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ALLEGATION

Mr Hafiz Muhammad Tayyab (Mr Tayyab), who is and was at all material times
an ACCA member:

1. On 20 January 2022 was disciplined by another professional body,
namely the Appeal Tribunal of the Taxation Disciplinary Board, allowing
an appeal made by the Taxation Disciplinary Board of a decision taken
by the Chartered Institute of Taxation and is accordingly liable to

disciplinary action by virtue of Bye-law 8(a)(vi).

DECISION ON FACTS, ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS

In reaching its findings, the Committee relied upon the documents contained in
ACCA's report and bundle (pages 1 to 322); a Case Management Form (“CMF”)
dated 16 June 2025 (pages 1 to 12); a further CMF dated 4 May 2026 (pages
1 to 13); a Respondent’s bundle (pages 1 to 116), and a service bundle (pages
1 to 20). The Committee had taken account of the outline of the case provided
by Ms La Roche on behalf of ACCA.

Allegation 1

This allegation was admitted by Mr Tayyab and the Committee found it proved.
In order to understand the background to this matter, the Committee considered
it would be appropriate to provide a summary of the circumstances giving rise
to these proceedings.

On 18 August 2017, Mr Tayyab became an ACCA member.

On 26 April 2022, Mr Tayyab wrote to ACCA to self-report the outcome of
disciplinary proceedings brought against him by the Chartered Institute of

Taxation (“CIOT").

The following is an outline of the circumstances leading to the CIOT disciplinary

proceedings against Mr Tayyab.
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On 12 November 2020, Mr Tayyab and Person A, both student members of
CIOT, sat the Advanced Technical: Taxation of Individuals examination paper

(“the exam”). The exam was sat remotely due to the Covid-19 pandemic.

Both Mr Tayyab and Person A were required to comply with the November
2020 CIOT Exam Regulations, which included the following:

“Regulation 1: you are not permitted to communicate with, receive assistance
from, or copy the answers of any other exam candidate, or any other individual.

The answers you submit must be entirely your own work.

Regulation 3: you cannot share your answers with other exam candidates or

other individuals

Regulation 5: before or during the exam you must not behave in a manner that
will distract your fellow candidates, either by sending messages, and any other

form of communication or interaction which disrupts other candidates' exams.

Regulation 9: the exam is open book, this means you may refer to any books,

study manuals, pre-prepared notes, and online resources during the exam.”

Regulation 11 of the Exam Regulations notified students that their answers
would be submitted for a check for collusion by a software programme. It also
notified students that, if collusion was detected, they would be disqualified and

reported to the Taxation Disciplinary Board (“TDB”).

When submitting their answers, students were required to provide the following

confirmation:

'the answers | submit to this exam will be all my own work and | have sat the
exam in accordance with the instructions given in the November 2020 Online

Exam Regulations.’

Following an investigation by CIOT, it was claimed that there was a high degree

of similarity between the answers provided by Mr Tayyab and Person A.



12.

13.

At the conclusion of the investigation, the following “charges” were made
against Mr Tayyab and Person A. For the purposes of this decision, the

Committee has only reproduced the charges brought against Mr Tayyab.

“Charge 1

1.1. When sitting the Advanced Technical Examination - Taxation of Individuals
examination on 12 November 2020, the Defendant colluded with others,

namely [Person A].

1.2. The Defendant knew or should have known at the time of the examination
that such conduct was in breach of the CIOT's Code of Conduct for

examinations.

1.3. If charges 1.1 and 1.2 are proved, the Defendant is in breach of:

(a) Rules 2.1 and 2.2.1 in that he acted dishonestly, in breach of the

fundamental principle of integrity;

(b) Rules 2.1 and 2.6.2 and/or 2.6.3 in that he did an act which discredits the
profession, in breach of the fundamental principle of professional behaviour
in that he failed to:

(i) uphold the professional standards of the CIOT as set out in the Laws of
the CIOT and ATT; and /or

(ii) take due care in his professional conduct and professional dealings;
and/or

(iii) performed his professional work improperly or negligently to such an
extent as to be likely to bring discredit to himself, to the CIOT or to the tax

profession; and/or
(iv) conducted himself in an unbefitting or unlawful manner, which tends to
bring discredit upon a member and/or may harm the standing of the

profession and/or the CIOT.”

The charges brought against Person A were effectively the same.
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The charges were denied by both Mr Tayyab and Person A and they had

provided detailed responses in the course of the investigation.

