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SERVICE OF PAPERS  

1. The Committee convened to consider one allegation of misconduct:  

 

Allegation 1 

a. On or around 30 March 2017, Miss Nagina Rani 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. Miss Rani’s conduct as set out in paragraph 1a) above was: 

i. Dishonest, in that she knew that one or more of the 

documents set out in Schedule A were false; 

ii. Contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity, as 

applicable in 2017. 

c. By reason of her conduct as set out in 1a) and/or 1b) above Miss Rani 

is guilty of misconduct pursuant to Bye-law 8(a)(i). 

 

2. The Committee had before it a bundle of papers numbering A-T, 1-133, an 

additional bundle numbering 134-144 and two service bundles, 5 November 

2018 numbering 1-16, and 10 January 2019 numbering 1-11. There was 

also a disclosure bundle (unused) numbering pages 1-8. 

 

3. ACCA was represented by Mr Ben Jowett. Miss Rani did not attend and she 

was not represented. 
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ADJOURNED HEARING 
 
4. The case was first heard on the 5 November 2018 before a different 

Committee. The case was adjourned to 10 January 2019, so that ACCA 

could complete a disclosure exercise. ACCA served disclosure on 4 January 

2019 on Miss Rani by email.  
 

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE  
 

5. Miss Rani was served by registered post with the notice of hearing on 28 

September 2018 in accordance with The Chartered Certified Accountants’ 

Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 2014 (Amended 1 January 2018), 

(‘CDR’), Regulation 10. She was also notified by email on 28 September 

2018 of the notice of the hearing. She was emailed on 19 October 2018 and 

2 November 2018, regarding whether she intended to attend the hearing or 

whether she was content for the hearing to proceed in her absence. In 

addition on 2 November 2018, she was telephoned on the telephone 

number held on ACCA’s system, but the call rang and was transferred to an 

automatic message and was then disconnected. 

 

6. The Committee noted that on 22 August 2017, Miss Rani had agreed to 

correspond with ACCA in relation to this complaint by email and on 2 August 

2018, Miss Rani had indicated that she no longer wished to study for ACCA 

and that there was ‘no point’ in continuing with ACCA’s investigation.  

 

7. On 10 December 2018, Miss Rani was served with notice by registered post 

of the date of the adjourned hearing i.e. 10 January2019. She was further 

sent a follow up email on 8 January 2019 to find out if she intended to 

participate in the hearing. All emails had recently been sent to Miss Rani’s 

‘gmx’ email address, which is the email address she registered on ACCA’s 

system, and that she had used since 6 February 2018.  

 

8. CDR 10(8)(d) states that where the relevant person has already been 

served with the documents, an adjournment does not give rise to the 

requirement to re-serve them either 28 days before the date set or at all, 
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save that the relevant person shall be notified of the time and place fixed for 

the adjourned hearing as soon as possible.  

 

9. In any case, the Committee was satisfied that notice had been properly 

served on Miss Rani in accordance with CDR’s 10 and 22 under the CDR 

(updated in 2018), on the basis of the documents contained within the 5 

November 2018 service bundle before it.  

 

10. Mr Jowett invited the Committee to proceed in Miss Rani’s absence on the 

basis that she had decided not to attend the hearing, and because she had 

made no application to adjourn the case. He submitted that given her other 

conduct, requesting that she no longer wished to be a registered student 

that she had disengaged from the disciplinary process.  

 

11. The Committee considered whether it was in the interests of justice to 

proceed in the absence of Miss Rani. The Committee was mindful of the fact 

that Miss Rani had a right to attend the hearing and to participate, and she 

had advanced a defence. It acknowledged that the exercise of its discretion 

to proceed in her absence must be exercised with the utmost care and 

caution.  

 

12. The Committee noted that Miss Rani was notified of the adjourned hearing 

date on 13 November 2018. She had also been sent notice of the hearing 

date on 10 December 2018 and 8 January 2019. The Hearings Officer also 

attempted to telephone Miss Rani on 8 January 2019 on two occasions, but 

was unable to contact her. The Committee was satisfied that Miss Rani was 

aware of the proceedings, but that she had chosen to voluntarily absent 

herself from the hearing because of her failure to acknowledge the hearing 

notice, or respond to the notice, emails or phone calls thereafter.  

