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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. The Committee confirmed that it was not aware of any conflicts of interest in 

relation to the case. 

 

2. In accordance with Regulation 11(1)(a) of the Chartered Certified Accountants’ 

Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 2014 (“the Regulations”), the hearing 

was conducted in public. 

 

3. The hearing was conducted remotely through Microsoft Teams.  

 

4. ACCA was represented by Ms Michelle Terry, Counsel. Mr Tippett was in 

attendance. 

 

Schedule of Allegations 

 

Mr Robert Tippett being a Fellow of ACCA: 

 

1. From 26 June 2017, contrary to paragraph 5 of “Section B2 – Anti Money 

Laundering”, of ACCA’s Code of Ethics and Conduct, failed on behalf of 

Firm A, to comply with the Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and 

Transfer of Funds (Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 (“MLRs 

2017”), namely one or more of: 

 

a. Regulation 18 (Risk assessment by relevant persons) to about 

March 2019; and/or: 

 

b. Regulation 24 (Training) to about July 2024. 

 

2. On 3 November 2025, in the course of an ACCA investigation into his 

conduct, Mr Tippett submitted or caused to be submitted to ACCA an 

AML Policy and Procedures document (“the P&P’s Document”) that 

wrongly stated it was “created/updated March 2019”. 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

3. Mr Tippett’s conduct referred to in Allegation 2 above was: 

 

a. Dishonest in that he knew that the P&P’s Document had been 

backdated to look like it had been created/updated in March 2019; 

and/or: 

 

b. Dishonest in that he knew that the P&P’s Document had not been 

in place at Firm A since March 2019 in that format, yet sought to 

represent that it had been; or in the alternative: 

 

c. Such conduct demonstrates a failure to act with integrity; or: 

 

d. In the further alternative, Mr Tippett had reckless disregard as to 

whether the date of March 2019 recorded on the P&P’s Document 

was accurate, yet nonetheless provided it to ACCA. 

 

4. By reason of any or all of his above conduct, Mr Tippett is: 

 

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

or all of the matters in Allegations 1 to 3 above; or in the alternative: 

 

b. Liable to disciplinary action pursuant to Bye-law 8(a)(iii) in respect 

of Allegation 1 above. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

5. Mr Tippett became a member of ACCA on 15 February 2002 and a fellow on 15 

February 2007. He is a Principal and Money Laundering Reporting Officer ("MLRO") 

of his Firm.  Mr Tippett also holds a Practising Certificate (“PC”) with ACCA. 

 

6. As a holder of a PC with ACCA, there is a mandatory requirement for his Firm 

to be monitored by ACCA to assess compliance with the MLRs 2017. The MLRs 

2017 came into force on 26 June 2017 and apply to anyone providing 

accountancy services to other persons by way of business in the UK. 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

7. ACCA supervised firms are required to monitor and manage their own 

compliance with the MLRs 2017 and make sure they are always familiar with 

the requirements of the MLRs 2017 to ensure continuing compliance. The MLRs 

2017 require firms to have in place anti-money laundering systems and controls 

that meet the requirements of the UK anti-money laundering regime. 

 

8. The Anti-Money Laundering Guidance for the Accountancy Sector (“AMLGAS”), 

which was first issued in March 2018, covers the prevention of money 

laundering and the countering of terrorist financing. Anyone who provides audit, 

accountancy, tax advisory, insolvency, or trust and company services in the 

United Kingdom should be familiar with the guidance. It has been approved and 

adopted by the UK accountancy AML supervisory bodies, which includes ACCA. 

On 28 October 2021 Mr Tippett submitted answers to the Risk Assessment 

Questionnaire 2021 ("RAQ") on behalf of his Firm, in particular: 

 

a. In answer to the question “Have you, the MLRO, conducted a firm-wide 

risk assessment for the firm and is it documented?”, Mr Tippett advised 

“Yes – I have conducted it once" ; and 

 

b. In answer to the question “Does the firm have documented AML Policies 

and Procedures in place?”, Mr Tippett advised “Yes – I have conducted it 

once”. 

 

9. The RAQ 2021 contained a declaration which stated: 

 

“On behalf of my firm, I confirm that the information submitted in this form is true, 

accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief after making all 

reasonable enquiries. If applicable, the individuals submitted for approval as 

BOOMs in this form are fit and proper, and have not been convicted of a relevant 

offence (as set out in Schedule 3 of the MLRs). I understand that a false 

declaration on this form may lead to disciplinary action being taken against me 

and/or my firm.”  

