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INTRODUCTION

1. The Disciplinary Committee (“the Committee”) met to hear allegations against
Ms Yueyue Chen (Ms Chen). Ms Chen was not present at the hearing and was
not represented. ACCA was represented by Mr Leonard Wigg. The papers

before the Committee included a main Bundle numbered 1 - 307, a



Supplementary Bundle numbered 1- 30 an Additionals Bundle numbered 1 - 3

and a Service Bundle numbered 1-19.

SERVICE OF PAPERS

The Committee first considered whether the appropriate documents had been
served on Ms Chen in accordance with the Complaints and Disciplinary
Regulations (‘the Regulations”). The Committee took into account the
submissions made by Mr Wigg on behalf of ACCA and it also took into account

the advice of the Legal Adviser.

Included within the Service Bundle was the Notice of Hearing dated 26 May
2026 (thereby satisfying the 28-day notice requirement) which had been sent
to Ms Chen’s email address as it appears on ACCA’s register. The Notice
included the correct date, time and remote venue for the hearing and also Ms
Chen'’s right to attend the hearing by telephone or video link, to be represented
and to request an adjournment if she wished. A delivery receipt dated 26 May

2026 was also included in the Bundle.

Having considered the relevant documents, the Committee was satisfied that

notice had been served in accordance with the Regulations.

PROCEEDING IN ABSENCE

Having concluded that proper notice had been served in accordance with the
regulations, the Committee went on to consider whether to exercise its
discretion to proceed in the absence of Ms Chen. The Committee bore in mind
no request for an adjournment had been made by Ms Chen and that the
allegations were serious. Further on 24 June 2026 an email was received from
Ms Chen. She confirmed that she had an important meeting scheduled on the
date of the hearing and that ‘Regrettably’ she would not be ‘able to participate
in the Disciplinary Committee Hearing’. She added that ‘All relevant materials
have been submitted previously, and | confirm for the Committee to proceed in

my absence’.



The Committee was of the view that Ms Chen’s attendance was unlikely to be
secured if the hearing was held on a different date, she had not sought an
adjournment and had explicitly stated that she was content for the matter to
proceed in her absence. Balancing the interests of Ms Chen against the public
interest, the Committee concluded that it was in the interests of justice that the

matter proceed expeditiously notwithstanding Ms Chen’s absence.

BACKGROUND

Ms Chen became a member of ACCA on 17 November 2021. To apply for
membership, Ms Chen was required to obtain at least 36 months' practical
experience in a relevant role ('practical experience'). The practical experience
involves the completion of 9 performance objectives (PO's). The experience
obtained was to be recorded in a Practical Experience Requirement (PER)
training record. Additionally, the trainee must ensure their employment has
been confirmed by their line manager who is usually also the trainee’s qualified
practical experience supervisor. Once all nine PO’s have been approved by the
trainee’s practical experience supervisor and their minimum 36 months of
practical experience has been approved, the trainee is eligible to apply for

membership.

The PER training records of fiffteen ACCA trainees, approved between 11
August 2021 and 17 October 2022, were reviewed by ACCA’s Professional
Development Team. The review revealed that the trainees shared most of the
same PO statements as each other and / or shared the same supervisors.
Consequently, all fifteen trainees were referred to ACCA’s Investigations Team.

Ms Chen was one of the trainees.

Ms Chen'’s PER training record sets out that she obtained her experience while
employed at Company A where she was employed from 8 June 2018 to 7
October 2021 in the role of ‘Stock Analyst’. 40 months of relevant practical
experience have been claimed. Her supervisor is recorded as Person A who
registered on 14 November 2021 as Ms Chen’s ‘IFAC qualified’ line manager.
Person A is recorded as approving Ms Chen’s 40 months of experience on 14

November 2021 and of approving all nine of her PO'’s.
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ACCA went on to analyse the PO statements. It asserts that when carrying out
the analysis it was careful to record the PO statement for any one PO which
was first in time, on the basis this statement may be original and therefore
written by the trainee based on their actual experience, unless there is evidence
suggesting otherwise. The ffirst in time date’ is the date the trainee requested
that their IFAC qualified line manager approve the PO in question within their
PER. In relation to Ms Chen, the analysis revealed all of her PO statements

were first in time.