 

13. It further noted that she had been offered the opportunity to attend the 

hearing by video link or telephone, and that ACCA had said it would cover 

such costs. Miss Rani’s last correspondence on 2 August 2018 indicated 

that she thought there was ‘no point’ in continuing with ACCA’s 

investigation, and so the Committee concluded that it was likely that Miss 
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Rani had disengaged from the process, although she had the means of 

knowing when the hearing was due to take place.  

 

14. The Committee was satisfied that all reasonable attempts had been made to 

engage Miss Rani in the hearing process. The Committee considered that 

the allegation was serious and that, bearing in mind its duty to ensure that 

hearings were heard expeditiously and the wider public interest, the 

Committee decided that it was in the interests of justice that the hearing 

proceed in Miss Rani’s absence. It did not consider that an adjournment was 

likely to secure her future attendance.  

 

15. The Committee would refer to those answers Miss Rani had made in 

relation to the allegations when considering the case in her absence. 

 

APPLICATION TO ADDUCE FURTHER DOCUMENTS  
 

16. Mr Jowett applied to adduce tabled documents, four pages, under CDR 

Regulation 22(5) and 22(8). These documents referred to the credit card 

number and details relating to payment/refund of the fee paid for 

exemptions from examinations.  

 

17. Mr Jowett stated the bundle referred to the fact that Miss Rani was seeking 

a refund for the exemptions fees to her own credit card, and that the further 

documents were relevant material which the Committee should take into 

consideration. 

 

18. The Committee agreed that the documents were relevant and the details 

contained on them were likely to have been known to Miss Rani. Further, 

she was sent them on 8 January 2019, so she had notice of them. It 

therefore concluded the admission of them was fair to all parties and it 

decided there was no prejudice in the documents being served at this late 

stage. It therefore allowed ACCA to adduce them and numbered them 

144A-144D. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

19. Miss Nagina Rani became a student of ACCA on 3 April 2017. On 7 August 

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

Exemptions Team Manager stating that certificates purported to have been 

issued by Middlesex University, and submitted by Miss Nagina Rani to 

ACCA, had not been issued by the University. 
 

20. Miss Rani applied to become an ACCA student on 30 March 2017, and 

became a student of ACCA on 3 April 2017. On 7 August 2017, ACCA 

Investigations Department received a referral from ACCA’s Exemptions 

Team Manager stating that the certificates purported to have been issued by 

Middlesex University, and submitted by Miss Nagina Rani to ACCA, had not 

been issued by the University.  

 

21. The documents submitted as part of Miss Rani’s registration were 

documents purporting to be from Middlesex University as set out in 

Schedule A of Allegation 1(a) above.  

 

22. Miss Rani’s exemption request was reviewed. ACCA records show that Miss 

Rani was awarded F1 to F9 exemptions as a result of the documents which 

Miss Rani submitted, purportedly from Middlesex University. Miss Rani was 

awarded F1 to F9 exemptions on 1 Jun 2017. Had the ACCA Exemptions 

department been aware that the documents were not issued by Middlesex 

University, the F1 to F9 exemptions would not have been awarded. 

 

23. In order to sit the P1 (P series) exam, the student must first pass or be 

awarded exemptions for the F1 to F9 series exams. Without completing the 

F series exams, Miss Rani would not be able to progress to the P series 

exams. In any event on 6 September 2017, Miss Rani sat the P1 exam, 

which she failed and on 6 December 2017, Miss Rani re-sat the P1 exam, 

which she also failed.  

 

24. Mr Jowett submitted that the forged documents, purporting to be from 

Middlesex University, were submitted in support of an application for 

student membership made by an individual named Nagina Rani. In the 



 
HEARING 

absence of any evidence to the contrary, he submitted that these 

documents were submitted either by Miss Rani, or by another on her behalf 

with her knowledge.  

 

25. Miss Rani was given the opportunity to provide any exchanges she had 

with Person A and produce a copy of the alleged ‘false level 7 

certificate’/PGD she was issued by Acute Business College. Miss Rani 

failed to provide any further information or documentary evidence 

requested by the Investigating Officer. Instead, she contacted ACCA 

customer services separately, and attempted to deactivate her ACCA 

student membership. 

 

26. Mr Jowett submitted that the conduct set out at Allegation 1(a) clearly 

amounts to dishonesty on the basis that: 

 

i) Miss Nagina Rani knew that the documents submitted as part of her 

registration with ACCA were false; and 

 

ii) They were submitted with a view to gaining exemptions from 

ACCA’s required exams, which Miss Rani knew she was not entitled 

to. 