 

10. Mr Tippett ticked the box, which indicated he acknowledged and confirmed his 

agreement to the declaration. 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

11. On 30 November 2023, Mr Tippett submitted answers to the RAQ 2023 on 

behalf of his Firm, in particular: 

 

1. In answer to question “Have you, the MLRO, conducted a firm-wide risk 

assessment for the firm and is it documented?”, Mr Tippett advised “Yes – 

I have conducted it once” ; and 

 

2. In answer to question “Does the firm have documented AML Policies and 

Procedures in place?”, Mr Tippett advised “Yes – I have conducted it 

once”. 

 

12. The RAQ 2023 contained a declaration which stated: 

 

“On behalf of my firm, I confirm that the information submitted in this form is true, 

accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief after making all 

reasonable enquiries. 

 

If applicable, the individuals submitted for approval as BOOMs in this form are 

fit and proper, and have not been convicted of a relevant offence (as set out in 

Schedule 3 of the MLRs). 

 

I understand that a false declaration on this form may lead to disciplinary action 

being taken against me and/or my firm.”  

 

13. Mr Tippett ticked the box, which indicated he acknowledged and confirmed his 

agreement to the declaration. 

 

14. In July 2025, ACCA informed Mr Tippett that his Firm has been selected for an 

AML Review, and he was asked to complete a form. On 23 July 2025, Mr Tippett 

submitted the AML Compliance Review (“AML Compliance Review”) on behalf 

of his Firm to ACCA, in which he uploaded his Firm’s FWRA dated July 2025 

and P&P’s dated July 2025. Mr Tippett also provided the following response in 

the AML Compliance Review: 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

a. In answer to question “Please confirm that you have formally completed 

and documented a firm-wide risk assessment (FWRA)”, Mr Tippett 

advised “Yes”  

 

b. In answer to question “Is this your firm's first and only documented firm-

wide risk assessment?”, Mr Tippett advised “Yes” . 

 

c. In answer to question “Please confirm that you have an AML policy and 

procedures (P&P) document in place”, Mr Tippett advised “Yes” . 

 

d. In answer to question “Is this your firm's first and only documented AML 

policy and procedures?”, Mr Tippett advised “Yes” . 

  

15. Mr Tippett completed the declaration on the AML Compliance Review that the 

information supplied was true and accurate. 

  

16. On 20 August 2025 ACCA wrote to Mr Tippett sending him a copy of the 

investigation report and he was notified on the 15 October 2025 that a complaint 

had been forwarded to the Investigations Department and questions were put 

forward for his consideration, to which he responded on 23 October 2025. 

  

17. The key responses are: 

 

Regulation 18 

 

a. In response to “Do you accept that the FWRA provided to ACCA and 

dated 1 July 2025 was the first such document prepared in relation to your 

firm as confirmed in the AML Compliance Review Assessment Form 

submitted 23 July 2025?” Mr Tippett responded “I can confirm that the 

FWRA provided was the first one prepared in the current format. I am 

aware of the need to do the assessment since 2017. As a small 

management team we had discussed and considered our risks, but not 

structured the assessment in a formal way. As a small practice we don’t 

have may clients in high-risk sectors, and the ones that are get discussed 

at the start of each job irrespective of client size. Our property companies 

are well established and cash based businesses are always reviewed 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

analytically to confirm appropriateness of income”. 

 

b. In response to “Do you accept that an appropriate firm FWRA has not 

been undertaken and recorded in writing prior to July 2025?”, Mr Tippett 

stated “As above the previous FWRA was not in the same format that we 

have now adopted.” 

  

Regulation 19 

 

c. In response to “Do you accept that the AML Policy and Procedures 

Document provided to the AML Team dated 1 July 2025 was the first such 

document prepared in relation to your firm as confirmed in the AML 

Compliance Review Assessment Form submitted to ACCA on 23 July 

2025 in answer to the question “Is this your firm's first and only 

documented AML policy and procedures?’ you answered ‘Yes’?”, Mr 

Tippett stated “This was the first one prepared in the current format. I do 

have an earlier manual form which I can provide a copy of if required?” 

 

Regulation 24 

 

d. In response to “Do you accept that in response to ‘Have you, the MLRO, 

undertaken any formal AML training and provided formal AML training to all 

relevant employees’, you responded, ‘No formal training undertaken by 

MLRO or relevant employees’,” Mr Tippett stated “No training had been 

provided in the previous 12 months in the format I wanted it to be delivered 

in. There are informal discussions between me and staff, and associated 

training carried out as part of my CPD for audit always covers elements of 

AML, but I did not badge it specifically as AML training.” 

