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INTRODUCTION

1. ACCA was represented by Ms Terry. Mr Nurujjaman did not attend and was not

represented. The Committee had before it a Bundle of papers, numbered pages

1 — 126, an Additionals Bundle numbered pages 1-13 and a Service Bundle

numbered pages 1-16.



SERVICE

Having considered the Service Bundle, the Committee was satisfied that notice
of the hearing was served on Mr Nurujjaman in accordance with the Complaints
and Disciplinary Regulations 2014 (“CDR”).

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE

The Committee noted the submissions of Ms Terry and accepted the advice of

the Legal Adviser.

The Committee reminded itself that the discretion to proceed in absence must
be exercised with the utmost care and caution. The Committee noted that
following the service of the Notice of Hearing on 27 April 2026, the Hearings
Officer then telephoned Mr Nurujjaman on 15 May 2026. Mr Nurujjaman stated
that [PRIVATE].

“l intend to attend tomorrow's hearing and will do my upmost to be present.
[PRIVATE] | ask for the panels understanding and request that my case be
handled with care and compassion. | remain fully committed to cooperating with
ACCA.”

The Committee noted that in his completed Case Management Form Mr
Nurujjaman indicated that he would not be attending the hearing and would not

be represented and was content for the matter to proceed in his absence.

The Committee was mindful of the observations of Sir Brian Leveson in Adeogba
v. General Medical Council [2016] EWCA Civ 162 as to the burden on all
professionals subject to a regulatory regime to engage with the regulator both in
relation to the investigation and the ultimate resolution of allegations made
against them. The Committee specifically considered the issue of fairness to Mr
Nurujjaman of proceeding in his absence, but also fairness to ACCA and the
wider public interest in the expeditious discharge of the Committee’s function. In
all the circumstances it was satisfied that Mr Nurujjaman had voluntarily waived

his right to attend the hearing.

The Committee was satisfied that the medical information before it did not
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establish that Mr Nurujjaman was not able to participate in the hearing on health
grounds. There was a public interest in proceeding and Mr Nurujjaman has not
requested an adjournment. In any event the Committee was satisfied that an
adjournment would be unlikely to secure his attendance and he has been given
every opportunity to engage and participate in the proceedings and has decided
not to do so. Accordingly, in all the circumstances the Committee was satisfied

that it was in the public interest to proceed in the absence of Mr Nurujjaman.

APPLICATION FOR THE HEARING TO BE HEARD IN PRIVATE

In his Case Management Form Mr Nurujjaman requested that the entire hearing
be held in private. [PRIVATE]

Ms Terry for ACCA opposed the application. She stated that the Committee
could move into private should health or personal issues necessitate this but the

entire hearing did not need to be private.

The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. The Committee
determined that there was no basis for this case to be held entirely in private
other than for matters concerning details of Mr Nurujjaman’s health. If health
matters or other personal circumstances arise the Committee can move into

private and produce an appropriate redacted decision.

ALLEGATIONS

1. Mr Abul Hyat Md Nurujjaman, an ACCA Member failed to co-operate with
the investigation of a complaint in that he failed to respond sufficiently to
any or all of ACCA'’s correspondence in Schedule 1, contrary to Regulation

3(1) of the Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 2014.

Schedule 1
Date Page Number(s)
03/10/2025 45-49
12/11/2025 83-84
17/11/2025 89
20/11/2025 94-95
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2. By reason of the conduct set out in Allegation 1, Mr Abul Hyat Md

Nurujjaman is:

a)  Guilty of misconduct pursuant to Bye-law 8(a)(i); or in the alternative;

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

BACKGROUND

Mr Nurujjaman became a registered student in July 2007 and an ACCA member
on 25 January 2024.

On 20 February 2025, ACCA received a complaint from Person A accusing Mr
Nurujjaman in relation to ‘the fraudulent claim of an ACCA PER (Practical

Experience Requirement)”. The Complaint form alleged:

“Abul is personally acquainted with [REDACTED] so he requested ([them]) to
respond to ACCA with a fraudulent email that he worked for  REDACTED]as a

full-time employee and complied with PER requirement”.

On 3 October 2025, ACCA wrote to Mr Nurujjaman and requested evidence of
his employment at [Comapny A]. In his response, dated 15 October 2025, Mr
Nurujjaman alleged the complaint had been made against him maliciously. He

stated:

“The complaint against me is part of a broader campaign of harassment, threats,
and malicious activities orchestrated by [Person B], who has been relentlessly

targeting me and my family.

He contended that the police had arrested Person B and that a Stalking
Protection Order (“SPQO”) had been imposed. The actions of Person B  had
severely impacted [PRIVATE]. He requested that the investigation be dropped

and maintained that he was not [REDACTED] able to deal with an investigation.

