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Pursuant to section 8(1)(c) of the IPCCO, the IPCC has to identify
any fault or deficiency in any practice or procedure adopted by the
paolice force that has led to or might lead to Reportable Complaints,
and to make recommendations to the police in respect of such
practice or procedure.

Since 2021, the IPCC has placed emphasis on the discharge of
this function with a focus on improving police services and in turn
reducing unnecessary complaints. The improvement suggestions
made to the police by the IPCC are termed Service Quality
Improvement Initiatives (SQIls).

In 2024/25, the IPCC proposed a total of 19 SQlls and comments,
covering a wide range of policing areas, including strengthening
paolice officers’ training, upgrading police equipment, and enhancing
work procedures or guidelines (see pages 64 to 65 for details).

The following are examples of SQlls made by the IPCC to the police
during the reporting period:

(1) Enhance photo-taking procedures for traffic tickets to reduce
disputes

(2) Improve the handling procedures of found property

(3) Enhance the procedures of returning exhibits to ensure
impartiality and efficiency

(4) Improve the efficiency of following up on voice messages and
recommend standardising the voice message system
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Enhance photo-taking procedures for traffic tickets to reduce disputes
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In recent years, the police have gradually been replacing traditional
hand-written tickets with electronic penalty tickets (ePTs) to enhance
the efficiency of law enforcement. This not only saves time from filling
out tickets by hand, but also allows police officers to use Force-issued
mobile phones to instantly take photos of the offending vehicles and
contravention committed at the material time as evidence. However,
if the photos fail to clearly depict the contravention, the vehicle owner
may dispute the ticket or lodge a complaint.

In one complaint case, the complainant (COM) was a person with
physical disabilities and a holder of “Disabled Person’'s Parking
Permit” (the permit). Under the relevant legislation, holders of the
permit are exempted from payment of parking charges at metered
parking spaces provided that the permit is properly displayed on the
windscreen of the vehicle. On the incident day, COM departed after
parking the private car at a metered parking space. Upon return,
COM found that his car had been ticketed for not paying the parking
charge. COM disputed the ticket, emphasising that the permit
had been displayed on the windscreen, and made an allegation of
“‘Neglect of Duty” against the ticketing officer.

The police officer explained to CAPO that the parking meter where
COM’s private car was parked indicated no payment had been made
and that no permit was displayed on the windscreen at the time.
In other words, the private car did not meet the criteria for being
exempted from metered parking charges. The police officer therefore
decided to ticket COM'’s private car and made use of a Force-issued
mobile phone to take a photo of the contravention committed at the
material time. Upon reviewing the photo, CAPO noted that since
the photo was taken at a distance, it failed to clearly show whether
the permit was displayed on the windscreen of the vehicle. Without
sufficient evidence to support or negate either party's account of
events, CAPO was unable to determine whether the police officer
had neglected his duty.
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In light of this matter, the IPCC recommended the police review the
procedure for issuing tickets. Police officers are required to take
photos that clearly show the details of the contravention, including
vehicle location, traffic signs in the vicinity and the documents
displayed on the windscreen of the vehicle to reduce unnecessary
disputes or complaints.

CAPO has accepted the IPCC’s recommendation and reminded the
police officer involved to ensure that the photos taken can serve as
evidence of the contravention. Additionally, the police have enhanced
the internal procedures by stipulating the number of photos required
and uploading sample photos to the Police Mobile Application.
This serves as reference for frontline police officers to ensure
that photos taken of the offending vehicles can accurately reflect
the on-site situation, including whether any relevant documentary
proof is displayed on the windscreen. During the workshop on the
implementation of electronic traffic enforcement, police officers were
also reminded to pay special attention to the above enhancement
measures and ensure photos taken at the scene comply with the
requirements.