 

e. In addition, Mr Tippett stated “In house training was provided to all staff 

on Monday the 15th September by (redacted), attached the attendance 

certificates provided by (redacted). This training was originally planned for 

summer 2024, however due to issues with (redacted) being unavailable it 

had to be delayed." 

 

18. On 24 October 2025, further clarifications and documentation were sought from 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Mr Tippett, to which he responded on 3 November 2025 

 

a. Mr Tippett provided a scanned copy of the Firm’s earlier P&Ps, which 

were undated but referred to the 2007 AML Regulations, 2017 AML 

Regulations and P&Ps Documentation which was allegedly 

created/updated March 2019. 

 

 

b. Mr Tippett provided a scanned copy of the Firm’s earlier FWRA, which 

was dated March 2019. 

 

c. In response to the question “Please confirm the dates and times that you 

held your informal training session and please can you provide evidence of 

these meetings (such as diary invites or documentation of training notes)”, 

Mr Tippet responded “the FWRA was discussed with staff members in 

March 2019, together with a broader chat regarding the potential risks of 

ML we are exposed to”. 

 

d. In response to the question “Please confirm the attendees of the informal 

training sessions” Mr Tippett responded “I do not have a specific list, it will 

just have been the staff who were in on that day.”  

 

e. In response to the question “please can you provide evidence of these 

meetings (such as diary invites or documentation of training notes)” Mr 

Tippett responded “again, I have no record apart from the note on the 

FWRA. I do not have any digital staff records from 2019.” 

 

19. On 4 November 2025, ACCA wrote to Mr Tippett for further evidence, 

specifically asking for the electronic copy of the FWRA and the P&Ps dated 

2019. 

 

20. On 11 November 2025, Mr Tippett responded to ACCA stating “Unfortunately, 

not. I only have the paper copies on file. We have only really embraced 

electronic document storage and working papers etc. post COVID restrictions 

of 2020/21.” 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

21. On 12 November 2025, the Senior Investigations Officer emailed the AML 

Compliance Officer with copies of the FWRA and P&Ps document dated March 

2019 to query whether the documents were compliant with the AML 

Regulations. 

 

22. On 19 November 2025, the AML Compliance Officer responded, stating, 

amongst other things, that the P&Ps (incorrectly referred to as FWRA as later 

confirmed by the Compliance Officer) document dated March 2019 appeared to 

be ACCA’s template which was issued in February 2020. 

 

23. On 21 November 2025, ACCA’s Senior Investigations Officer emailed Mr 

Tippett requesting further clarifications and requested a response by 5 

December 2025. The Senior Investigations Officer included a copy of ACCA’s 

Template P&Ps issued in February 2020. 

 

24. On 1 December 2025, Mr Tippett responded as follows: 

 

a. In response to “With regard to your earlier versions of the Policies and 

Procedures documents and Firm Wide Risk Assessment, please can you 

confirm why these were not provided to the Anti-Money Laundering 

(“AML”) Team in the first instance?” Mr Tippett states “As the most recent 

return was submitted on the last day, due to ongoing client work 

commitments, and office refurbishment, I was not in a position to easily 

locate the earlier paper based documentation and I did not see it as a 

major issue as I was changing to the most recent format and updating my 

procedures. I unfortunately did not consider the significance of my 

answers regarding earlier compliance.” 

 

b. In response to “In the AML Review Assessment, please can you explain 

why you answered the question “Is this your firm's first and only 

documented firm-wide risk assessment?” with “Yes”, when you knew that 

you had another firm-wide risk assessment, albeit in a different format”, 

Mr Tippett states “I was under time pressure to complete the declaration, 

and I did not consider the context of the question correctly. As confirmed 

in my email of the 23 October, I took the view that as this was my first 

assessment under this current format. I now appreciate I should have 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

answered the question differently, sorry.” 

 

c. In response to “In the AML Review Assessment, please can you explain 

why you answered the question “Is this your firm's first and only 

documented AML policy and procedures?” with “Yes” when you knew that 

you had other AML Policy and Procedures documents, albeit in a different 

format.” Mr Tippett states “As per above”. 