At a hearing on 14 September 2021, a Disciplinary Tribunal of the CIOT
considered the charges against both Mr Tayyab and Person A. At the
conclusion of the hearing, the Disciplinary Tribunal did not find the charges

proved.

The TDB lodged an appeal against the decision of the Disciplinary Tribunal and
the appeal was heard on 20 January 2022. The Committee had read both the

decision of the Disciplinary Committee and the decision of the Appeal Tribunal.

At the conclusion of the hearing on 20 January 2022, the Appeal Tribunal
announced that its decision was to allow the TDB'’s appeal. Written reasons for

its decision were produced and dated 31 January 2022.

The Appeal Tribunal found that, when sitting the exam on 12 November 2020,
Mr Tayyab and Person A had colluded with each other in answering the exam

questions.

Having carried out an analysis of the answers given, which were set out in
tabular form in the Appeal Tribunal’'s decision, the Appeal Tribunal stated at

paragraph 68 of its decision as follows:

“But the overwhelming feature of this case is the astonishing similarities
between the answers of both candidates which cannot, on any reasonable or
rational view, be explained by them working from the same notes. In addition,
there was evidence from the Chief Examiner that “the scale of similarities is

such that it is inconceivable that it could be purely by chance”.

Having found the decision of the Disciplinary Tribunal to be wrong, and in the
absence of any power to remit the matter to another Disciplinary Tribunal for a
re-hearing, the Appeal Tribunal went on to make decisions in respect of the
charges.

It found Charges 1.1, 1.2, 1.3(a), and 1.3(b) proved and recommended the

removal of Mr Tayyab and Person A from CIOT’s student register. In respect of
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charge 1.3(b), the Appeal Tribunal found it proved on the basis of 1.3(b)(i) and
(iv).

As set out above, in finding Charge 1.3(a) proved, the Appeal Tribunal found
that Mr Tayyab and Person A had acted dishonestly.

At paragraph 88 of its decision, the Appeal Tribunal stated:

“The Tribunal concluded that the only appropriate and proportionate sanction
was removal from the student register. Cheating in a professional exam
undermines the integrity of the exam system. It was, in the Tribunal's view,
conduct that is fundamentally incompatible with continuing registration of any
member body. To impose any lesser sanction would undermine confidence in
the profession. Further, the Tribunal could identify no good reason to depart

from the guideline sanction in the ISG.”

The sanction took effect and Mr Tayyab was removed from the CIOT student
register by CIOT on 15 February 2022.

SANCTION AND REASONS

The Committee considered what sanction, if any, to impose, taking into account
all it had read in the bundle of documents, ACCA’s Guidance for Disciplinary
Sanctions (“the Guidance”), and the principle of proportionality. It had also
listened to the submissions of Ms La Roche, the evidence, both written and
oral, provided by Mr Tayyab and the submissions made on his behalf by Mr
Corrie. The Committee received legal advice from the Legal Adviser which it

accepted.

The Committee considered the available sanctions in increasing order of
severity having decided that it was not appropriate to conclude the case with

no order.

The Committee was mindful of the fact that its role was not to be punitive and
that the purpose of any sanction was to protect members of the public, maintain
public confidence in the profession and in ACCA, and to declare and uphold

proper standards of conduct and performance.
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When deliberating on the appropriate and proportionate sanction, the
Committee had listened to the evidence of Mr Tayyab, having read the detailed
statement he had provided, together with the supporting documents including

a number of testimonials.

The oral evidence he provided was consistent with his written statement.
Having listened to him give evidence, and having read the documents
contained in the Respondent’s bundle, the Committee concluded that Mr

Tayyab presented as a credible witness.

Whilst the Committee approached its deliberations on the basis that he had
been found to be dishonest in colluding with Person A in the course of the exam,

it had taken into consideration the following:

(i) the exam which gave rise to the CIOT proceedings took place on 12

November 2020, over five and a half years ago;

(i) the proceedings before the Appeal Tribunal concluded on 20 January

2022, approximately four and a half years ago;

(iii) Mr Tayyab had taken a number of exams both before and after the exam
on 12 November 2020 without any concerns being expressed regarding
his conduct. This included CIOT exams in May 2021 and November 2021;

(iv) Since the sanction imposed on him on 20 January 2022, as well as
reflecting on the importance of maintaining the highest standards of ethical
conduct, Mr Tayyab provided evidence in his withess statement supported
by relevant documentation, that he had proactively engaged in a

substantial programme of training, which he described as follows:

“a) Undertook additional ethics-focused CPD: This has strengthened my
understanding of professional conduct and regulatory expectations in
practical terms. Carefully perused through ACCA's and CIOT's exam
regulations and codes of ethics and developed a clear understanding of

how academic exams should be approached and undertaken.

b) Achieved 8 hours of Ethics and Professional Skills module from ACCA
itself available for members and non-members: From this module, |

learned how ethical judgement should be applied in real-life scenarios,
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particularly the importance of integrity, objectivity, and acting in the public

interest even when under pressure or ambiguity.

