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INTRODUCTION/SERVICE OF PAPERS 

 

1. The Disciplinary Committee (“the Committee”) convened to consider a 

number of Allegations against Mr Condron, who attended and was 



represented by Mr Patrick Butler SC. His solicitor Mr Conor O’Leary was 

also present at the hearing. 

  

2. The papers before the Committee were in a bundle lettered A to II and 

numbered 1 to 2541, tabled additional papers numbered 2542 to 2563 and 

2564 to 2579, and a costs schedule numbered 2580 to 2591. There was a 

service bundle numbered 1 to 14. 

 

ALLEGATIONS/BRIEF BACKGROUND 

 

3. It is alleged that Mr Condron is liable to disciplinary action on the basis of 

the following Allegations: 

 

 Allegation 1  

 

(a) On one or more of the dates set out in Schedule A, Mr Condron signed 

an audit report to the accounts of Client A certifying that he had 

undertaken the audit work identified in the report in accordance with the 

International Standards on Auditing (UK and Ireland), when he had not 

undertaken that work sufficiently or at all. 

 

(b) On one or more of the dates set out in Schedule B, Mr Condron signed 

an audit report to the accounts of Client A certifying that he had 

undertaken the audit work identified in the report in accordance with the 

International Standards on Auditing (UK and Ireland), when he had not 

undertaken that work sufficiently or at all. 

 

(c) Mr Condron signed the audit report for Client A for the year ended 31 

December 2012 (‘the 2012 audit report’) on a revised set of accounts 

(‘the 2012 accounts’) where: 

 

i. He failed to qualify the 2012 audit report; and/or 

 

ii. He failed to refer to the non-disclosure of Directors’ 

remuneration and the amounts involved in the 2012 audit 

report. 

 



(d) Mr Condron’s conduct was: 

 

i. Dishonest, in that he knew what he was certifying at 1(a) 

above in relation to one or more of the audit reports set 

out at Schedule A was false; 

 

ii. Dishonest in that he knew at the time he signed the 2012 

audit report at 1(c) above that the 2012 accounts did not 

disclose the Directors’ remuneration as such; 

 

iii. Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity (as 

applicable in 2008 to 2013) in relation to 1(a) and/or 1(c); 

 

(e) Mr Condron’s conduct was: 

 

i. Contrary to Global Practising Regulations 16(1)(a) of 

Annex 2 (as applicable in 2008 to 2013) in relation to 1(a) 

and 1(b) only; 

 

ii. Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Professional 

Competence and Due Care (as applicable in 2008 to 

2014) in relation to 1(a) and/or 1(b) and/or 1(c). 

 

(f) By reason of his conduct Mr Condron is: 

 

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

of any or all of the matters set out at 1(a) to 1(e) above; 

 

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

respect of any or all of the matters set out at 1(e) above. 

 

Allegation 2 

 

(a) On 6 July 2011 Mr Condron failed to disclose Client A to ACCA on the 

list of audit clients provided to ACCA’s compliance officer during the 

course of the monitoring visit. 

 



(b) Mr Condron’s conduct was: 

 

i. Dishonest, in that Mr Condron knew that Client A was an 

audit client and his statement to ACCA’s compliance 

officer was therefore false; 

 

ii. Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity (as 

applicable in 2011) 

 

iii. Contrary to Global Practising Regulation 14(2) (as 

applicable in 2011) 

 

(c) By reason of his conduct Mr Condron is: 

 

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

any or all of the matters set out at allegation 2(a) and 2(b) 

above; 

 

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

respect of 2(b)(iii) only. 

 

4. Mr Condron is a fellow of ACCA. He was a partner of Bermingham Condron 

until 30 June 2010, when the partnership was dissolved by mutual 

agreement, and has been the sole practitioner of Condron & Associates 

since 1 July 2010.  He currently holds a general practising certificate issued 

by ACCA, having previously held an audit certificate issued by ACCA until 

31 December 2016. 

 

5. Client A was a company limited by guarantee, and a registered charity. It 

was established in 2006 by Founding Director X and Mrs 1, to provide 

‘professional counselling, support, and assistance to persons bereaved by 

suicide as well as to those who are suicidal.’ Its stated purpose was to 

provide/enhance healthcare. Client A raised money in three separate ways: 

(1) from charitable donations; (2) from fundraising (essentially a separate 

form of donation); and (3) through substantial Health Service Executive 

(HSE) grants. The combined income for the company between 2012 to 

2014 was 5 million Euros. 



 

6. As the funds provided by the HSE are from tax payers’ monies, anybody in 

receipt of them can be requested to provide audited accounts to verify that 

they are being run properly, and the money being put to legitimate purpose. 

The HSE have stated that they rely on such accounts as a key assurance 

mechanism about the regulatory and propriety of the recipient’s 

transactions.  

 

7. In April 2016, the HSE conducted an audit of Client A. The report was 

issued in April 2016. The period covered was 2012 to 2014. The audit 

revealed a large number of what were described as “significant 

deficiencies" in the operation and spending of Client A, which had not been 

identified in the audited accounts that it had submitted. Client A has since 

been liquidated and, as of 3 August 2016, wound up by the High Court. 

Client A and its officers are being investigated by the Office of Corporate 

Enforcement and the UK Charities Commission. 

 

8. Mr Condron was engaged as the auditor of Client A for the years ended 31 

December 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012. 

 

9. On 6 September 2016, ACCA’s Investigations Department received a 

referral from ACCA’s Monitoring Department regarding Mr Condron’s 

conduct. 

 

10. On 7 September 2016, ACCA’s Investigation Department received a 

complaint from the HSE regarding Mr Condron’s conduct. 

 

11. HSE’s internal audit report detailed a number of deficiencies, which 

included the following: 

 

a. Lack of Segregation of duties: 

 

There was a lack of segregation of duties, for example the CEO controlled 

the operations of the organisation including opening all the post. As the 

organisation was in receipt of significant cash donations through the post, 

this was a major control weakness. This was not highlighted in the audited 

reports. 



b. Inadequate Cash Controls 

 

Controls around receipting donations and fundraising were non-existent. 