 

d. In response to “I have enclosed ACCA’s Guidance Policies and 

Procedures document which was issued in February 2020. It appears you 

have used this template for your AML Policies and Procedures document 

Version 1.0, which is noted as being created/updated March 2019. Please 

can you explain why your document is dated March 2019 when this 

template wasn’t issued until February 2020?” Mr Tippet states “As you will 

appreciate this is now over 5 years ago, and I am unable to provide a 

specific explanation. I appreciate that my answer to question4 is not 

helpful, however, I prefer not to speculate on my actions when in truth I 

cannot remember”.  

 

 ACCA’S SUBMISSIONS 

 

25. At the outset of the hearing Ms Terry on behalf of ACCA submitted that  

Allegations 1 and 2 were capable of proof by reference to the documents in the 

bundle and Mr Tippett's admissions.   

 

26. Ms Terry submitted that the dating of the document  should not be considered 

by the Committee to be an oversight by Mr Tippett because he was aware of 

the full implications of his non-compliance. She went on to submit that 

considering Mr Tippett's conduct together it fell far short of what was required 

of a professional accountant of his experience and he had mis-dated the P&Ps 

document to cover up his failings. She further submitted that Mr Tippett knew 

when he submitted the document that it was a false document and such conduct 

would be considered by ordinary members of the public to be dishonest.  

 

27. Ms Terry made submissions in respect of Allegation 4a, Misconduct and 

referred the Committee to the case of Roylance and stated that misconduct was 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

a matter of professional judgment for the Committee.   

 

MEMBER’S RESPONSE 

 

28. Mr Tippett provided a 'defence document' dated 5 May 2026 in which he 

admitted he had a 'reckless disregard as to whether the date in the P&Ps 

Document was accurate, yet nonetheless provided it to ACCA'.  He went on to 

state that he had a policy in place when the regulations were updated in 2017.  

He relied upon a discussion he had with his consultant and produced a 

supporting letter  and stated that they  had provided a template, based on the 

ACCA system, which he had put on file.     

 

29. Mr Tippett went on to state that because of time pressure the original 

questionnaire did not provide a true reflection of what the procedures were at 

his firm.  He stated that he may have made an error in dating and it was an 

honest error and not a deliberate act.  He asserted that he had not knowingly 

backdated the P&P document.  He accepted that the form downloaded was the 

ACCA 2020 template but submitted that he had not been a dishonest person. 

 

30. Mr Tippett gave evidence and was cross examined by Ms Terry. Mr Tippett 

stated that he had qualified in 2002 and taken over the firm in October 2007.  

He stated that he wouldn’t take a client who he 'felt was not genuine' and it was 

put to him that a feeling was not sufficient to meet the AML test.  In response to 

questions from Ms Terry he accepted that his documentation was not 'up to it'.   

 

31. In response to further questions Mr Tippett denied he was aware of what he 

was doing in submitting the P&P document and stated it was a genuine error.  

He also stated that he had not benefited from the error and that ACCA would 

know that the document submitted was wrong. He also stated he was 'tick box 

happy' and would never knowingly provide a document with a date which was 

wrong. 

 

32. Mr Tippett was asked questions by the Committee.  He accepted that there was 

no formal targeted training of staff until the summer of 2025 and in 2017 there 

was no formal training in place.  He stated that all the staff  had their CPD 

training done separately and elements of AML were covered by 'on the job 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

training'.  He went on to explain that his consultant provided 2.5 hours of AML 

training in December 2025 and another was due in December 2026.  He 

accepted that he had not complied formally with the AML requirements and the 

firm did not audit CPD training but that it was 'up to the staff member depending 

on their individual role.'  Mr Tippett also stated that the AML was set up properly 

and he was working with the consultant.  

 

 DECISION ON FACTS/ALLEGATION(S) AND REASONS 

  

33. The Committee considered the oral and written submissions carefully, reviewed 

the exhibits, took account of the written submissions of ACCA and the defence 

statement filed by Mr Tippett and his oral submissions and evidence. The 

Committee received advice from the Legal Adviser, which it accepted. 

 

 Allegation 1a  

 

34. The Committee found Allegation 1a proved. 

 

35. The Committee noted as the Principal and MLRO of his Firm, Mr Tippett had 

personal responsibility to ensure that compliant systems and procedures and 

training were put in place.  It noted that it was admitted by Mr Tippett that he 

only had informal systems in place and that he saw 95% of the clients and did 

the checks and if he 'didn’t like them' they were not taken on as clients.  The 

Committee noted his cavalier attitude towards AML compliance and the lack of 

any proper risk assessment by himself or other members of staff.  The 

Committee determined that the AML process put in place by Mr Tippett at the 

firm was entirely informal and was not in compliance with the Regulations.   The 

Committee therefore found Allegation 1a proved. 

