proportionate in this case. Accordingly, it ordered that Mr Asif pay ACCA’s 

costs in the amount of £500.00.  

 

 

 

 



 
 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER 

 

29. This order shall take effect from the date of the expiry of the appeal period, 

unless notice of appeal is given prior to the expiry of that period, in which 

case it shall become effective (if at all) as described in the Appeal 

Regulations.  

 

 
Mr Ian Ridd 
Chairman 
07 February 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