Client A did not maintain any form of receipts books, so there was no 

record listing the amounts that had been received. This was not highlighted 

in the audited reports. 

 

c. Client A UK 

 

In May 2012, the CEO and Mrs 1 established a private company, Client A 

UK, which shared a similar name to Client A. Its directors were Mrs 1 and 

Mr 2, who are both also involved in Client A. Client A incurred expenditure 

on behalf of Client A UK to the sum of 141,392 Euros between 2012 to 

2014. Client A also paid the salary of the Mr 2 for his role as Director of 

Services for Client A UK. This amounted to £31,308 per annum. It was paid 

direct from Client A (a charitable company) to Mr 2, rather than through 

Client A UK (a private company). It was not taxed. None of the above was 

disclosed in Client A’s audited accounts. 

 

d. Charitable Status 

 

Client A has charitable status, and is exempt from tax. A condition of that 

status is that directors are not remunerated or have related benefits; 

indeed the memorandum of association prohibits it. Yet between 2012 to 

2014, the CEO and Mrs 1 received significant payments from Client A, 

such as; the CEO received a consultancy payment of 218,586 Euros, a 

2009 Mercedes CLS costing 30,613 Euros, and four credit cards; Mrs 1 

received a salary of 67,149 Euros, and 2010 Audi Q5 costing 57,057 

Euros, and four credit cards; and Mr 2’s payments as above, and he also 

held 3 credit cards. 

 

e. Taxation 

 

None of the salaries, which were managed by Mr Condron, were subjected 

to PAYE and PRSI taxes. 

 

 



f. Credit Cards 

 

Between 2012 and 2014, Client A incurred credit card expenditure of 

736,023 Euros. The CEO held 4 cards, two of which were not in his name 

(1 of whom had left the company 6 years before). Mrs 1 held 4 cards and 

Mr 2, 3 cards. The expenditure includes cash withdrawals of 87,026 Euros, 

phone bills of 48,011 Euros, travel of 41,702, restaurant bills of 24,961 

Euros, clothing of 8,337 Euros, dental treatment of 1,340 Euros. 

 

There was no evidence to identify how the cash was spent, restaurant bills 

were incurred, why clothing expenditure was so high, nor why dental 

expenditure was necessary. 

 

Also of concern, was travel to Australia, New Zealand, Honk Kong, 

Singapore, Madrid, Barcelona, Rome, Tenerife, Nice, Paris and London, 

with little or no documentation to justify the need for expenditure, nor why it 

was necessary to travel to Australia and the Far East in the winter holiday 

period in 2012 and 2013. 

 

The mobile phone bills were invoiced to a company owned by Mrs 1, but 

the costs were paid by Client A, and there was no justification for the high 

value. 

 

Allegation 1(a) 

 

12. On 13 May 2008, Mr Condron, on behalf of Bermingham Condron, signed 

the audit report for Client A for the period ended 31 December 2007. 

 

13. On 11 June 2009, Mr Condron, on behalf of Bermingham Condron, signed 

the audit report for Client A for the year ended 31 December 2008. 

 

14. On 26 July 2010, Mr Condron on behalf of Condron & Associates, signed 

the audit report for Client A for the year ended 31 December 2009. 

 

15. No evidence was produced of any audit work having been undertaken by 

Mr Condron in respect of the years ended 31 December 2007, 2008 and 

2009.  



16. According to ISA 230 the audit file should provide ‘evidence that the audit 

was planned and performed in accordance with ISAs and applicable legal 

and regulatory requirements’. According to ISA 230, it is expected that an 

audit file would contain the following sections: 

 

i. Planning 

ii. Programmes of work to be completed 

iii. Audit tests 

iv. Checklists 

v. Completion/conclusion 

 

17. No audit working papers were produced in respect of Client A for the years 

ended 31 December 2007, 2008 and 2009. 

 

18. ACCA relied on the expert opinion of Expert 1 of “harbinson mulholland”, 

Chartered Accountants, to demonstrate that the audit work carried out by 

Mr Condron in respect of each of the audit files for the years 2007, 2008 

and 2009 was not carried out sufficiently or at all, in that there was no audit 

documentation on the respective audit files to demonstrate the work done. 

 

19. All the audit reports for the years ended 31 December 2007, 2008 and 

2009 stated: 

 

“We have audited the financial statements of Client A… 

 

Our audit work has been undertaken so that we might state to the 

company’s members those matters we are required to state to them in an 

auditors’ report… 

 

We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on 

Auditing (UK and Ireland) issued by the Auditing Practices Board.  An audit 

includes examination, on a test basis, of evidence relevant to the amounts 

and disclosures in the financial statements… 

 

We planned and performed our audit so as to obtain all the information and 

explanations which we considered necessary in order to provide us with 



sufficient evidence to give reasonable assurance that the financial 

statements are free from material misstatement…” 

 

20. In letters to ACCA from Mr Condron, dated 24 October 2016 and 28 

December 2016, he stated that he had not, at that stage, completed an 

audit for the year ended 31 December 2009, and that there was no scope 

for audit work for the years ended 31 December 2007 and 2008. He stated: 

 

“Representations and information were provided verbally to me that there 

were no transactions or assets and liabilities by the directors…2007 and 

2008…I was the auditor. The company was dormant at this time. There 

were no transactions or assets and liabilities and hence there was no 

scope for audit work for these two years. 