ACCA informed Mr Nurujjaman that the complaint had been made by Person A

and not Person B. In his email dated 24 October 2025 Mr Nurujjaman suggests
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that the complainant Person A may not be a real person or may be an alias for
Person B or be an agent acting on their behalf. ACCA maintain that there is no
evidence to suggest that there is any link between Person A and Person B.
However, ACCA acknowledged Mr Nurujjaman’s assertion that personal
circumstances have impacted his ability to respond to the investigation and on
12 November 2025 ACCA provided Mr Nurujjaman with a copy of the Health
Regulations and requested that he provide medical evidence about his health
including the exact nature of his medical condition; the prognosis; whether and
how the condition will affect his ability to engage with the investigation and an
indication when if at all he would be well enough to participate. This request was

repeated in a further email dated 17 November 2025.

ACCA contend that Mr. Nurujjaman has not provided ACCA with sufficient
evidence to support his claim that the investigation is impacting his health. Mr.

Nurujjaman did provide a letter from his general practitioner, dated 15 October
2025.

ACCA contended that that evidence does not go far enough to satisfy 4(1)(a) of
the Health Regulations 2014. ACCA relied on its request for information from Mr.
Nurujjaman as to the complaint in its emails of 3 October 2025, 12 November
2025, 17 November 2025 and 20 November 2025.

Mr Nurujjaman’s response of 31 October 2025 indicated that he appreciated “the
seriousness with which ACCA is handling this matter” and provided contact
details for the Police Officer involved with Person B. He acknowledged ACCA's
email of 12 November 2025. ACCA informed him in the email of 17 November
2025 that if he did not provide the medical evidence ACCA'’s investigation into
the complaint would proceed and he was reminded of his duty to cooperate with
the investigation under Complaints and Disciplinary Regulation 3(1). In an email
response of 19 November 2025 Mr Nurujjaman stated that he was "writing to
fully comply with the health regulations and formally request the withdrawal of
this investigation. [PRIVATE]". He stated that his duty to cooperate [PRIVATE].

In its email dated 20 November 2025 ACCA reminded Mr Nurujjaman that its
Health Regulations required [PRIVATE] in ACCA's investigation and requested
that evidence by 27 November 2025. There was no response and Mr

Nurujjaman’s case was referred to an assessor, who found a case for Mr
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Nurujjaman to answer in February 2026. Mr Nurujjaman was granted an
extension for the filing of his Case Management Form owing to [PRIVATE]. Mr

Nurujjaman submitted this form on 31 March 2026.

ACCA’S SUBMISSIONS

Allegation 1 - Failed to cooperate

ACCA submitted that Mr Nurujjaman was under a duty to co-operate under
Complaints and Disciplinary Regulation 3(1) and, therefore, to respond to the
Investigating Officer’s correspondence in which he was asked for an explanation
of the allegations raised against him. ACCA submitted that shows that Mr
Nurujjaman has failed to respond sufficiently to any or all of the correspondence
listed in the schedule with the investigating officer during the investigation

process and was therefore in breach of his duty under Regulation 3 (1).

Allegation 2 — Misconduct/ Liability to disciplinary action

ACCA submitted that Mr Nurujjaman’s failure to cooperate was sufficiently
serious to reach the threshold for misconduct. The alternative was liability to

disciplinary action.

MR NURUJJAMAN’S SUBMISSIONS

In his Case Management Form Mr Nurujjaman denied the allegations of non-

cooperation and stated:

“I respectfully refute any suggestion of non-cooperation. | have proactively
provided all requested documentation including my GP letter, SPO (special
protection order) and police detective officers contact details and have
authorised ACCA to contact my GP and police as appropriate. | maintain that |

am not at fault in this matter.”
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DECISION ON ALLEGATIONS AND REASONS

The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser. The standard of
proof to be applied throughout was the ordinary civil standard of proof, namely

the balance of probabilities.

DECISION ON FACTS

The Committee noted the submissions of Ms Terry for ACCA. It reminded itself
that the burden of proof was on ACCA alone and that Mr Nurujjaman’s

absence added nothing to ACCA’s case.

Allegation 1

Mr Abul Hyat Md Nurujjaman, an ACCA Member failed to co-operate with the
investigation of a complaint in that he failed to respond sufficiently to any or all
of ACCA’s correspondence in Schedule 1, contrary to Regulation 3(1) of the

Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations 2014.

Schedule 1
Date Page Number(s)
03/10/2025 45-49
12/11/2025 83-84
17/11/2025 89
20/11/2025 94-95

The Committee was satisfied Regulation 3(1) imposed a duty upon members to

cooperate fully with ACCA in its consideration and investigation of complaints.

There were detailed, clear and directed questions in ACCA’s email of 3 October
2025. In the Committee’s judgment, Mr Nurujjaman’s responses did not
sufficiently answer the questions asked. The Committee was satisfied that there
is police involvement, but the Committee was not satisfied that this background
is enough to have discharged his duty to co-operate sufficiently. In relation to the

12 and 17 November requests, these are to do with health. He responded to
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both these emails. He answered the questions but does it with his own statement
whereas he had been given clear instructions as to what was needed in terms of
medical evidence. The final request from ACCA was 20 November 2025 and

there is no response to this.