 

27. Further he submitted if dishonesty was found by the Committee, this was 

synonymous with a finding of a breach of the fundamental principle of 

integrity. This was based on the judgment in The Queen on the Application 

of Margaret May v The Chartered Institute of Management Accountants 

[2013] EWHC 1574 (Admin), in which it was held that a breach of a 

Fundamental Principle of Integrity, which required someone to act honestly, 

was synonymous with a finding of dishonesty. 

 

28. ACCA’s submission was that if any or all of the facts set out at Allegations 

1(a) and 1(b) are found proved, Miss Rani acted in a manner which brings 

discredit to her and to the accountancy profession, and her conduct 

amounts to misconduct pursuant to bye-law 8(a)(i). 
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29. ACCA submitted that this was a matter of judgment for the panel and not a 

matter of evidence. ACCA reminded the Committee that in Roylance v 

General Medical Council [2001] 1 AC 311 at p330, it was stated that:  

 

“Misconduct is a word of general effect, involving some act or omission 

which falls short of what would be proper in the circumstances. The 

standard of propriety in any given case may often be found by reference to 

the rules and standards ordinarily required to be followed by a practitioner in 

the particular circumstances.”  

 

30. ACCA informed the Committee that it had investigated similar cases in 

which matters relating to Acute College have been raised as part of the 

student member’s defence. In some of these cases it has been 

contended that the student arranged for Acute College to apply for 

exemptions on their behalf on the basis of the qualifications they had 

obtained, and that they paid Acute College a fee for this service. The 

exemptions applied for were made using false documents from different 

institutions, and not qualifications that the student obtained from Acute 

College. In some instances the students cooperated with the 

investigation and provided evidence in support of their response. 

 

Miss Rani’s response to Allegation 1 
 

31. On 22 July 207, ACCA wrote to Miss Rani to her registered postal address 

and invited her to provide her comments / observations in relation to the 

complaint raised against her. In addition, an email was also sent to Miss 

Rani’s registered email address on the 22 August 2017, informing her that a 

letter was posted to her and invites her to also accept service of the letter by 

e-mail. On 22 August 2017, an email was received from Miss Rani’s 

registered email address stating “Yes please, thank you”. 

 

32. Miss Rani was sent letters and emails during September 2017, October 

2017, November 2017, December 2017 and January 2018, reminding of her 

obligation to cooperate with ACCA’s investigation.  
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33. On 6 February 2018, Miss Rani responded and provided evidence that she 

has applied for the exemptions to be waived. However, she did not answer 

the questions put to her in previous correspondence. ACCA Exemptions 

confirmed that the exemptions were removed on 21 February 2018. 

Following further correspondence between ACCA and Miss Rani, Miss Rani 

responded in February 2018 to questions asked by ACCA.  

 

34. Miss Rani stated she had never been a student registered to Middlesex 

University. She stated that:  

 

“the B.A degree of Middlesex does not belong to me. This all happened by 

third party named [Person A] from Accute Business College” (sic) 

 

35. Miss Rani went on to explain :  

 

“I was admitted in acute bussines college in 2014 and they told me that if I 

could complete level 7 in accounting then I could get 9 paper exemptions. 

I submitted my all educational documents and studied for 2 years and 

then in last year I got a Level 7 certificate from [Person A] who was an 

employe of Accute. I provided Accute College and him my documents to 

claim exemptions via Level 7 as I was not good in all these enrolling in 

ACCA stuff. I dont know that what has he done with my documents. I just 

got back Pakistan and got to know that my certificate is not genuine and i 

tried to contact him but there is no answer” (sic) 

 

36. She denied submitting the documents to ACCA, and denied asking a third 

party to submit them on her behalf. In answer to questions asked by 

ACCA, Miss Rani stated: 

 

“I trusted on institute named Accute and they misused my details. They 

did all these and I did not ever allowed them to use any bogus documents 

for getting these exemptions”. (sic) 

 

37. Further she explained: “I enrolled in Accute Business College and the 

name of [Person A] registered me in ACCA and was employe of this 

college. The agreement was to provide me Level 7 PGD in Accounting 
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and Finance. And also the agreement was to use this certificate for getting 

ACCA 9 papers exemptions.” She supplied the name and address of the 

person she had been in contact with at Accute Business College in 

Pakistan. 