 

Representations and information were provided verbally to me that there 

were no transactions or assets and liabilities by the directors…” 

 

21. In his Statement of Defence, dated 18 January 2019, when referring to 

Allegations 1(a) and 1(b), Mr Condron denied that any of his actions, in 

particular, certifying the accounts, were false. He stated:   

 

“The height of the case as disclosed from the documentation in relation to 

these allegations is that the audit work programmes are well completed, 

the documentation necessary to identify the audit risks relating to income 

and expenditure are lacking. The Defendant himself acknowledges that 

upon retrospective review of his files there are weaknesses in how he 

documented the work and evidence in accordance with ISA230. He is of 

the view that he obtained the audit evidence required to form an opinion, 

but that his primary fault and weakness lies in the documentation of the 

work, rather than a lack of audit evidence upon which to base an audit 

opinion.” 

 

Allegation 1(b) 

 

22. On 18 November 2011, Mr Condron, on behalf of Condron & Associates, 

signed the audit report for Client A for the period ended 31 December 2010.  

 



23. On 22 November 2012, Mr Condron, on behalf of Condron & Associates, 

signed the audit report for Client A for the year ended 31 December 2011. 

 

24. On 24 July 2013, Mr Condron, on behalf of Condron & Associates, signed 

the audit report for Client A for the year ended 31 December 2012. 

 

25. All of the audit reports for the years ended 31 December 2010, 2011 and 

2012 contained the following wording: 

 

“We have audited the financial statements of Client A…which comprises the 

income and expenditure account, the balance sheet, cashflow statement 

and the related notes… 

 

Our audit work has been undertaken so that we might state to the 

company’s members those matters we are required to state to them in an 

auditors’ report… 

 

We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on 

Auditing (UK and Ireland) issued by the Auditing Practices Board. An audit 

includes examination, on a test basis, of evidence relevant to the amounts 

and disclosures in the financial statements… 

 

We planned and performed our audit so as to obtain all the information and 

explanations which we considered necessary in order to provide us with 

sufficient evidence to give reasonable assurance that the financial 

statements are free from material misstatement…” 

 

26. ACCA relied on the expert opinion of Expert 1 to demonstrate that the audit 

work carried out by Mr Condron, in respect of each of the audit files for the 

years 2010, 2011 and 2012, was not carried out sufficiently or at all, as set 

out in his unchallenged Independent Expert Witness Report. 

 

27. In particular, Expert 1 identified the most serious shortfalls as follows: 

 

a. In view of the charitable status of the organisation, the audit 

findings letters for the years 2010, 2011 and 2012 should 



have addressed and highlighted the potential weakness in the 

governance structure of the organisation, but did not; 

 

b. The payments of Directors’ remuneration in contravention of 

the Memorandum of Association should have been 

addressed in the audit findings letters for the years 2010, 

2011 and 2012, but was not; 

 

c. There was insufficient appropriate audit evidence in the areas 

of income and expenditure sections on the audit files for the 

years 2010, 2011 and 2012 to allow the expression of an 

audit opinion; 

 

d. The balance sheet sections of the 2010 and 2011 audit files 

did not have audit work programmes to evidence the work 

conducted; 

 

e. The balance on the cash control account at 31 December 

2011 amounted to €30,672. This balance was then recorded 

as expenditure in the 2012 accounts, and the analysis was 

provided by the Director, Founding Director X. This was a 

material balance based on the thresholds set at planning and 

in the absence of any supporting receipts this should have 

been addressed in the audit report by being identified as a 

limitation of scope with a qualified opinion referring to this 

balance. 

 

28. According to ISA 230, the audit file should provide ‘evidence that the audit 

was planned and performed in accordance with ISAs and applicable legal 

and regulatory requirements’. According to ISA 230, it is expected that an 

audit file would contain the following sections: 

 

 i. Planning 

 ii. Programmes of work to be completed 

 iii.Audit tests 

 iv. Checklists 

 v. Completion/conclusion  



29. Expert 1’s report provided details of the documentation that was not 

available, as required by ISA 230, in respect of years 2010, 2011 and 2012. 

 

30. In a letter to ACCA dated 27 March 2017, Mr Condron stated: 

 

“The segmental income was compared to previous year. The volume 

increase appeared to be reasonable. There was no evidence of 

misappropriation that came to light.  In my opinion income stated was true 

and fair…because of (1) the significant involvement of my staff in 

bookkeeping repair and (2) my belief that the representations and 

explanations provided by the CEO and [Mrs 1] director were bona fide I 

formed the view that the expenditure ultimately stated in the accounts was 

true and fair… 

 

Reliance for much of this expenditure was placed on the explanations and 

representations given by the CEO and [Mrs 1] which we believed to be 

bona fide and encountered no reason to disbelieve.   

 

Advised CEO of regulations in memorandum and articles of association 

regarding payments to directors. 

 

…It was not the case that audit tests were not performed or that I did not 

have enough audit evidence to form my opinion. In my professional opinion 

based on the evidence presented by the director and management of the 

entity the financial statements did give a true and fair view. It has 

subsequently transpired that some of the information provided and 

presented by the entity was false but I did not form that opinion at the 

time… 

 

In my professional opinion, upon retrospective review of my files there are 

weaknesses in how I documented my work and evidence in accordance 

with ISA 230 … while I obtained the audit evidence required to form an 

opinion, under ISA 500 and the other evidentiary standards, and while I 

believe I complied with the requirements of the auditing standards … the 

documentation on the file is not fully compliant with the requirements of ISA 

230 in all regards. Mr primary fault and weakness lies in the documentation 



of my work rather than a lack of audit evidence upon which to base an 

audit opinion.” 

 

31. In his Statement of Defence dated 18 January 2019, and referred to at 

paragraph 21 above, Mr Condron denied that any of his actions, in 

particular certifying the accounts, were false, although this was not in fact 

alleged in relation to Allegation 1(b). 

 

Allegation 1(c) 

 

32. The statutory accounts for Client A for the year ended 31 December 2012 

were signed on 24 July 2013, and submitted to Companies Registration 

Office (CRO) on 27 November 2013. These accounts included directors’ 

remuneration of €115,854. 