On 10 October 2023 a member of ACCA’s investigations team contacted Ms
Chen setting out details of the complaint and asking her a number of questions.
No response was received and therefore further emails were sent. On 16
November 2023 Ms Chen responded to ACCA. She stated that she was no
longer employed by Company A and did not have contracts or wage slips to
share. She confirmed that she had worked at Company A from 8 June 2018 to
7 October 2021, stating:

“ | have been worked in [Company A] for this period exactly. And at that time |
was just a junor staff there. When | got in the office in the very early, | was told
([Person A]) was my line manager and [Person A] would help me in my new
job. Indeed, ([Person A)]) arranged me some work in these period. As a industry
newcomer, | was busy with some odd jobs. Also, | did not have the authority
(also very impolite) to ask more about ([Person A’s]) personal issues such as
([Person A’s]) specific hierarchy or position in our company, which is quite
private. | was afraid to destroy the relationship with my leader. After my

resignation, | lost all contact way with ([Person A]).” (sic)

ACCA’s Investigations Officer contacted Person A, who at all material times
was an ACCA member, to verify their supervision of Ms Chen and the eleven
other ACCA trainees. Person A was asked a series of questions and was
referred to evidence from the PER training records of the trainees which
indicated that they had supervised these trainees whilst employed at two
different firms but during overlapping periods. The firms being Company A
(where Ms Chen was employed as noted in her PER) and Company B. Initially
Person A confirmed they had been employed by both firms, being ‘within the

allowable range of Chinese law’. They provided a document from each firm
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which purported to support their claim. However on 16 January 2024 Person A
sent an email to ACCA’s Investigating Officer in which he set out a change of

position:

‘... After careful consideration, | would like to be honest with you:

(1) | did not have any supervision over those trainees, as they were all

recommended by acquaintances or contacted through other channels.

(2) | have not worked in any company either, as | am still unemployed to this
day. The two companies mentioned in earlier emails are indeed
unofficially-registered private organizations that | orally created with a few
friends a long time ago, but are no longer exist for a long time and have
no relation to this PER experience supervision. (I don't know if they
happen to have the same name as real organizations in English or
Chinese language, but considering that they were only established orally
long long ago and have no connection to the outside and have no longer
existed for a very long time, | can make sure that they have no influence

on others.)

(3) Therefore, the whole thing is actually that those trainees or their
representors contacted me through acquaintances or other channels, but
I did not supervise their work. In the previous investigation phase, all the
materials | provided to you were untrue, and | deeply apologize for this

behavior.

As | mentioned in my previous email, | voluntarily give up my ACCA
membership in order to protect the public interest and comfort myself.
[PRIVATE] I hope you can draw a conclusion and inform me as soon as
possible based on my truthful statement above. Appreciate much and look

forward to your reply...".

No further communications are said to have been received from Person A
following Person A’s email of 16 January 2024. Ms Chen was asked to
comment on the email received from Person A dated 16 January 2024. She
responded on 26 April 2024 and stated:



“But | have to say at that time when | finished all my exams, | was told that |

have to be approved by someone qualified.

And exactly | met [Person A] in my work as | told before, and [they] actively

proposed to be my supervisor.

The details including the Company’s name [(Company A)] was arranged by him
cause he said it would be approved if following his instructions. | had no ideas
at that time and | had to be signed by [them].

The work | did at that time was similar to the relevant statements in my PER
application. So | followed ([Person A’s]) instructions without too much thinking.
And indeed [they] gave me some instructions on how to work better. [They]
were my superior and | thought [they] were quite busy at that time. Although
[they] were not such responsible as | wished, | think [they] supervised me to

some degree.” (sic)

ALLEGATIONS

Ms Chen faces the following allegations:

Yueyue Chen (‘Ms Chen’), at all material times an ACCA trainee:

1)  Applied for membership to ACCA on or about 14 November 2021 and in
doing so purported to confirm in relation to her ACCA Practical
Experience training record her Practical Experience Supervisor in respect
of her practical experience training in the period from 8 June 2018 to 7
October 2021 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 all.

2)  Ms Chen’s conduct in respect of the matters described in Allegation 1

above was:
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a) Dishonest in that Ms Chen sought to confirm her Practical
Experience Supervisor was Person A and Person A supervised her
practical experience training in accordance with ACCA’s

requirements or otherwise which she knew to be untrue.

b) Inthe alternative, demonstrates a failure to act with Integrity

3) In the further alternative to Allegation 2a) and 2b) above, such conduct
was reckless in that Ms Chen paid no or insufficient regard to ACCA’s

requirements to ensure:

a) Her practical experience was supervised.

b)  Her Practical Experience Supervisor was able to personally verify
the achievement of the performance objectives she claimed and/or

verify they had been achieved in the manner claimed.