 

38. When asked specifically about the documents set out in Annexe A she 

said: 

 

“I never ever received these documents referred to in paragraph A. infact I 

received false Level 7 PGD and Person A told me that he used it to claim 

my exemptions. After knowing that my PDG is fake, I distorted it and tried 

to contact him but can’t find him anymore as his contact number is 

switched off” 

 

“No I did not given anyone authority to communicate with ACCA and 

infact, I never gave anyone my login and password to open my ACCA 

account” 

 

39. In summary, Miss Rani stated that she did not know that Person A had 

used fake documents on her behalf to claim exemptions, and once she 

did realise that he had done so, she asked ACCA to withdraw her 

exemptions. She further stated she had not supplied her login details or 

password to anyone else.  

 

40. Further she stated that she had “ paid huge amount and wasted more than 

3 years in getting Level 7 PGD in accounting but now I am feeling really 

bad that I have nothing in my hands, neither Level 7 PGD nor ACCA 

exemptions. Now, I would to like to end this correspondence with this aim 

and courage that I don’t want any exemptions as I am going to attempt all 

papers of ACCA. I have already started my preparation and going to 

attempt F1, F2 and F4 in next session. I request to forward my request for 

waiving off my all exemptions.” (sic) 

 

41. Further questions were put to Miss Rani requesting information 

surrounding the circumstances between her and the Acute Business 

College. On 26 February 2018, Miss Rani requested an extension to 
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provide her response, she stated that her father was unwell [PRIVATE] 

Miss Rani requested a two to three week extension. Miss Rani’s extension 

request was agreed to 20 March 2018. On 26 March 2018, ACCA 

Investigations wrote to Miss Rani and informed her that no response had 

been received from her, and that ACCA was treating it as non-

engagement on her part. This was sent to Miss Rani’s registered e-mail 

address as it appears in ACCA’s members databases on 26 March 2018.  

 

42. Upon review of Miss Rani’s records, on 12 and 13 March 2018, she 

contacted ACCA Customer Support separately and attempted to 

deactivate her ACCA student membership. 

 

43. On 2 August 2018 Miss Rani stated  

 

“I have told several several times that I dont want to continue with ACCA 

and wanted to deactivated my account. I sent request in past to deactivate 

my account and my account was deactivated on my request but now, my 

account has been activated again but i dont want to continue. I told on 

several ocasions that I got fraud by a person and thats why i withdrwan 

my all fraud exemptions and now, I would request you to remove my 

account from ACCA as I am not interetsted. I have started Level 5 in 

Accounting so dont want to study ACCA as i dont have time and i font 

have any interest left. I dont want to continue with ACCA so there is no 

point to continue this investogation. I want you to close this investigation 

and deactivate my account and if possible then remove it from ACCA.” 

(sic) 

 

44. Miss Rani was informed that where a disciplinary investigation remains 

outstanding, then the student member cannot deactivate her account.  

 

45. There has been no communication from Miss Rani since 2 August 2018. 

 
DECISION ON FACTS/ALLEGATION AND REASONS  

 
46. The Committee reminded itself that the burden of proving the allegations 

was on ACCA alone and that Miss Rani’s absence added nothing to ACCA’s 
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case and was not indicative of guilt. The standard of proof to be applied 

throughout was the ordinary civil standard of proof, namely the ‘balance of 

probabilities’. 

 

47. The Committee heard that there had been no previous findings against Miss 

Rani, and took into account her good character in her favour when 

considering the allegation against her. 

 

48. The Committee noted from the witness statement from the Conferment and 

Assessment Manager at Middlesex University, that Miss Rani had not been 

a student at Middlesex University. Miss Rani confirmed that she had not 

been a student at Middlesex University in her responses to the allegation. 

The Committee was satisfied from the statement of the Conferment and 

Assessment Manager at Middlesex University, and the response of Miss 

Rani, that the documents set out in Annex A to Allegation 1 were false.  

 

49. The Committee further noted that as part of Miss Rani's application to 

become an ACCA student member on 30 March 2017, also submitted was a 

transcript and a certificate, purporting to be from Middlesex University, as 

her application for exemptions from papers F1 to F9. The exemptions were 

awarded to Miss Rani on 4 April 2017, and that was informed to her within 

the initial ACCA registration letter.  

 

50. The question for the Committee was whether the application for exemptions 

had been made by Miss Rani, or done on her behalf with her knowledge; 

thereby meaning she had caused or permitted those documents to be 

submitted so that she would gain exemptions.  