Improve the handling procedures of found property
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Incidents involving found property occur from time to time in daily life.
When a member of the public hands in found property to a police
station, the police will record it and issue a Found Property Receipt
(the receipt) to the finder. The receipt would indicate the finder's
intention to accept the found property or not if it remains unclaimed
after three months. Should the finder indicate that he would accept
the property, the police would notify him to collect it at the police
station if the owner has not claimed it within three months. However, if
the finder indicates not to accept the property, the police will dispose
of it, including by destruction.

In one complaint case, the complainant (COM) handed in found
property to a police station and clearly indicated on the receipt that he
would accept the property if it remains unclaimed by the owner within
three months. Four months later, COM called the Property Office of
the police station to enquire if the property had been claimed. The
Clerical Assistant in charge of handling the found property informed
COM that the property had not been claimed and that the police
would destroy it later. COM immediately pointed out that he had
indicated to claim the property on the day he reported the incident,
and clearly stated so on the receipt. COM made an allegation of
“Neglect of Duty” accusing the Clerical Assistant of having mistakenly
identified the found property to be destroyed.
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Found Property

Receipt

Upon reviewing COM’s receipt, the Clerical Assistant found that the
record was consistent with COM’s account of events, and admitted
having mistakenly assumed that COM had not requested to claim the
property. The Clerical Assistant then promptly arranged for COM to
claim the property at the police station. CAPO classified the allegation
as “Substantiated”. An advice was given to the Clerical Assistant and
the supervisor was reminded to properly supervise his subordinates
to ensure proper handling of found property.

Generally speaking, officers in the Property Office would first verify
if the finder has indicated on the receipt whether or not to accept
the unclaimed property before suggesting the supervisor that the
property be destroyed. However, this important step was not clearly
specified in the Force Procedures Manual. As a result, the IPCC
recommended that the police review and enhance the procedures
for handling found property, and clearly outline the requisite steps
in the police guidelines to avoid found property being destroyed by
mistake.

The police have accepted the recommendation made by the IPCC
to revise the Force Procedures Manual, stipulating the officers in
the Property Office must confirm whether the finder has indicated
to accept the unclaimed property on the receipt before destroying
the property. In addition, the Assistant Divisional Commander
(Administration) is required to verify the finder's indication before
giving approval to destroy any unclaimed property. These measures
can help minimise the chance of officers in the Property Office
mistakenly destroying found property and prevent the recurrence of
similar incidents.

In the long run, the IPCC opines that the police can explore the
digitalisation of handling found property by recording information on
the receipts and indicating the requests of finders in an electronic
system. This can help officers in the Property Officer identify properties
awaiting to be destroyed or collected, ensuring proper handling of
found properties.
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Enhance the procedures of returning exhibits to
ensure impartiality and efficiency
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During the investigation of crime cases, the police often seize
properties related to the case as exhibits. Upon the completion of
judicial proceedings, officer-in-charge of the case (OC Case) should
instruct the officers in the Property Office to promptly handle the
relevant exhibits as soon as the six weeks period after the court order
has elapsed, including destruction, confiscation or returning of the
property to the owner. The police internal guidelines stipulate that, if
the court orders to return the exhibits to owners, the police should
complete the returning process within three months upon the issue
of instruction where possible.

In reviewing a previous complaint, the IPCC noticed that an officer in
the Property Office had attempted to contact an owner by phone to
facilitate the return of property but to no avail, resulting in the failure to
return the property within three months. The officer, however, did not
record the relevant dates or time of the contact attempts, rendering it
impossible for the OC Case and the supervisor of the Property Office
to track the communication between the officer and the owner. The
IPCC thus recommended that the police review the procedures of
returning exhibits. In the event that the owners could not be reached,
the officers in the Property Office should properly record the contact
attempts to facilitate appropriate follow up actions. The police have
accepted this recommendation and amended the relevant guidelines.