 

33. Subsequently, on 12 March 2014, a second set of accounts was filed at 

CRO with the original signature date. These accounts no longer included 

directors’ remuneration. Instead, administration costs had been increased 

by the exact amount previously included as directors’ remuneration. 

Furthermore, the 2011 figures in the 2012 audit had also been changed to 

remove any reference to directors’ remuneration and what had been 

recorded as directors’ remuneration was added to the 2011 administration 

costs. 

 

34. The charity’s Memorandum of Association did not permit any payments to 

directors. From notes made by Mr Condron, ACCA submitted that he would 

have been aware of this fact when conducting the 2012 audit. Mr Condron’s 

note, at page 1091 of the bundle, stated: “note regulations in Memo and 

Arts of Assoc. regarding - Directors Remuneration/Fees.” There was also a 

reference in his notes at page 1419 of the bundle, to his advising Director X 

of “director remuneration issues” and Mr Condron accepted in his letter to 

ACCA referred to above that he “Advised CEO of regulations in 

memorandum and articles of association regarding payments to directors.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 



35. The auditor’s report stated that: 

 

“we also report to you, in our opinion, any information specified by law 

regarding directors’ remuneration and directors’ transactions which are not 

given and, where practicable, include such information in our report.”  

 

36. ACCA adopted, and relied on, the expert opinion of Expert 1 and the 

criticism he made regarding this conduct in his Report. In particular, Expert 

1 sets out that an adjustment to the 2012 statutory accounts resulted in a 

failure to disclose the directors’ remuneration in the amended version of the 

2012 accounts. In his opinion, in the context of the Memorandum of 

Association not permitting the payment of directors and the accounts being 

reissued to remove this disclosure, the 2012 audit report should have been 

qualified in this respect, and referred to the non-disclosure of directors’ 

remuneration and the amounts involved, neither of which were done in the 

audit report. 

 

37. The explanation provided by Mr Condron as to why the payments to 

directors had been reclassified was that he was following Founding Director 

X’s instructions. 

 

38. In a letter to ACCA, dated 27 March 2017, Mr Condron stated: 

 

“Sometime later Founding Director X informed me that the directors wished 

to amend the accounts…I…agreed to issue amended financial 

statements…a separate note of payments to directors should have been 

inserted in the accounts…” 

 

39. In his Statement of Defence dated 18 January 2019, Mr Condron stated: 

 

“This alleges that in signing the audit report for client A for the year to 31st 

December 2012 based on a revised set of accounts, the Defendant failed 

to qualify the report to refer to the non-disclosure of directors 

remunerations… The Defendant’s case in relation to allegation 1(C) that 

third party persuaded him that he had resigned his directorship and that 

monies he received during the accounting period 2012 were not for his role 

as a Director, would be classified as administrative cost. The Defendant 



accepts that he should not have accepted this representation on its face 

and that he should have inserted a note in the accounts. The Defendant 

does not admit that he did this deliberately and believed that it was not a 

matter to be referred to in the audit report. He had no intention of engaging 

in non-disclosure of Directors Remuneration. It would have been obvious to 

anyone reading the Company’s Accounts that for the previous years the 

third party had been noted as receiving Director’s Remuneration.” 

 

40. In his oral evidence, Mr Condron re-iterated that he was acting on Director 

X’s instruction, and that at the time he considered the explanation given by 

Director X to be legitimate. He therefore re-classified the directors’ 

remuneration as administrative costs, and he said he did the same for the 

2011 figures in the 2012 audit in order to ensure consistency. 

 

Allegation 2 

 

41. On 26 July 2010, Mr Condron, on behalf of Condron & Associates, signed 

the audit report for Client A for the year ended 31 December 2009. 

 

42. On 6 July 2011, ACCA carried out a monitoring visit to Condron & 

Associates. As part of the standard monitoring visit procedure, ACCA 

requested a full list of all the audit clients of Condron & Associates from Mr 

Condron. 

 

43. On 6 July 2011, Mr Condron provided a list of his audit clients to the 

Compliance Officer undertaking the monitoring visit. The list did not contain 

the name of Client A.  

 
44. In a letter to ACCA, dated 24 October 2016, Mr Condron stated: 

 

Client A y/e 31.12.2009 

“I commenced operating as sole practitioner on 01.07.2010. I was 

requested to file dormant accounts for Client A. Signed accounts 

26/07/2010. No audit file was prepared. ACCA monitoring visit 06.07.2011.  

I had not completed an audit and I had no audit file for Client A at this time. 

 

 



Client A y/e 31/12/2010 

Preparation of this file had not commenced at time of monitoring visit 

06.07.2011.  File was completed 18/11/2011.”  

 

45. In a letter, dated 25 November 2016, Mr Condron stated: 

 

“We completed and signed an audit report for the year ended 31st of 

December 2009 when the company was dormant, because there is a 

statutory requirement in Ireland, for companies to annually file audited 

accounts in the Companies Registration Office regardless of whether 

trading or dormant. At the request of Client A we prepared a set of financial 

statements for the year ended 31.12.2009 for filing and attached audit 

report as prescribed by Bulletin 2006/1, which was the prevailing guidance 

in relation to audit reports at that time. The financial statements as 

prepared and presented, had no transactions and no assets or liabilities 

thus demonstrating that the company had not traded and was effectively 

dormant at that time. Based on the representations and information 

provided by the directors, that there were no transactions or assets and 

liabilities, the opinion was formed that the financial statements were 

properly prepared in accordance with the financial reporting framework and 

that the financial statements including note disclosures gave a true and fair 

view in accordance with the requirements of ISA 700… 

 

Although we were appointed as auditor for y/e 31.12.2010, we had not 

commenced the audit at the time of submission of the list in advance of the 

Practice Monitoring…we completed the list submitted to ACCA based on 

our understanding of the pre-monitoring visit questionnaire issued by the 

ACCA at the time. It was not evidence from the questionnaire and we were 

not aware of the requirement that we needed to provide details of audits 

like the 31.12.2010 audit for which we were engaged but for which there 

was no audit work yet commenced and no file prepared.” 