 

51. The Committee noted that Miss Rani had sat two papers which she had 

failed after she had been awarded the exemptions, and which she could 

only have sat if she had had exemptions. She had also never provided to 

ACCA, the document which she said entitled her to exemptions; which she 

said she provided to Person A.  
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52. It further noted that the exemptions had been confirmed to her by email, and 

she had not notified ACCA that she considered she should not have been 

awarded those exemptions until after ACCA began its own investigation.  
 

53. The Committee took into account that Miss Rani had not provided any 

documentary evidence to support her account that Person A had duped her, 

or to show how she and he had been connected. It noted that she was 

asked by ACCA to answer the following questions which she had not done: 
  
1) Please confirm that [Person A] of Accute Business College registered 

you as an ACCA student on your behalf and claimed exemptions from 

ACCA examinatinons on your behalf. Please confirm the date you 

believe this was done.  

 

2) Please list the documents you provided [Person A] with in order for him 

to register you as an ACCA student and claim exemptions from ACCA 

examinations on your behalf. Please also provide a copy of these 

documents.  

 

3) Please provide a copy of the false Legval 7 PGD certificate you refer to. 

 

4) How did you find out that the Level 7 PGD certificate is false?  

 

5) Please provide a copy of any correspondence between yourself and 

[Person A] or Accute Business College. 

 

6) Please provide any documentary evidence of your attendance at Accute 

Business College. 

 

7) Please explain how and when you became aware of Accute Business 

College. It is very important that you provide accurate dates.  

 

8) Did you make any payments to [Person A] or Accute Business College 

in order for him/them to register as a student of ACCA and apply for 

exemptions from ACCA examinations on your behalf? Please provide a 

receipt for any payments made and explain the nature of the payments.  
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54. The Committee did not accept Miss Rani’s assertion that she did not know 

false documents were uploaded on her behalf. She must have accessed the 

ACCA online account to apply to sit the two further examinations (P1), and 

to change her email address on several occasions. The Committee 

therefore concluded that she would have known that the documents had 

been uploaded, and the fact she had not notified anyone that they were 

false was significant.  

 

55. The Committee did not accept that Miss Rani had been duped as she 

claimed, as she had failed to supply any of the requested documentation in 

support of her assertion, in particular the PGD level 7 certificate. The 

Committee did not hold her absence against her but it was unable to test the 

defence she had advanced. Since she had not provided any 

correspondence between her and Person A, the Committee found an 

absence of evidence to support her defence that she had not known about 

the application for exemptions having been made with false certificates. The 

Committee was not persuaded on the basis of Miss Rani’s written defence 

without such evidence having been tested by the Committee.  
 

56. The Committee had seen the disclosure documents and these documents 

demonstrated that Acute College was submitting false documentation. The 

disclosure bundle did not relate to Miss Rani’s case, and it did not address 

the issue of whether or not the college was acting alone or in conjunction 

with students.  

 

57. The Committee was therefore satisfied that Allegation 1(a) was proved, and 

that either Miss Rani, or someone she had authorised on her behalf, had 

caused or submitted false documents purporting to be issued by Middlesex 

University to be submitted to ACCA.  

 
Dishonesty 
 

58. The Committee went on to consider whether Miss Rani’s actions were 

dishonest.  
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59. The Committee applied the test set out by the Supreme Court in Ivey v 

Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd t/a Crockfords [2017] UKSC 67. It specifically 

considered, as far as it could on the information before it, what Miss Rani’s 

belief was as to the facts. It was satisfied that the most likely intention on her 

part was to secure exemptions which she knew she was not entitled to. It 

considered that it was likely that she would not have sat the two papers she 

had sat, without some understanding of the process of ACCA’s 

examinations and that fact that she needed to have exemptions.  

 

60. The Committee was not persuaded that anyone had submitted such 

documents without Miss Rani’s knowledge.  

 

61. Further, the Committee considered Miss Rani’s failure to supply further 

information, when requests were made for such information from her by 

ACCA, was indicative of her complicity in putting forward false documents 

for exemptions. It noted that when invited to supply further information by 

ACCA after she had advanced her defence, she had not done so, and she 

had refused to engage with ACCA any further. In fact, her focus had later 

become on obtaining a refund for the exemptions awarded, instead of 

offering further information to support her defence.  

