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HEARING

DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE OF THE ASSOCIATION OF
CHARTERED CERTIFIED ACCOUNTANTS

REASONS FOR DECISION

In the matter of:

Heard on:

Location:

Committee

Legal Adviser:

Persons present

and Capacity:

Summary:

Sanction:

Costs:

Miss Sixian He

Tuesday, 05 August 2025

Virtual hearing via Microsoft Teams

Mr Maurice Cohen (Chair)

Ms Sue Gallone (Accountant)

Ms Alison Sansome (Lay)

Ms Chloe Hudson

Mr Mazharul Mustafa (ACCA Case Presenter)

Miss Aimee Murphy (Hearings Officer)

Allegations 1, 2, and 5 found proved.

Exclusion from Membership, order to take immediate effect.

Not awarded

1. The Committee heard an allegation of misconduct against Miss Sixian He ("Miss He").

Mr Mazharul Mustafa appeared for ACCA. Miss He was not present and was not

represented.

2.  The hearing was conducted remotely by Microsoft Teams.
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SERVICE OF PAPERS

The Committee considered the service bundle (1) with pages numbered 1-30 in order to
determine whether the Notice of Hearing ("the Notice") dated 08 July 2025 had been
served in accordance with the provisions of the Complaints and Disciplinary Regulations
2014 (amended 2020) ("the Regulations").

The Notice had been sent to Miss He’s registered email address held on file by ACCA

and in the Committee's view complied with the other requirements of the Regulations.

Miss He returned the Disciplinary Case Management Form on 22 June 2025

acknowledging today’s hearing.

The Committee was satisfied that this was effective service under the Regulations.

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE

The Committee considered whether it should proceed in Miss He’s absence and

recognised it could only do so with care and caution.

The Committee noted that Miss He had completed the Disciplinary Case Management
Hearing Form and ticked the box indicating that she would not be attending the hearing
nor would she be represented. She also ticked ‘yes’ to the box indicating that she
consented to the Disciplinary Committee dealing with the case in her absence. Miss He
sent an email to the ACCA on 04 August 2025 where she stated that she was content
for the matter to proceed in her absence. No application had been made by Miss He to

adjourn the hearing to another date.

The Committee recognised that there was a strong public interest in regulatory
proceedings being considered and concluded expeditiously, particularly given the
serious nature of the allegations. The Committee concluded that Miss He was aware of

the date and place of the hearing and had voluntarily absented herself.

The Committee determined that it was fair and just to proceed in Miss He’s absence in

accordance with its discretionary power at regulation 10(7) and that a fair hearing could
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take place in her absence.

The Committee were provided with the following bundles: Service bundle (1-31), a
Reporting bundle (1-286) and an Additionals Bundle (1-41). During the course of the
hearing, the Committee were additionally provided with a tabled Additionals bundle (1-
24).

The Committee had read the papers prior to the hearing.

BRIEF BACKGROUND

Miss He was admitted as an Affiliate with the ACCA on 17 July 2017. She registered as
an ACCA member on 03 May 2022.

After completing her exams Miss He is required to obtain at least 36 months of practical
experience, which is recorded in her Practical Experience Requirement ("PER") training
record. The record is completed using an online tool, 'MyExperience' accessed via
MyACCA an online portal.

As part of their practical experience, each trainee is required to complete nine
performance objectives (POs) under the supervision of a qualified accountant. It is a
requirement that the relevant practical experience is signed off by a qualified supervisor.
In addition, the description of the experience in the trainee's record should be unique to

each trainee.

During 2023 it came to the attention of ACCA’s Professional Development Team that
the practical experience supervisors registered to 91 ACCA trainees shared one of three
email addresses despite the names of such supervisors being different. It would not be

expected for a supervisor to share an email address with any other supervisor or person.

Further analysis of this cohort of 91 trainees confirmed the following:

. Most of these trainees were registered with ACCA as resident in China.

. Although each statement supporting a PO should be a description of a trainee’s

experience and therefore unique, many of such statements within this cohort of 91

trainees were the same. These ACCA trainees had therefore copied their PO
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statements from others.

° Of these 91 trainees, the earliest date a supervisor with one of these three email
addresses is recorded as approving a trainee’s PER training record was August
2021 with the latest date being March 2023.