 

46. In his Statement of Defence dated 18 January 2019, Mr Condron stated: 

 

“This allegation is that in 2011 the Defendant failed to disclose client A to 

the ACCA on the list of audit clients It is alleged that this was dishonest 

contrary to fundamental principals of integrity and contrary to global 



practising regulations…The Defendant’s denies that his actions were 

dishonest. He submits that the failure to disclose the client was an 

administrative oversight arising from how he extracted the audit client 

listing from the firm’s records. When requested he extracted what he 

thought to be a complete list of active company audit clients and somehow 

omitted Client A from the list.” 

 

47. In his oral evidence, Mr Condron said that he failed to include Client A in 

the list because, as a dormant company, it did not even occur to him that it 

needed to be included in the list. He accepted he only had six audit clients, 

so not very many to have to remember, and that he had software that 

would indicate precisely who his audit clients were. 

 

DECISION ON FACTS/ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS 

 

48. The Committee considered with care, all the evidence presented and the 

submissions made by Mr Saynor on behalf of ACCA, and those made by Mr 

Butler SC, on behalf of Mr Condron. The Committee accepted the advice of 

the Legal Adviser. 

 

49. The evidence relied on by ACCA, including the expert evidence of Expert 1, 

was not challenged by Mr Condron, and accordingly the Committee treated 

it as agreed evidence. Mr Condron admitted all the underlying facts in the 

Allegations, but denied that any of his conduct was dishonest or breached 

the Fundamental Principal of Integrity. 

 
 Allegation 1(a) - admitted and found proved 

 

50. Mr Condron admitted that he had signed the three audit reports referred to 

in Schedule A, certifying that he had undertaken the audit work identified in 

the report in accordance with the International Standards on Auditing (UK 

and Ireland), when he had not undertaken that work. 

 

 Allegation 1(b) - admitted and found proved 

 

51. Mr Condron admitted that he had signed the three audit reports referred to 

in Schedule B, certifying that he had undertaken the audit work identified in 



the report in accordance with the International Standards on Auditing (UK 

and Ireland), when he had not undertaken the work sufficiently. 

 

 Allegation 1(c)(i) & (ii) - admitted and found proved 

 

52. Mr Condron admitted that he had signed the audit report for Client A for the 

year ending 31 December 2012 on a revised set of accounts, and that he 

had failed to quantify the 2012 audit report, and he had failed to refer to the 

non-disclosure of directors’ remuneration and the amounts involved, in the 

2012 audit report. 

 

 Allegation 1(d)(i) - not proved 

 

53. In his expert report, Expert 1 stated that because the Client A Foundation 

was, at the time, dormant, there was very limited scope for audit work to be 

carried out for the years ended 2007, 2008 and 2009, and that even if Mr 

Condron had obtained the limited documentation he should have obtained, 

the outcome would have been the same. He said it appeared that Mr 

Condron had signed the audit reports on the basis of his wider knowledge at 

the time and verbal representations from the Directors. He said that if that 

was accepted by the Committee, then Mr Condron’s failure was one of 

documentation, and whilst this fell below the standard required of a 

reasonable body of accountants, Expert 1 did not consider it to be a serious 

matter. Expert 1 contrasted this with the failings in the audit reports for 2010 

to 2012, which he did consider to be serious. 

 

54. The Committee noted that Mr Condron accepted he signed the three audits 

in the years 2007 to 2009, and that he had done no actual audit work for 

those audits. It also noted that during this time, Client A was a dormant 

company. However, by signing, Mr Condron was certifying that he had 

undertaken the audit work identified in the report in accordance with the 

relevant International Standards of Auditing, when patently he had not done 

so. He therefore knew that what he was certifying was false. 

 

55. The Committee then considered whether such behaviour was dishonest. 

The Committee considered what it was that Mr Condron had done, what his 

intentions were, and whether the ordinary decent person would find that 



conduct dishonest. Mr Condron signed three audit reports certifying that he 

had undertaken the audit work identified in the reports in accordance with 

the International Standards on Auditing (UK and Ireland). He said that was 

based on his wider knowledge at the time, and he thought it was enough to 

just sign the statutory wording because the company was dormant at that 

time. The Committee was inclined to accept this explanation and that this 

belief, although perhaps unreasonable, was genuinely held. In those 

circumstances, the Committee considered that the ordinary decent member 

of the public, in full possession of the facts of the case, would not find that 

conduct to be dishonest. The Committee therefore found Allegation 1(d)(i) 

not proved. 

 

 Allegation 1(d)(ii) - found proved 

 

56. Mr Condron admitted, and the Committee found proved, the allegations at 

1(c)(i) and 1(c)(ii). 

 

57. The Committee then considered whether such behaviour was dishonest. 

The Committee considered what it was that Mr Condron had done, what his 

intentions were and whether the ordinary decent person would find that 

conduct dishonest. Mr Condron had signed an audit report that included 

directors’ remuneration of €115,854. Subsequently, a second set of 

accounts was filed at CRO with the original signature date, but which no 

longer contained the €115,854 directors’ remuneration. Instead, the 

administration costs had increased by the exact same amount. The 

Charity’s Memorandum of Association did not permit any payments to 

directors, and Mr Condron was aware of this at the time he made the 

changes to the 2012 audit, as evidenced by a file note and as admitted in 

his oral evidence. 

 

58. The Committee noted that Mr Condron had also, in the revised 2012 audit 

report, altered the 2011 figures to remove all reference to the directors’ 

remuneration for that year too, and to reclassify them as administration 

costs. Mr Condron said he did this at the behest of Director X, and for the 

sake of consistency. At the time he accepted Director X’s request to change 

the figures, but in hindsight accepts he should have made a note about the 

changes. 