¢) Achieved 13 hours of Anti Money Laundering training: From this training,
| developed a clearer understanding of clients' due diligence
requirements, identifying red flags, and the importance of maintaining
accurate documentation and a risk-based approach to compliance in

order to prevent financial crime.

d) Achieved 2 hours on Al Ethics and Governance for Accountants: From
this course content, | learned the importance of transparency,
accountability, and human oversight when using technology in
professional work, and the need to ensure that automation or tools do not

undermine professional judgement or introduce bias.; and,

e) Achieved 3 hours on AML Client Due Diligence Essentials from ACCA.
Overall, these learnings reinforced that ethical behaviour is not
theoretical, but requires consistent application in day-to-day decision
making, careful documentation, and maintaining professional scepticism

at all times.”

(v) In May 2023, despite the CIOT’s findings, Mr Tayyab attended a CIOT

Advanced Technical course in Inheritance Tax, Trusts, and Estates.

(vi) Mr Tayyab also outlined the role he plays within his own firm and that of
Firm A. Mr Tayyab now provides guidance and supervision on all ethical
matters and he described himself as the “go to” person when members of
staff need support in this area. He gave examples of circumstances in

which he had provided such advice.

(vii) Finally, Mr Tayyab described how he was a hafiz and how he had focused
on personal reflection and ethical growth. In 2025, he had enrolled on an
Islamic educational course which he continues to attend, where a central
theme was the importance of honesty, accountability, integrity, discipline,

and ethical conduct in both personal and professional life.

Mr Tayyab had also provided testimonials from nine individuals, made up of

work colleagues and other professional accountants. The Committee had noted
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the content of the correspondence sent to each of them by Mr Tayyab in which
he requested their support. The Committee was satisfied that Mr Tayyab had
made full disclosure of the reason for the request, making reference to the

disciplinary proceedings before ACCA and the findings of the Appeal Tribunal.

The Committee found each of the references to be both supportive and

relevant.

One reference was from Person B of Firm A. Person B is a member and Fellow

of ACCA. The following are relevant extracts from this reference:

“l, [Person B of Firm A] am pleased to provide this testimonial in support of Mr
Hafiz Tayyab, whom | have known since April 2014 in my capacity as his

employer, mentor, and professional supervisor.

Mr Tayyab joined our firm on 28 April 2014 at a very early stage of his
professional career. Over the course of more than a decade, | have had the
opportunity to observe his professional conduct, honesty, work ethic, and
dedication very closely. During this time, he has become one of the key and
trusted members of our practice and has developed strong and respectful

relationships with both colleagues and clients.”

and

“I am fully aware of the allegations and disciplinary proceedings brought by the
Chartered Institute of Taxation (CIOT) relating to the November 2020
examination. Mr Tayyab informed me about the matter from the outset and
continued to keep me updated throughout every stage of the proceedings and
subsequent developments. | was therefore able to observe personally the

significant emotional and professional impact this matter had upon him.

Throughout this period, | found Mr Tayyab to be open, transparent, and
cooperative. He frequently discussed the situation with me and reflected deeply
on the seriousness of professional responsibilities, examination conduct, and

the importance of maintaining public confidence in professional bodies.”

Another reference was from Person C, also a Fellow of ACCA, who stated that

he was a classmate of Mr Tayyab in 2012 and has been in contact, both
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professionally and personally, since that time. He states that he was fully aware

of the ongoing ACCA proceedings against Mr Tayyab.

Person C states:

“From my own observations and interactions with Mr Tayyab, | believe this
experience has been a period of considerable personal reflection and
professional growth. In my opinion, it has reinforced his commitment to
maintaining the ethical and professional standards expected within the

accounting profession.