The responses from Mr Nurujjaman were relatively speedy but the Committee
was satisfied that there was a pattern of failure to respond sufficiently. The
responses Mr Nurujjaman provided, in short, did not get to the heart of the

matters. He has responded but not sufficiently.

Having carefully considered the documentary evidence before it, the Committee
was satisfied that each of the occasions in this allegation, ACCA made proper
requests for Mr Nurujjaman's cooperation with its investigation into a serious
complaint. Further, the Committee was satisfied Mr Nurujjaman did not respond
sufficiently to ACCA’s requests. ACCA had provided its Health Regulations to Mr
Nurujjaman. The GP letter submitted by Mr Nurujjaman and his email responses
did not meet the requirements for these regulations. The Committee was not
satisfied on the information before it that there was any medical justification for
not complying with his duty to cooperate. It was satisfied that ACCA had proved
on the balance of probabilities that Mr Nurujjaman breached his duty under
Regulation 3(1). Accordingly, it was satisfied that Allegation 1 was proved in its

entirety.

Allegation 2

2. By reason of the conduct set out in Allegation 1, Mr Abul Hyat Md

Nurujjaman is:

a) Guilty of misconduct pursuant to Bye-law 8(a)(i); or in the alternative;

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

The Committee next asked itself whether failing to cooperate with ACCA, Mr

Nurujjaman was guilty of misconduct.

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

the assistance provided by the case law on misconduct. The Committee was
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satisfied that Mr Nurujjaman’s duty to cooperate with his regulator is a very
important one, both to enable the regulator to properly and fairly discharge its
regulatory function and to uphold public confidence in the regulatory system.
The Committee had regard to the definition of misconduct in Bye-law 8(c) and
the assistance provided by the case law on misconduct. It was satisfied that
Mr Nurujjaman’s actions brought discredit on him, the Association and the
accountancy profession. For these reasons the Committee was satisfied that
Mr Nurujjaman’s failure to cooperate was sufficiently serious to amount to

misconduct.

Given the Committee’s judgment that the failure amounted to misconduct the
Committee did not need to consider the alternative of liability to disciplinary

action.

SANCTIONS AND REASONS

The Committee noted its powers on sanction were those set out in Regulation
13(1). It had regard to ACCA’s Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions and bore
in mind that sanctions are not designed to be punitive and that any sanction
must be proportionate. It took account of Ms Terry’s submissions and the
responses that there had been from Mr Nurujjaman. The Committee accepted

the advice of the Legal Adviser.

The Committee had specific regard to the public interest and the necessity to
declare and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour. Cooperating
with one’s regulator is a central requirement on any professional and vital to
enable the regulator to properly discharge its function. A failure to do so it is

therefore very serious.

The aggravating factors the Committee identified were:

. The serious impact on the ability of ACCA to investigate the complaint.
. Four opportunities to put the record straight were not taken.
. No evidence of insight shown into the impact on the profession and

public of such conduct.
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The mitigating factors the Committee identified were:

. A previous good character with no disciplinary record.
. Mr Nurujjaman did express apology for any shortcomings.
. There was engagement with the regulator, and this was not a case of no

responses at all.

Given the Committee's view of the seriousness of the misconduct, it was
satisfied that the sanctions of No Further Action, Admonishment and
Reprimand were insufficient to highlight to the profession and the public the
gravity of the proven misconduct. In relation to a Reprimand the Committee
noted that the period of misconduct was not short and conduct was in
disregard of professional obligations and there were no admissions. In
considering a Severe Reprimand, the Committee noted he has always
communicated and has now provided more information in relation to the
original complaint which may assist ACCA if it decides to progress the original
case. Further, he has provided a good reference and details of his established
career. The Committee also considered the factors listed at C5 of the
Guidance that may justify exclusion. Some of these were present but the
Committee noted that there was no evidence of loss and the Committee

carefully weighed all competing factors in the balance.

In the particular circumstances of this case the Committee concluded that Mr
Nurujjaman's conduct was not fundamentally incompatible with Mr Nurujjaman
remaining on the register of ACCA and considered that the appropriate and

proportionate sanction was a Severe Reprimand.

COSTS AND REASONS

ACCA claimed costs of £7,093.50 and provided a detailed schedule of costs.
The Committee noted Mr Nurujjaman has not provided any statement of means
but has referred to his financial circumstances being “difficult”. The Committee
decided that it was appropriate to award costs to ACCA in this case and
considered that the sum claimed by them was a reasonable one in relation to the

work undertaken but made a reduction as the hearing lasted less time than



anticipated. Accordingly, the Committee concluded that the sum of £6,313.50.
was appropriate and proportionate. It ordered that Mr Nurujjaman pay ACCA’s
costs in the amount of £6,313.50.

Ms llana Tessler
Chair
27 May 2026