59. Expert 1, in his unchallenged report, said, “Mr Condron has provided an 

explanation as to why the Directors remuneration was reclassified by 

effectively saying it was overlooked and he acted on [Director X’s] 

instructions. I have a concern that in the context of the wider issues around 

Directors’ remuneration that this is not a plausible explanation, subject to 

any further evidence available from Mr Condron.” 

 

60. The Committee formed its own view on this, but agreed with Expert 1 that 

Mr Condron’s evidence on this matter was implausible. He was unable to 

provide a convincing explanation for why he made the changes and 

accepted that, by making the changes, he entirely removed any mention of 

the prohibited payments to directors from the 2012 audit. This meant that 

anyone inspecting the most recent 2012 audited accounts for Client A would 

see no reference at all to the prohibited payments to the directors. Mr 

Condron’s explanation that he also changed the 2011 figures to ensure 

consistency made no sense since, on his account, Director X had only given 

him an explanation for why he wanted the 2012 figures changed. That 

explanation, that he had resigned his directorship and thus the monies he 

received during 2012 were not for his role as director, did not apply to 2011. 

Furthermore, not only did the explanation not apply to 2011, nor did it apply 

to the 2012 directors’ remuneration paid to Mrs 1 in 2012, since there was 

no suggestion that she had resigned as a director. 

 

61. Mr Condron was, at the material time, a registered auditor of many years 

standing and experience. He knew that directors’ remuneration was not 

allowed in the case of Client A, and he knew, if such payments were made, 

they needed to be disclosed. In all the circumstances, the Committee did not 

believe Mr Condron when he said he did not think he was doing anything 

wrong in not noting the changes. The Committee considered the only 

possible intention for making the changes and submitting such 

documentation must have been to deceive CRO, and anybody who chose to 

look at the most recent 2012 audit, into believing no remuneration was paid 

to directors. It followed that the only reason he did not qualify the 2012 audit 

report, or refer to the non-disclosure of directors’ remuneration and the 

amounts involved, in the 2012 audit, was because that would have defeated 

the object of the exercise, namely to hide the prohibited payments. The 

Committee was satisfied that the ordinary decent member of the public, in 



full possession of the facts of the case, would find that conduct to be 

dishonest. The Committee therefore found Allegation 1(d)(ii) proved. 

 

Allegation 1(d)(iii) - not proved in relation to 1(a), proved in relation to 

1(c) 

 

62. In relation to 1(a), the Committee did not find this conduct to be dishonest, 

nor did it consider it to have breached the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. 

It did not consider there to be a lack of straightforwardness and honesty in 

the way in which Mr Condron conducted himself in relation to the three audit 

reports during the period when the company was dormant. 

 

63. In relation to 1(c), having found Mr Condron’s conduct to have been 

dishonest the Committee also found that he had breached the Fundamental 

Principle of Integrity because deliberately hiding material information is 

neither straightforward nor honest. The Committee thus found Allegation 

1(d)(iii) proved in relation to 1(c). 

 

 Allegation 1(e)(i) - admitted and found proved 

 

64. ACCA’s Global Practising Regulations 16(1) of Annex 2 (as applicable in 

2008 to 2013) states: 

 

“In the conduct of audit work holders of an audit qualification and 

firms holding an auditing certificate shall comply with all the 

applicable sections of the Association’s Rulebook and in particular 

the Auditing Standards issued by the Auditing Practices Board and 

the International Standards on Auditing issued by the International 

Auditing and Assurance Standards Board” 

 

65. Having found Allegations 1(a) and (b) proved, it followed that Mr Condron’s 

conduct was contrary to GPR 16(1)(a) of Annex 2, because he had not 

complied with all the applicable sections of the Association’s Rulebook and 

the Auditing Standards, and Mr Condron admitted as much. 

 

 



Allegation 1(e)(ii) - admitted and found proved in relation to 1(a), 1(b) & 

1(c) 

 

66. The Fundamental Principle of Professional Competence and Due Care (as 

applicable in 2008 to 2014), places a duty on Members to: 

 

“…maintain professional knowledge and skill at the level required to ensure 

that a client or employer receives competent professional services based 

on current developments in practice, legislation and techniques and act 

diligently and in accordance with applicable technical and professional 

standards.” 

 

67. The Committee considered that Mr Condron had, by his actions as admitted 

and found proved in relation to Allegations 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c), clearly failed 

to act in accordance with the Fundamental Principle of Professional 

Competence and Due Care, and Mr Condron admitted as much. He had 

signed six audit reports, thereby certifying that he had undertaken the audit 

work identified in those reports when he had not undertaken the work 

sufficiently, or at all. He had also failed to qualify the 2012 audit report, and 

failed to refer to the non-non-disclosure of director’s remuneration and the 

amounts involved in the second 2012 audit report. 

 

Allegation 1(f)(i) - admitted and found proved in relation to 1(b) to 1(e), 

not admitted but found proved in relation to 1(d)(ii) and 1(d)(iii), insofar 

as it related to 1(c), admitted but found not proved in relation to 1(a) 

 

68. In reaching its decision on misconduct, the Committee considered all the 

matters found proved in Allegations 1(a) to 1(e), both individually and 

collectively. In relation to 1(a), the Committee noted that Expert 1 did not 

consider Mr Condron’s conduct in relation to the signing of the audit reports 

for 2007, 2008 and 2009 to be serious. This was because of the dormant 

nature of the company, and the fact that had Mr Condron done the small 

amount of work that Expert 1 identified he should have done, the outcome 

would have been the same. The Committee accepted that assertion, and 

therefore did not consider Allegation 1(a), whether considered individually or 

collectively, to one sufficiently serious to amount to misconduct.  

 



69. However, the failures in respect of the 2010, 2011 and 2012 audits, when 

the company was no longer dormant and many millions of euros were 

passing through it, Expert 1 considered was serious and, in some respects, 

fell far below the standard expected of a reasonable body of accountants. 