Throughout this period, Mr Tayyab has maintained a constructive and
responsible approach, proactively seeking professional guidance and engaging
in meaningful discussions regarding professional ethics and responsibilities. |
can confirm that he has consulted with me on such matters, and | have
observed that he has taken these discussions seriously and reflected carefully

upon them.

Throughout the time | have known him, | have consistently found Mr Tayyab to
be hardworking, honest, courteous, and respectful. He has always conducted
himself professionally and with integrity in both his personal and professional
dealings. In all interactions, he demonstrates professionalism, reliability, and a

strong sense of moral character.

In my opinion, his honesty and conduct are grounded in a sincere sense of personal
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accountability, which is reflected in his transparent and dependable approach

towards others.”

Against this evidence, the Committee weighed the CIOT findings, including

dishonesty. It found Mr Tayyab’s overall conduct to be of a very serious nature.

The Committee went on to consider whether any mitigating or aggravating

factors featured in this case.

An issue of particular relevance to the Committee’s deliberations was that Mr
Tayyab maintains his denial of the allegation of collusion in the exam. It must

follow that he does not accept that, when taking the exam, he acted dishonestly.
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In normal circumstances, this may suggest that Mr Tayyab lacks insight which

the Guidance describes as an example of an aggravating factor.

However, the Committee had been referred to the decision of Sayer v General
Osteopathic Council [2021] EWHC 370 (Admin), and, in particular, the
guidance to be found at paragraph 25 of the judgment. Whilst the Committee
had considered the entirety of the paragraph, it noted that the judgment
emphasised that a denial of misconduct is not a reason to increase sanction

and it was wrong to equate maintenance of innocence with lack of insight.

Having read Mr Tayyab’s statement, and having listened to him give evidence,
the Committee was satisfied that he fully understands the gravity of the conduct
which the Appeal Tribunal had found proved. He had also reflected on his
conduct during the exam. At paragraph 58 of his statement, Mr Tayyab states

the following:

“More importantly, | have reflected deeply on the nature and consequences of the

42.

incident and fully appreciate now how what may initially appear to be a minor
or isolated lapse in judgment can have serious and far-reaching consequences
on one's professional standing, reputation, and career. | now understand that
even though I did not collude, my conduct was uncharacteristically dependent
on shared preparation allowed under Covid-19 arrangements for online, open
book exams, and by being present on somebody else's premises | was open to
risks against my immaculate professional conduct. | also recognise how such
conduct can undermine the trust placed in the profession by the public,

regulators, and fellow professionals.”

In the course of his oral evidence, Mr Tayyab accepted that he made a “heavy
mistake” on understanding an open book exam. He had spoken to his tutors
and asked them about what was permitted in the course of such an exam and
whether he could use his notes and he was told that he could. On looking back,
he regretted that he had not arranged to take the exam in a separate place that
was invigilated and not unsupervised. He had also looked at particular topics
which he and Person A had prepared together. He accepted that he should not
have done so, saying, “this should have been your independent work though it
was legal but | would take this work as not really your work because it is not
completely your work. You are relying on your other partner also. Though you

are not colluding during the exam but you are taking advantage of his work
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which he has done that you should not take advantage of and | should have
taken the steps | used to take when there were in person exams and | have

learned a big big lesson and | have never done this in the past or since then.”

On the basis of the written and oral evidence provided by Mr Tayyab, the
Committee was satisfied that he had reflected extensively and had insight into
the gravity of the misconduct and the seriousness of the finding of dishonesty.
This was particularly in the context of his understanding of the importance of

the reputation of the profession and the protection of the public.

In reaching its conclusions based on his evidence, the Committee was also
satisfied that, based on his insight, the risk of a repetition of such behaviour

was extremely low.

The Committee had not been informed of any previous or subsequent findings
against Mr Tayyab, nor had there been any regulatory matters brought to
ACCA’s attention regarding Mr Tayyab’s firm or his work as an accountant.
Indeed, based on its findings as summarised above, the Committee was
satisfied that there was considerable evidence to show that Mr Tayyab was

adhering to good practice.

Mr Tayyab had also cooperated with ACCA during the course of the
investigation, had, albeit belatedly, admitted the allegation, and had attended

the hearing and given evidence.

Finally, the Committee considered that the conduct that occurred at the exam
in November 2021 was isolated and there was no evidence that such conduct

had caused actual harm or had led to an adverse impact.

On the basis of its findings, the Committee concluded that neither an
admonishment nor a reprimand would represent a sufficient and proportionate
outcome. Neither sanction would adequately reflect the seriousness of the

Committee's findings.