   

 Allegation 1b 

 

36. The Committee found Allegation 1b proved. 

 

37. The Committee noted that there was an entirely informal approach to training 

and that there was evidence that AML training was left to members of staff to 

decide for themselves what was appropriate, or self-identified in their appraisal.  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

The Committee noted that there were no records to show what training had 

been put in place and that even when the ACCA investigation had commenced 

Mr Tippett waited another 14 months before training was put in place. The 

Committee determined the staff training, which it considered fell far short of what 

was required, was not compliant with the AML regulations. 

 

 Allegation 2 

 

38. The Committee found Allegation 2 proved on Mr Tippett's admission. 

  

 Allegation 3a 

 

39. The Committee first considered whether Mr Tippett knew the P&P document 

was backdated.  The Committee noted their finding at Allegation 1a above that 

Mr Tippett had a cavalier attitude towards his firm's AML compliance. It 

accepted he had downloaded the ACCA document, and the March 2019 date 

had been typed in, and he had signed the P&P document.  Having carefully 

considered the evidence in the hearing bundle and Mr Tippett's written and oral 

evidence the Committee concluded that it was more likely that the date entered 

was done inadvertently and carelessly rather than dishonestly.   

 

40. The Committee determined that this was a shocking and cavalier attitude to 

completion of ACCA declarations, but it was not knowingly intended by Mr 

Tippett to cover up his previous non-compliance with AML Regulations.  It 

therefore found Allegation 3a not proved. 

 

 Allegation 3b 

 

41. The Committee in reaching its decision considered whether Mr Tippett knew 

that the document had not been in place at Firm A since March 2019 and sought 

to represent it had.  The Committee considered that the same lack of knowledge 

and carelessness applied to this allegation as allegation 3a and therefore found 

Allegation 3b not proved. 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 Allegation 3c 

 

42. The Committee found that Mr Tippett had not complied with AML regulations for 

nearly 10 years and this was in the Committee’s view a very serious breach of 

the fundamental role and obligation of an accountant. In the Committee's view 

the conduct as found at Allegations 1a, b and 2 showed a serious lack of 

integrity on behalf of Mr Tippett.  He had submitted a wrongly dated document 

to ACCA as part of its role of supervising AML practices at his firm without 

checking it and that was indicative of his altitudinal problem with compliance 

with the requirements of his regulator and his legal obligations. 

 

43. In addition, the Committee therefore found there was a fundamental failure by 

Mr Tippett to comply with professional standards both as to carrying out training 

of staff and risk assessments, and completion of AML P&P documentation. It 

therefore found Allegation 3c proved. 

 

 Allegation 3d 

 

44. As set out above, Allegation 3d was proved by admission. It is noted that this 

was put by ACCA as an alternative to Allegation 3c, which was  found proved. 

 

MISCONDUCT AND LIABILITY TO DISCIPLINARY ACTION 

 

 Allegation 4a 

 

45. The Committee noted its findings above at 1a, b, 2 and 3c.  The Committee 

considered the seriousness of the allegations found proved and admitted. It 

determined that the breaches found proved were serious failures and not minor 

or technical breaches.  

 

46. The Committee considered that the conduct of Mr Tippett concerned  

widespread and lengthy breaches of his AML obligations and would be 

considered by other professionals to be deplorable falling far short of what was 

to be expected of a member of the profession.  Mr Tippett had failed to 

familiarise himself with the law and had a casual attitude to a high-risk activity 

and the risk of potential harm to the public was high. He had management 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

responsibility for the firm, its members and their training.  In addition, the firm 

was at risk because poor and/or inadequate systems and procedures being put 

in place.  Mr Tippett was solely responsible as the principle and owner of the 

firm and had personal responsibility to ensure compliance with AML regulations. 

 

47. The Committee therefore found Allegation 4a proved. 

 

48. Having determined that Allegation 4a was  proved it did not go on to determine 

Allegation 4b, being put in the alternative to 4a. 

  

SANCTION AND REASONS 

 

49. 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, and the principle of proportionality. It had also listened to the 

submissions of Ms Terry and noted Mr Tippett's oral submissions on sanction 

and the legal advice from the Legal Adviser, which it accepted. 