He highlighted in particular: the failure of Mr Condron to have referred to the 

perceived risk of a weak governance structure in light of the charitable 

nature of the enterprise; the payment of directors remuneration in 

contravention of the Memorandum of Association; the poor quality of the 

work on the income and expenditure sections; and the lack of audit work 

programmes and balance sheets sections of the files for 2010 and 2011. 

Expert 1 concluded that, in relation to the 2010-2012 audit reports, there 

was not enough audit evidence to have formed an audit opinion. 

 

70. This conduct was compounded by the behaviour in relation to the director’s 

remuneration which the Committee had found to be dishonest and contrary 

to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. Accordingly, the Committee was 

satisfied that the conduct of Mr Condron, as reflected in Allegations 1(b) to 

1(e) (excluding references to 1(a)) and whether considered individually or 

collectively, would be considered deplorable by fellow members of the 

profession and did amount to misconduct. The Committee therefore found 

Allegation 1(f)(i) proved on that basis. 

 
Allegation 1(f)(ii) - not proved in relation to 1(b) to 1(e), admitted and 

found proved in relation to 1(a) 

 

71. Having found Allegation 1(f)(i) proved in relation to 1(b) to 1(e), it was not 

necessary for the Committee to consider Allegation 1(f)(ii) in respect of 

those matters, since it was alleged in the alternative.  

 

72. However, having not found misconduct in relation to Allegation 1(a), it was 

necessary for the Committee to decide whether Mr Condron was liable to 

disciplinary action in relation to that allegation. The Committee had already 

found that Mr Condron’s conduct in signing the 2007 to 2009 audit reports 

breached GPR 16(1)(a) of Annex 2 (as applicable in the relevant years), and 

also that he had acted contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Professional 

Competence and Due Care (as applicable at the relevant time), and it 



followed, therefore, that he was liable to disciplinary action. Accordingly, the 

Committee found Allegation 1(f)(ii) proved in respect of Allegation 1(a). 

 

 Allegation 2(a) - admitted and found proved 

 

73. Mr Condron accepted that he had not disclosed Client A as an audit client at 

the time of the monitoring visit on 6 July 2011. Accordingly, the Committee 

found Allegation 2(a) proved. 

 

 Allegation 2(b)(i) - found not proved 

 

74. The Committee then considered whether such behaviour was dishonest. 

The Committee considered what it was that Mr Condron had done, what his 

intentions were, and whether the ordinary decent person would find that 

conduct dishonest. Mr Condron had failed to include Client A in his list of 

audit clients provided to ACCA. He said this was an oversight, and not 

deliberate or dishonest. He said he drew a distinction between dormant and 

active companies, and because Client A was dormant he did not think he 

needed to include Client A. He denied omitting Client A from the list 

because he knew there were problems with his auditing.  

 

75. The Committee noted that, at the time of the monitoring visit, Client A was a 

dormant company, and at that stage the worst that Mr Condron had done 

was fail to do the work that Expert 1 said would have made no difference to 

the outcome and he did not consider to be serious. There therefore 

appeared to be little motive for Mr Condron to have actively hidden the 

existence of Client A as an audit client from ACCA at that time, and the 

Committee therefore accepted his belief to be genuine. The Committee 

considered that the ordinary decent member of the public, in full possession 

of the facts of the case, would not find that conduct to be dishonest. The 

Committee therefore found Allegation 2(b)(i) not proved. 

 

Allegation 2(b)(ii) – found not proved 

 

76. In light of its decision in relation to Allegation 2(b)(i), the Committee did not 

consider Mr Condron’s oversight to be contrary to the Fundamental Principle 

of Integrity. 



 Allegation 2(b)(iii) - admitted and found proved 

 

77. Global Practising Regulation 14, as applicable in 2011, states: 

 

ACCA’s Global Practising Regulations 14 (as applicable in 2011) 

 

  “(1) Persons subject to these regulations shall be subject to: 

   

(a) Monitoring by the Association, in order to monitor compliance 

with these regulations and with the bye-laws… 

 

(2) For the purposes of regulation 14(1), members must supply the 

Association with all the information necessary to enable the 

Association to complete its monitoring process and quality 

assurance programme efficiently.” 

 

78. Client A was an audit client. Mr Condron, at the time, only had six audit 

clients and so he ought to have realised he had missed client A of the list he 

had provided ACCA. By not including Client A, he had not provided ACCA 

with all the information necessary for it to carry out its monitoring role and he 

was, therefore, in breach of GPR 14(2). Accordingly, the Committee found 

Allegation 2(b)(iii) proved. 

 

 Allegation 2(c)(i) - admitted but found not proved 

 

79. Notwithstanding Mr Condron’s admission that his conduct in relation to 

Allegation 2 amounted to misconduct, the Committee, having not found any 

dishonesty or lack of integrity, did not consider the failure to include Client A 

in the list to be so serious as to amount to misconduct. The Committee 

accepted that the omission was an oversight and not deliberate, and so did 

not fall far below the standard expected of a reasonable Chartered 

Accountant. The Committee therefore found Allegation 2(c)(i) not proved. 

 

 

 

 

 



Allegation 2(c)(ii) - admitted and found proved 

 

80. By breaching GPR 14(2), it followed that Mr Condron was liable to 

disciplinary action pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(iii) in respect of 2(b)(iii). This 

Allegation was therefore found proved. 

 

SANCTION AND REASONS 

 

81. In reaching its decision on sanction, the Committee took into account the 

submissions made by Mr Saynor on behalf of ACCA, and those made by Mr 

Butler SC on behalf of Mr Condron. The Committee was also provided with 

a reference for Mr Condron. The Committee referred to the Guidance for 

Disciplinary Sanctions issued by ACCA, and had in mind the fact that the 

purpose of sanctions was not to punish Mr Condron, but to protect the 

public, maintain public confidence in the profession and maintain proper 

standards of conduct, and that any sanction must be proportionate. The 

Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. 