The Committee then considered whether a severe reprimand would be an
appropriate sanction. Having reflected on the criteria suggested in the
Guidance, the Committee determined that a severe reprimand would be a

sufficient and proportionate sanction. The Guidance suggested that such a



50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

sanction may be appropriate when there was no ongoing risk to the public and
evidence of an individual’'s understanding and appreciation of the conduct
found proved. In the Committee’s judgement, having heard from Mr Tayyab, it
was satisfied that he does appreciate the seriousness of the conduct which led
to the allegation. Furthermore, the Committee noted that most of the factors

listed in C4 of the Guidance applied in this case.

However, the Committee was mindful of the fact that Mr Tayyab had been found
to be dishonest and that he had cheated in a CIOT exam. It had taken careful
note of the advice to be found at sections E1 and E2 of the Guidance. It did not
underestimate the importance of the public’s entitlement to expect a high
degree of probity from a professional such as Mr Tayyab who has taken an
undertaking to abide by a Code of Ethics. It also bore in mind that the reputation
of ACCA and the accountancy profession is built on the public being able to
rely on a member such as Mr Tayyab doing the right thing even in difficult

circumstances.

The Committee understood that, in normal circumstances, a finding of
dishonesty would lead to a sanction of exclusion. However, it recognised that
there were a small number of cases where, due to the nature and extent of the
evidence presented in mitigation, it was neither necessary nor proportionate to

impose an order of exclusion.

The Committee had taken a step back and had weighed all the evidence it had
read and heard, together with the conclusions it had reached based on such
evidence as outlined above. Having done so, the Committee determined that
the mitigating circumstances presented to it were such that it could be
described as an exceptional case which justified a departure from the normal

outcome.

For these reasons, the Committee ordered that the sanction to be imposed on
Mr Tayyab was a severe reprimand. It considered such a sanction to be
appropriate, proportionate and sufficient.

COSTS AND REASONS

ACCA had provided the Committee with a simple costs schedule (pages1 to 4)

and a detailed costs schedule (pages 1 to 3) relating to ACCA's claim for costs.
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Mr Tayyab had submitted a Financial evidence bundle containing a Statement

of Financial Position and supporting documents (pages 1 to 85).

The Committee concluded that ACCA was entitled to be awarded costs against
Mr Tayyab, the allegation having been found proved. The amount of costs for
which ACCA applied was £10,235.

It was submitted by Mr Corrie on behalf of Mr Tayyab that he should not be
responsible for the costs of the adjourned hearing on 4 March 2026. ACCA had
failed to respond to Mr Tayyab’s email of 26 January 2026 in which he indicated
the dates on which he would not be able to attend a hearing with Mr Corrie but
ACCA had not responded to that email. It was suggested that this amounted to
£3,330, to reflect the preparation and hearing time for the Case Presenter and

Hearings Officer and the Hearing Costs.

However, Ms La Roche maintained that the responsibility for the adjournment
lay with Mr Tayyab as he had not responded to the Notice of Proceedings dated
4 February 2026, which had been sent to his registered address, and so the

application to adjourn was left until the last minute.

Having listened to their submissions and having considered the Committee’s
decision of 4 March 2026, the Committee decided that both parties were at fault
and that it would therefore reduce ACCA’s claim by an amount equivalent to

half of the costs incurred in relation to the hearing on 4 March 2026 i.e. £1,665.

The Committee then turned to consider Mr Tayyab’s ability to pay an award of
costs. It had been provided with a completed Statement of Financial Position
together with a substantial number of documents to verify the figures contained

in the Statement.

The Committee was satisfied that, on the basis of the documentary evidence,
Mr Tayyab’s financial resources are very limited. Mr Tayyab confirmed that he
was married with three young children and the Committee noted that he was
reliant on Universal Credit and Child Benefit, the total of which exceeded the

income he is receiving from his work as an accountant.

The Committee also noted that the total monthly income from all sources was

only slightly in excess of Mr Tayyab’s monthly outgoings.
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In all the circumstances, and in exercising its discretion, the Committee
considered that Mr Tayyab was not able to meet a substantive award of costs
against him and that it was reasonable and proportionate to award costs to
ACCA in the reduced sum of £500.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER

This order shall take effect at the expiry of the period allowed for an appeal in

accordance with the Appeal Regulations.

Dr Helen Goulding
Chair
10 June 2026