50. The Committee was informed by Ms Terry of a previous disciplinary finding in 

2014 where there was a finding of misconduct.  Mr Tippett had failed to comply 

with an Admissions and Licencing Committee's direction and the Disciplinary 

Committee imposed a sanction of a severe reprimand.  

 

51. 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. 

 

52. The Committee first considered the seriousness of the conduct of Mr Tippett.  It 

considered that the conduct was very serious and undermined the reputation of 

the profession. 

 

53. The Committee considered whether any mitigating or aggravating factors 

featured in this case.   

 

54. In mitigation the Committee also took into consideration the fact that Mr Tippett 

had responded in full to the requests for information from ACCA regarding the 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

investigation. He had fully cooperated and made early admissions in relation to 

Allegation 2 and had admitted Allegation 3d at the beginning of the hearing. 

 

55. As for aggravating factors, the Committee found Mr Tippett had failed throughout 

to show an appropriate level of insight, particularly with regard to his and the 

firm's responsibilities to comply with the law and AML regulations. 

 

56. The aggravating factors also included: 

 

• A serious departure from standards. 

• Failure to comply with professional standards over several years. 

• Lack of due diligence. 

• Failed to take basic steps to protect members of the public. 

• Placing his firm and staff at risk 

• A previous disciplinary finding.  

    

57. The Committee considered the available sanctions in increasing order of 

severity having decided that it was not appropriate to conclude the case with no 

further action. 

 

58. On the basis of its findings, the Committee concluded that an admonishment 

would not represent a sufficient and proportionate outcome. Such a sanction 

would not adequately reflect the seriousness of the Committee's findings. 

 

59. The Committee then considered whether a reprimand would be an appropriate 

sanction. On balance, and reflecting on the criteria suggested in the Guidance, 

the Committee concluded a reprimand would not represent a sufficient and 

proportionate outcome given the seriousness of the misconduct, the lack of 

insight and the negative impact on the reputation of the profession.   

 

60. The Committee considered a severe reprimand. It took into account Mr Tippett's 

limited admissions and assessed the risk of repetition, given his cavalier attitude 

towards compliance, as high.  In particular the Committee took account of the 

assurances received about the governance processes still to be put in place at 

Mr Tippett's firm, which the Committee considered to fall far short of what was 

required.  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

61. The Committee considered that there was a continuing risk to the public and 

there was no evidence provided by Mr Tippett on which it was able to assess 

his insight into the risk to the public of a failure to comply with the AML 

Regulations.  The Committee also concluded that Mr Tippett fundamentally 

failed to grasp the impact of the risks to his staff and the public of his failure to 

have put in place a robust AML system at the firm. 

 

62. The Committee concluded that given the serious breaches which occurred over 

a prolonged period and the impact on public confidence in the profession, it 

determined that a severe reprimand was insufficient to protect the public.   

 

63. The Committee found that Mr Tippett had an apparent lack of concern how his 

failure as MLRO to embed a risk assessment process and the training of all  

staff for many years impacted on the staff at his firm, which included members 

who were still in training.  

 

64. In reaching its decision that exclusion from Membership was the appropriate 

and proportionate sanction. The Committee took account of the damaging 

impact on public confidence in the profession, Mr Tippett's persistent lack of 

insight, the impact on staff at the firm and the serious risk to the public. 

 

65. The Committee determined that Mr Tippett be excluded from membership of the 

ACCA. 

 

COSTS AND REASONS 

  

66. The Committee had been provided with a detailed costs schedule relating to 

ACCA's claim for costs. 

 

67. The Committee concluded that ACCA was entitled to be awarded costs against 

Mr Tippett, given the majority of allegations had been found proved against him. 

The amount of costs for which ACCA applied was £8,013.50. The Committee 

did not consider that the claim was unreasonable as the hearing had taken the 

time estimated. 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

68. Mr Tippett had provided ACCA with documentary evidence of his means during 

the hearing, which indicated that he had the means to pay ACCA's reasonable 

costs. 

 

69. In all the circumstances, and in exercising its discretion, the Committee 

considered that it was reasonable and proportionate to award costs to ACCA in 

the sum of £8,013.50. 

 

ORDER 

 

70. The Committee made the following order: 

 

a. Mr Tippett be excluded from membership. 

 

b. Mr Tippett shall make a contribution to ACCA's costs in the sum of 

£8,013.50. 

 
Ms Colette Lang, 
Chair 
18 June 2026 