4) By reason of her conduct, Ms Chen is guilty of misconduct pursuant to
ACCA Bye- law 8(a)(i) in respect of any or all the matters set out at 1 to

4 above.

DECISION ON FACTS AND REASONS

The Committee considered with care all the evidence presented, and the
submissions made by Mr Wigg. It also accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser
and bore in mind that it was for ACCA to prove its case and to do so on the

balance of probabilities.

Allegation 1 - Proved

As part of its bundle of documents, ACCA had provided a screenshot from its
database which recorded that Ms Chen submitted an application for ACCA
membership on 14 November 2021. Also included in the bundle was a copy of
Ms Chen’s PER form. The form sets out that Ms Chen worked at Company A
between 08 June 2018 and 07 October 2021 and that whilst employed there,

she was supervised by Person A. Further, it was noted that Ms Chen had not
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disputed any of the documentation relied on by ACCA at any point. Taking into
account the documentation, the Committee was satisfied that Ms Chen did
apply for ACCA membership as alleged and that she had confirmed that her

supervisor was Person A.

The Committee went on to consider whether Person A had supervised Ms
Chen’s practical experience training in accordance with ACCA’s requirements.
It reviewed the email sent by Person A to ACCA dated 16 January 2024. Within
that email Person A was clear that they did not supervise any of the 12 trainees
that had been flagged to them by ACCA amongst which was Ms Chen. At the
outset of the email they had written ‘/ did not have any supervision over those
trainees’. They also went on to state ‘the whole thing is actually that those
trainees or their representatives contacted me through acquaintances or other
channels, but I did not supervise their work’. In respect of Company A where
Ms Chen stated she worked and was line managed by Person A, Person A set
out the following ‘I have not worked in any company either, as | am still
unemployed to this day. The two companies mentioned in earlier emails are
indeed unofficially-registered private organizations that | orally created with a
few friends a long time ago, but are no longer exist for a long time and have no

relation to this PER experience supervision’.

Ms Chen was sent the email from Person A dated 16 January 2024. She
provided no information to undermine what they had said. The Committee
noted that Ms Chen asserted that Person A had supervised her to ‘some
degree’ however, no documentation was submitted by her to support this
assertion. For example she had submitted no documents to show that she had

worked at Company A or that Person A had line managed her at any point.

In light of the information provided by Person A and the absence of information
to undermine their assertions, the Committee found that Person A did not
supervise Ms Chen’s practical experience training in accordance with ACCA’s

requirements. It follows therefore that the Committee find Allegation 1 proved.
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Allegation 2(a) - Proved

The Committee moved on to assess whether Ms Chen’s actions as found
proved were dishonest. Her conduct was considered having regard to the test
for dishonesty as set out at paragraph 74 in the case of Ivey v Genting Casinos
(UK) Ltd t/a Crockfords [2017] UKSC 67 ("lvey"):

"When dishonesty is in question the fact-finding tribunal must first ascertain
(subjectively) the actual state of the individual's knowledge or belief as to the
facts. The reasonableness or otherwise of his belief 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 first turned to whether Ms Chen was aware Person A was not
her Practical Experience Supervisor in accordance with ACCA’s requirements
or otherwise. In doing so it took into account that there was no record of Ms
Chen working at Company A or of her being line managed by Person A and the
assertions made by Person A that Company A did not exist. Consideration was
then given as to whether Ms Chen may have been unaware of the requirements

around practical supervision.

In that regard, the Committee took into account the guidance made available
to ACCA Affiliates, in both English and Mandarin, explaining how to complete
a Practical Experience Record. That guidance makes clear that practical
experience must be approved by an individual who actually supervised the

trainee during the period of experience claimed.

Having considered all the evidence, the Committee was satisfied Ms Chen
knew Person A was not her practical experience supervisor and that they had

not supervised her practical experience in accordance with ACCA's
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requirements or otherwise. Despite that knowledge, she sought to have Person
A confirmed to ACCA as her practical experience Supervisor. The Committee
was satisfied that Ms Chen knew that representation was false and therefore
found such conduct to be clearly dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent

people. In the circumstances, the Committee found allegation 2 (a) proved.