 

62. The Committee was therefore satisfied that Miss Rani had acted dishonestly 

when submitting the documents (set out in Schedule A) to ACCA. The 

Committee rejected Miss Rani’s assertions that she had not known that 

these documents had been submitted on her behalf, in so far as she was 

aware that false documents were sent to ACCA.  

 

63. The Committee concluded that Miss Rani’s actions were dishonest 

according to the standards of ‘ordinary decent people’. It therefore found 

Allegation 1(b)(i) proved.  

 

Integrity 
 

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

considered Allegation 1(b)(ii) and whether Miss Rani’s conduct in respect of 

1(a) was contrary to the Fundamental Principle of Integrity. This imposed 
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"an obligation on all professional accountants to be straightforward and 

honest in all professional and business relationships" it also implied "fair 

dealing and truthfulness". 

 

65. The Committee concluded that an intention to gain exemptions from ACCA 

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

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

of Integrity. It found that Miss Rani had not been straightforward or honest in 

submitting false documents. The Committee, therefore found Allegation 

1(b)(ii) proved. 

 

Misconduct 
 

66. The Committee next asked itself whether, Miss Rani was guilty of 

misconduct on the basis of Allegation 1(a) and (b)(i) and b(ii) having been 

found proved. It considered this in relation to each proved allegation, 

individually and cumulatively. 

67. The Committee was satisfied that submitting false documents to ACCA was 

misconduct because she had acted in a manner that brought discredit to her 

and to the accountancy profession. Furthermore acting dishonestly and in 

breach of the Fundamental Principle of Integrity discredited the student 

member, ACCA and the accountancy profession. It was satisfied that, 

individually and cumulatively, such conduct fell far below the standards to be 

expected of students, and that accordingly it amounted to misconduct.  

 

68. Accordingly the Committee found Allegation 1(c) proved in relation to 

Allegation 1(a) and 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii).  

 
SANCTION AND REASONS 

 
69. 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 (updated 1 January 2019). It noted that sanctions are not 

designed to be punitive and that any sanction must be proportionate.  
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70. The Committee considered that the submission of false documents in an 

attempt to gain exemptions from ACCA’s exams is serious misconduct, and 

undermines the trust of the profession and accountancy professionals. The 

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

protect the public, maintain confidence in the profession, and declare and 

uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour. Trust and honesty are 

fundamental requirements for accountants and accountancy students. 

Dishonesty by a member of the accountancy profession undermined its 

reputation and public confidence in it.  

 

71. The Committee took into account that Miss Rani had no previous 

disciplinary findings against her. 

 

72. The Committee decided, in view of the seriousness of Miss Rani’s conduct 

and having taken into consideration the Indicative Sanctions Guidance 

published by ACCA, that the sanctions of No Further Action, Admonishment, 

and Reprimand were insufficient to protect the public and maintain public 

confidence in the profession. Nor would they uphold proper standards of 

conduct.  

 

73. The Committee decided the sanction of a Severe Reprimand was not 

appropriate, because the misconduct was intentional and it could have led 

to direct harm, if Miss Rani had qualified as an accountant without having 

validly obtained exemptions. Furthermore, it was clear that Miss Rani lacked 

insight and did not express any regret for the matters found proved.  

 

74. The Committee decided that Miss Rani’s behaviour was fundamentally 

incompatible with her remaining on the student register of ACCA, because 

the misconduct found proved was a serious departure from relevant 

professional standards. Furthermore the Committee was satisfied that the 

dishonesty found proved, combined with a lack of insight into the proven 

misconduct meant that the appropriate and proportionate sanction was that 

Miss Rani be Removed from the student register.  
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COSTS AND REASONS 
 
75. The Committee received tabled additional bundles, numbered pages 145-

150, relating to the cost schedule in which ACCA claimed costs of 

£7,273.54. It noted that there was no evidence from Miss Rani as to her 

financial means, save that she had indicated that she had lost a lot of 

money by engaging Person A.  

 

76. The Committee decided that it was appropriate to award costs in this case. 

The Committee was satisfied that the sum of £6,700 in costs was 

reasonable, appropriate and proportionate, bearing in mind the hearing did 

not last a full day. Accordingly, it ordered that Miss Rani pay ACCA’s costs 

in the amount of £6,700. 

 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER  
 

77. 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.  

78. The Committee was not persuaded that the ground for imposing an 

immediate order was made out on the basis of any risk by Miss Rani.  

 

 

Dr Jonathan Page 
Chairman 
10 January 2019  

 

 