In their personal statement for each PO, a trainee needs to provide a summary of the
practical experience they gained. They must explain what they did, giving an example of
a task. They must describe the skills they gained which helped them achieve the PO and
they must reflect on what they have learned including what went well or what they would

have done differently.

ACCA trainees practical experience must be supervised by a ‘Practical Experience
Supervisor’. If the trainee has reached the required standard the Practical Experience

Supervisor, then approves the POs in the trainee’s online PER handbook.

A Practical Experience Supervisor means a qualified accountant who has worked closely
with the trainee and who knows the trainee’s work. ‘Qualified accountant’ means a
member of an IFAC (International Federation of Accountants) member body and/or a body
recognised by law in the trainee’s country. The ACCA’s guidance makes clear that it is not
appropriate for a trainee to undertake practical experience without any supervision from a

qualified accountant.

Miss He’s PER was completed on or about 28 April 2022 which then permitted her to
apply for membership which she did on the same date. Miss He was subsequently
admitted to membership on 03 May 2022. Miss He’s supervisor details record Person A
was her ‘IFAC qualified line manager’ and therefore her practical experience supervisor.
Her PER training record records Person A had apparently approved Miss He’s

time/experience of 36 months. Person A had apparently approved all of Miss He’s POs.

The email address of her purported supervisor Person A is shared with other differently
named supervisors. The CICPA membership number provided to ACCA by Miss He’s
purported supervisor Person A contains a membership number which is different from
the CICPA membership number as contained in the CICPA membership card uploaded
by Ms He’s purported supervisor Person A. That membership card has been used by

many purported supervisors using a common email address.
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ALLEGATIONS

Sixian He (‘Miss He’), at all material times an ACCA trainee:

1)

Applied for membership to ACCA on or about 28 April 2022 and in doing so
purported to confirm in relation to her ACCA Practical Experience Training Record
that her IFAC qualified Practical Experience Supervisor in respect of her practical
training in the period form 1 April 2019 to 1 April 2022 was Person ‘A’ when Person
‘A’ did not supervise that practical experience training in accordance with ACCA’s

requirements as published from time to time by ACCA or at alll.

Miss He's conduct in respect of the matters described as Allegation 1 above was
dishonest, in that Miss He sought to confirm her Practical Experience Supervisor
did supervise her practical experience training in accordance with ACCA’s

requirements or otherwise which she knew to be untrue.

In the alternative, any or all of the conduct referred to in Allegation 1 above

demonstrates a failure to act with integrity.

In the further alternative, any or all of the conduct referred to in Allegation 1 above
was reckless in that Miss He paid no, or insufficient, regard to ensure her Practical
Experience Training Record was approved in all material respects by her Practical

Experience Supervisor.

By reason of her misconduct, Miss He is guilty of misconduct pursuant to ACCA

bye-law 8(a)(i) in respect of any or all of the matters set out at 1 to 4 above.

Mr Mustafa in his submissions relied on the unchallenged evidence in the witness

statements from the Senior Administrator in the ACCA support team, the Professional

Development manager and documentary evidence. Miss He had not requested that any

witnesses should attend to provide oral evidence. She did provide the Committee with

some information within her correspondence with the ACCA.

The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser.
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DECISION ON FACTS/ALLEGATION(S) AND REASONS:

Allegation 1

Allegation 1 was found proved by way of admission.

Pursuant to Regulation 12(3)(c) in determining whether to find Allegation 1 proved, the

Committee considered the Case Management Form completed by Miss He on 17 June
2025 and her communication with the ACCA dated 01 June 2024.

The Committee noted that Miss He was notified of the allegations on 23 April 2024

requesting she respond to questions by 07 May 2024. The Panel noted the following from

Miss He’s responses which were received on 01 June 2024

Vi.

Miss He’s line manager was called Person B and despite Person B supervising her
for about three years she only ever knew them as Person B and did not know their

second/family name.

Person B was not IFAC qualified.

Because Person B was not IFAC qualified and having completed her three years
of experience as recorded in her PER training record, Miss He found a ‘teacher

online’.