Allegation 2(b) — Not proved

As Allegation 2(a) was found proved, the Committee did not go on to consider

Allegation 2(b) which was drafted in the alternative.

Allegation 3 — Not proved

As Allegation 2(a) was found proved, the Committee did not go on to consider

Allegation 3 which was drafted in the alternative.

Allegation 4

The Committee turned to consider whether the matters found proved amounted

to misconduct.

The matters found proved concerning Ms Chen related to her dishonest actions
in confirming Person A as her practical experience supervisor when she was
aware they were not. Such conduct was considered by the Committee to fall
far short of what was expected of an ACCA member and to be serious. Her
behaviour also had the potential to undermine the integrity of ACCA’s
qualification process and to undermine the public’'s confidence in the
accountancy profession. In all the circumstances the Committee found Ms
Chen’s actions to amount to misconduct. It follows that Allegation 4 was found

proved.
SANCTION AND REASONS
In reaching its decision on sanction, the Committee took into account the

information that had been provided by Ms Chen and the submissions of ACCA.

The Committee referred to the Guidance for Disciplinary Sanctions issued by
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ACCA and had in mind that the purpose of sanctions was not to punish Ms
Chen but to protect the public. Furthermore, any sanction must be
proportionate. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser and

considered the sanctions, starting with the least serious sanction first.

The Committee considered whether any aggravating or mitigating features
where present in the case. The Committee was made aware that no previous
disciplinary findings had been made against Ms Chen. This was found to

amount to mitigation.

Aggravating factors were also identified. Ms Chen had not demonstrated any
insight into her wrongdoing, nor had she shown any recognition as to the
seriousness of her actions. Furthermore, her behaviour had the potential to
undermine the integrity of ACCA’s qualification process and the reputation of
ACCA as a body.

Taking into account all the circumstances of the case and bearing in mind the
seriousness of the matters found proved, the Committee did not think it was
appropriate, nor in the public interest, to take no further action. Neither did it
consider it would be appropriate to order an admonishment in a case where (as

here) an ACCA member had acted dishonestly.

The Committee then considered whether to reprimand Ms Chen. The guidance
indicates that a reprimand would be appropriate in cases where the conduct is
of a minor nature, and there is sufficient evidence of an individual’s
understanding and genuine insight into the conduct found proved. The
guidance goes on to state that a reprimand may be appropriate where the
conduct was not in deliberate disregard of professional obligations and that the
period over which misconduct took place was short and it was stopped as soon

as possible. The Committee did not find those factors to be present.

The Committee moved on to consider whether a severe reprimand would
adequately reflect the seriousness of the case. The guidance indicates that
such a sanction would usually be applied in situations where the conduct is of
a serious nature, but where there are particular circumstances of the case or

mitigation advanced which satisfy the Committee that there is no continuing risk
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to the public, and that corrective steps had been taken to address the conduct
and ensure such behaviour was not repeated. The Committee was not provided
with evidence to show these criteria to be met. There was no evidence that Ms

Chen had conducted any remediation or taken any corrective steps.

The Committee went on to consider the guidance relating to exclusion from
membership. Ms Chen’s misconduct involved dishonesty, had continued over
a period of time and also had the potential to undermine the integrity of ACCA’s
examination process. The Committee considered that members of the public
would be alarmed if an individual who had acted in such a manner was
permitted to remain a member. In all the circumstances the Committee
considered exclusion from membership to be the most appropriate and

proportionate sanction

COSTS AND REASONS

ACCA applied for costs in the sum of £6917.50. The application was supported
by a Schedule providing a detailed breakdown of the costs incurred by ACCA
in connection with the hearing. A Simple Costs Schedule was also provided. A
Statement of Financial Position and supporting documentation was received

from Ms Chen.

The Committee was satisfied that ACCA’s costs were reasonable and properly
incurred. However, it took into account that the hearing did not take as long as
was scheduled. It also bore in mind the information provided by Ms Chen
relating to her income which [PRIVATE]. Balancing ACCA'’s interests with that
of Ms Chen’s in its discretion the Committee determined to award costs against
Ms Chen in the sum of £3000.00.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER

The Committee determined that in the interests of the public the sanction of

exclusion from membership should take effect immediately in accordance with

Regulations 20(1)(b) of the Regulations.



Dr Mike Kelly
Chair
25 June 2026