 

82. When deciding on the appropriate sanction, the Committee carefully 

considered the aggravating and mitigating features in this case.  

 

83. The Committee considered the following aggravating features: the failure to 

properly audit Client A between 2010 and 2012 may have facilitated the 

continued alleged misappropriation of charitable funds, some of which were 

derived from taxpayers’ money and charitable donations, in circumstances 

where, if he had carried out the audits properly, there was a strong 

presumption those activities could have been revealed much earlier than 

was in fact the case; the failure to audit the accounts properly extended over 

at least three years, demonstrating a pattern of misconduct. 

 

84. The Committee considered the following mitigating factors: a very long and 

unblemished membership of ACCA spanning more than 40 years; 

admissions made to all but the matters of dishonesty and integrity; the 

dishonesty was a one-off, isolated, out-of-character event, where Mr 

Condron failed to act appropriately and bowed to the pressure he was put 

under by a dominant client with no obvious personal gain; the Committee 

was confident the misconduct would not be repeated; he ceased to be an 



auditor in 2016, but continues to work as an accountant, albeit on a scaled 

down basis; he has demonstrated genuine remorse and insight into his 

admitted failures; ACCA’s expert was able to opine positively about a 

number of aspects of Mr Condron’s auditing despite the failures identified; a 

very good, relevant reference from a senior member of the profession who 

has known Mr Condron for many years. 

 

85. The Committee did not think it appropriate to take no further action, 

admonish or reprimand in a case where it had found there to have been 

dishonest behaviour. The Committee was cognisant of the guidance and the 

seriousness of findings of dishonesty. 

 

86. The Committee then considered whether a severe reprimand would 

adequately reflect the seriousness of the case. The guidance indicates that 

such a sanction would usually be applied in situations where the conduct is 

of a serious nature, but where there are particular circumstances of the case 

or mitigation advanced which satisfy the Committee that there is no 

continuing risk to the public, and there is evidence of the individual’s 

understanding and appreciation of the conduct found proved. The 

Committee considered all these criteria to be met. The guidance adds that 

this sanction may be appropriate where most of the following factors are 

present: 

 

 the misconduct was not intentional and is no longer continuing; 

 no evidence that the conduct caused direct or indirect harm; 

 insight into failings; 

 genuine expression of regret/apologies; 

 previous good record; 

 no repetition of failure/conduct since the matters alleged; 

 rehabilitative/corrective steps taken to cure the conduct and ensure 

future errors do not occur; 

 relevant and appropriate references; 

 co-operation during the investigation stage. 

 

87. The Committee was satisfied that most of these factors were indeed present 

in this case and, after very careful consideration, concluded that a severe 

reprimand was a sufficient and proportionate sanction to mark the 



seriousness of Mr Condron’s conduct and to uphold standards and maintain 

confidence in the profession. Mr Condron had been both reckless and 

foolish in allowing his otherwise good judgement to be clouded by a forceful 

and persuasive client, as well as acting in a less than satisfactory manner in 

his preparation of company audits. The Committee considered it important 

that professional accountants be aware that they should not behave in this 

way. 

 

88. The Committee came very close to excluding Mr Condron from membership 

of ACCA, but decided that to do so would be disproportionate in light of the 

nature of the misconduct and the extensive mitigation in this case. Whilst 

undoubtedly serious, this was not the worst case of misconduct. The 

dishonest element was clearly a one-off act in an otherwise very long and 

unblemished career. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Condron’s 

dishonest behaviour was very much out of character, as shown by the 

reference from a senior member of the profession and ACCA member, who 

has known Mr Condron for very many years. The Committee noted that Mr 

Condron had given up his auditing certificate in 2016, and it did not consider 

him to be a continuing risk to the public. He had made admissions to most of 

the matters alleged and shown insight into his offending behaviour. The 

Committee did not consider, in all the specific circumstances of this case, 

that it would be in the public interest to exclude an otherwise competent and 

diligent accountant from membership of ACCA, particularly at this stage in 

his career. 

 

89. The Committee therefore ordered that Mr Condron be severely 

reprimanded. 

 

COSTS AND REASONS 

 

90. ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £60,944.26. The Committee was 

provided with a schedule of costs. Mr Saynor, on behalf of ACCA, quite 

rightly conceded that the hearing costs would be less than claimed because 

the hearing had not taken the full seven days envisaged. Mr Condron 

provided a statement of means, although he included no detail of any capital 

or assets. 

 



91. In considering the costs schedule, the Committee was satisfied that the 

costs requested under Part B were appropriate and should essentially be 

awarded in full, albeit rounded down to £14,000. When considering Parts C 

and D, the Committee took into account the fact that the first day of the 

hearing was treated as a reading day, because the ACCA’s Case Presenter 

was not available until the Tuesday, and thereafter the case lasted three 

days. This was in large part due to the admissions made by Mr Condron on 

the first effective date of the hearing, which ACCA had not been alerted to in 

advance. Accordingly, the Committee adjusted the Part C and D figures to 

reflect that shortened time frame. For Part C, the figure was adjusted to 

£10,000 and for Part D to £13,750. That resulted in a total of £37,750, which 

the Committee considered to be a reasonable claim for work reasonably 

undertaken. 

 

92. The Committee was prepared to make a slight reduction in that figure to 

reflect the fact that Mr Condron had been partially effective in his case, 

successfully defending two of the allegations of dishonesty. The Committee 

was thus prepared to reduce the figure to £35,000. Although Mr Condron 

had provided a statement of means exhibiting a modest income, he had not 

provided any information about any assets he may own, nor had he 

contended that he was unable to pay the costs requested. Accordingly there 

were no grounds for reducing this figure any further. 

 

93. The Committee therefore made an order for costs in the sum of £35,000. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  

 

94. This Order will come into effect at the conclusion of the 28 day appeal 

period. 

 

 

Mr Ian Ridd 
Chairman 
31 January 2019 

 