The teacher helped Person B and Miss He fill in the email according to the
teacher’s requirements’. This is reference to Miss He completing the email to the
'teacher’ within ACCA’s online tool in which Miss He would have been required to
add the teacher’s name and email address and that the teacher was her ‘IFAC
qualified line manager’. This email would have invited the ‘teacher’ to register as

Miss He’s IFAC qualified line manager in the name of Person A.

Given Miss He approached this teacher, whether it was Person A or an unknown
third party, after she had completed her experience, this person never in fact

supervised Miss He.

Person B, the person who Miss He said was her supervisor, did not approve any

element of her PER training record and given they were not IFAC qualified, would
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not have been authorised to approve Miss He’s POs. Miss He appears to have
understood this and this is the reason why she looked online for a third party to

assist her.

The Committee determined that Miss He was fully aware of the obligations that she
should submit to ACCA POs which reflected her own experience. In addition, the
Committee were satisfied that Miss He was aware of her obligation that the POs should

be signed off by a suitably qualified person who had supervised her work.

Considering the information provided by Miss He in which she unequivocally admitted
Allegation 1 and pursuant to Regulation 12(3)(c) on the balance of probabilities the

Committee found the Allegation proved.

Allegation 2

Allegation 2 was found proved.

The Committee applied the test in lvey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd t/a Crockfords [2017]
UKSC 67 in which it was said:

When dishonesty is in question the fact-finding tribunal must first ascertain (subjectively)
the actual state of mind if the individual’s knowledge or belief as to the facts. The
reasonableness or otherwise of his believe is a matter of evidence (often in practice
determinative) going to whether he held the belief, but it is not an additional requirement
that his belief must be reasonable; the question is whether it is genuinely held. When
once his actual state of mind as to knowledge or belief as to facts is established, the
question whether his conduct was honest or dishonest is to be determined by the
factfinder by applying the (objective) standards of ordinary decent people. There is no
requirement that the defendant must appreciate that what he has done is, by those

standards, dishonest.

The Committee relied upon its findings of fact in respect of Allegation 1. The Committee

found that Miss He knew:

a.  What was required of her in the completion of her PER.

b.  What the supervision requirements were.
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C. That Person A had not supervised her practical training.

Nevertheless, Miss He had held out that she had been supervised by Person A and that

Person A had approved her POs. Miss He’s actions had been deliberate and intentional.

The Committee found that the public would expect an accountant at the beginning of their
career to provide evidence in support of their application which properly reflected their
experience and with appropriate supervision. It is the Committee's view that a member
of the public would consider the conduct of Miss He in submitting false details about her

Practical Experience Supervisor to be dishonest.

On this basis, on the balance of probabilities the Committee found Allegation 2 proved.

Allegations 3 and 4

The Committee having found Allegation 2 proved did not go on to consider Allegation 3,
whether there was a lack of integrity in her conduct and Allegation 4 as they were put in

the alternative in the event Allegation 2 was found not proved.

MISCONDUCT AND LIABILITY TO DISCIPLINARY ACTION

The Committee went on to consider misconduct and liability to disciplinary action. Mr
Mustafa made submissions on the issue of misconduct. The Committee considered the

case of Roylance v GMC and byelaw 8(a).

In relation to Allegations 1 and 2 the Committee considered that Miss He’s dishonest
conduct undermined the process of qualification to become a member of ACCA. This
was in the Committee's view a serious breach of the regulations striking at the core role
of the Regulator, to maintain standards and public confidence in the profession. In
addition, this conduct bought discredit upon Miss He, the profession and undermined
public confidence in ACCA. The Committee noted that Miss He would have been
working holding herself out as an ACCA member, based on her falsely achieved
qualifications, which in the Committee's view was a risk to the public and engaged public

protection.

The Committee determined that submitting PER records without appropriate supervision
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to ACCA was an act of serious dishonesty. In the Committee's view it was a breach of a
fundamental expectation of the profession to be open and honest and undermined the
protections put in place to protect the public. Such conduct fell far below the standards
expected of an accountant and member of the ACCA and could properly be described
as deplorable. In the Committee’s judgment, it brought discredit to Miss He, the ACCA

and the accountancy profession.

The Committee found that Allegations 1 and 2 taken together amounted to serious

misconduct.

The Committee concluded that Miss He was liable to disciplinary action pursuant to bye-
law 8(a)(i) in respect of Allegations 1 and 2 and found misconduct proved in respect of

Allegation 5.

SANCTION(S) AND REASONS

Mr Mustafa, the case presenter, made submissions on the appropriate and proportionate
sanction. The Committee received advice from the Legal Adviser that in determining the
appropriate and proportionate sanction, if any, considered the least restrictive sanctions
first before moving onto the more serious ones. The Committee was mindful of the fact
that the purpose of any sanction was not to be punitive, although it may have that effect.
Rather the purpose of any sanction was to protect the public interest, namely to protect
members of the pubic, maintain public confidence in the profession and ACCA and to

declare and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour.

ALLEGATIONS 1, 2, and 5

The Committee considered what sanction, if any, to impose in the light of its findings,
having regard to ACCA’s Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions (2024). It first sought to

identify aggravating and mitigating factors.

In respect of mitigating factors, the Committee took into account Miss He had no previous
disciplinary findings against her. It also took account of her engagement in the
investigatory process, including the admission to Allegation 1 and Miss He’s previous
good character. There was some reflection by Miss He on her behaviour and that it was
wrong, although she had not admitted her dishonesty. The Committee found there was no

significant insight in any of Miss He’s communication.
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The Committee considered the aggravating factors in relation to these allegations. In the
Committee's view it was an aggravating factor that the dishonesty was not a spur of the
moment breach, as the conduct was deliberate and premeditated for personal gain. Miss
He had held herself out as a fully qualified accountant when she was not. It was an
abuse of trust to depart from ACCA’s procedures. In addition, it was an aggravating
factor that Miss He had sought to undermine the integrity of the application process to
be a member and taken a deliberate course of conduct for personal benefit and has
deceived her regulator to become a member at the outset of her professional career.
The Committee considered that the dishonesty was at the more serious end of the scale
of misconduct and that there was a continuing risk to the public and took into account
section E2 of the ACCA Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions regarding findings of

dishonesty.

There was limited evidence of insight and reflection.

The Committee considered that taking no further action or imposing an admonishment
did not reflect the seriousness of the misconduct and noted that there was limited

evidence of insight.

In respect of a reprimand the Committee considered the dishonest conduct to be serious
and not minor. Given the limited insight of Miss He the Committee considered that a
Severe Reprimand was not a sufficient sanction as there was a continuing risk to public
confidence, the potential risk of harm and the risk to the validity of the ACCA qualification

process.

The Committee considered the factors listed at C5.1 in the guidance. It noted that in
addition to showing limited insight or remorse there was no reflection. The Committee
also considered the submissions made by Miss He. There was no remarkable or
exceptional mitigation presented by Miss He which would warrant anything less than
exclusion from membership. It also took into account the importance of protecting the
integrity of the profession's membership process and therefore determined that the only

proportionate sanction was to direct that Miss He be excluded from membership.

The Committee did not deem it necessary to impose a specified period before which

Miss He could make an application for readmission to the register.
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COSTS AND REASONS

Mr Mustafa applied for costs totaling £7,211.50.

The Committee was satisfied that the proceedings had been properly brought and that
ACCA was entitled in principle to its costs. The Committee also recognised that it needed
to consider the principle that the majority of those paying ACCA's fees should not be
required to subsidise the minority who, through their own misconduct, have found
themselves subject to disciplinary proceedings. The Committee considered that the time
spent, and the sums claimed were reasonable, noting that the hearing took less time

than estimated.

Miss He had provided information and supporting documentation as to her means to the
Committee. [PRIVATE] The Committee having been provided with this evidence
considered [PRIVATE] made no order for costs.

IMMEDIATE ORDER

Mr Mustafa invited the Committee to direct that the order come into effect immediately.
He submitted it was necessary in the interests of the public and referred to the findings
of the Committee in support.

The Committee directed that the order should come into effect immediately as it was
necessary to protect the public. The Committee concluded that there was an identified
and continuing risk to the public and to the validity of ACCA's process due to Miss He’s
ability to continue holding herself out as member of ACCA.

ORDER

The Committee ordered as follows:

a) Miss He shall be excluded from the ACCA Register.

b)  The order is directed to come into effect immediately.

Mr Maurice Cohen



Chair
05 August 2025