During the examination of complaints in the reporting period, it came
to the IPCC's attention that some property owners were defendants in
crime cases who had been sentenced to imprisonment, and they had
lodged complaints against the police for not returning their properties
within three months. CAPO pointed out that when returning properties
to persons in custody, the police would usually make an appointment
through Correctional Services Department (CSD) Official  Visit
e-Booking Service before visiting the correctional institution to return
the property. However, some officers in the Property Office under
complaint explained that they were unable to return properties to
the complainants promptly as they could not secure an appointment
even after making multiple attempts, due to the daily quota for official
visits set by CSD.

The IPCC recommended that the police consider liaising with CSD
for special arrangements when necessary, so that persons in custody
can retrieve their properties as soon as practicable. In addition, the
paolice should establish an internal monitoring system. Officers in the
Property Office who are unable to secure an appointment for official
visits within three months should notify the OC Case or the supervisor
of the Property Office for determining whether special arrangements
or other follow up actions are warranted, such as sending letters to
persons in custody to suggest them authorising others to collect the
properties on their behalf. The police note the IPCC’s recommendation
and are exploring feasible measures to avoid the recurrence of delays
in returning exhibits to persons in custody.
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Improve the efficiency of following up on voice
messages and recommend standardising the
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When members of the public call the police to enquire about a case
and police officers are unable to answer the call, callers could leave
a voice message stating the nature of their enquiry and providing
a contact number so that the relevant police officers can reply at
a later time. However, failure to reply to voice messages may lead
to dissatisfaction and complaints from callers. During the reporting
period, the IPCC had examined several complaints arising from police
officers’ failure to reply to voice messages left by the public.

In a complaint case, the complainant (COM), after receiving the
police’s notification letter of the investigation results on the case
COM had reported, called the phone number provided in the letter
to enquire about the case details. Since no one answered the call,
COM left a voice message providing the case number and contact
number and requested the police to return the call. COM, however,
did not receive any reply and eventually lodged a complaint. CAPO’s
investigation confirmed that the police officer neglected his duty for
failing to reply to COM'’s voice message. An advice was given to the
police officer concerned.

CAPQO’s investigation suggested that the police are currently using
two different voice message systems. The first system automatically
notifies the relevant police officers via email when a voice message
is received, prompting them to retrieve and listen to the new voice
message on the computer. The second system indicates new voice
messages only through an indicator light on the telephone, requiring
police officers to retrieve them manually on the telephone. The police
officer under complaint mistook the office telephone system as the
first system, therefore overlooked the voice message indicator light
on the telephone, resulting in the failure to retrieve and reply to COM'’s
voice message.

The IPCC considers that the use of two different types of voice
message systems can cause confusion, which may hinder police
officers’ timely response to the public’s voice messages. This not only
affects service quality of the police, but may also lead to complaints.

To ensure police officers could timely respond to the public’'s voice
messages, the IPCC recommended that the police remind officers
to learn about the different functions of both types of voice message
systems and to familiarise themselves with the operation of their office
telephones. In the long run, the police should consider standardising
the voice message system to prevent misunderstandings that may
lead to unnecessary complaints. The police have noted the IPCC's
recommendation and are exploring improvement measures. The
IPCC will continue to follow up on the police’s progress in exploring
the relevant measures.
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19 SQlls and Comments Proposed by the IPCC in 2024/25
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To revise the First Information of Complaints Against Police
Report to enable complainants to accurately record the
nature of the allegations.
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To retain CAPO Telephone Recording System audio
recordings until after endorsement of the complaint.
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To recommend that, in order to secure CCTV evidence
without delay, CAPO should consider verifying the incident
locations via other available sources such as police officers’
notebook entries, in addition to relying on the information
provided by complainants.
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To ensure that the evidential materials collected by CAPO are
preserved under proper conditions.
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To remind CAPO officers that an allegation cannot
be considered judicially resolved solely based on the
complainant's agreement regarding the accuracy and
voluntariness of the cautioned statement in the Admitted
Facts, unless there has been a voir dire or alterative
proceeding where the court had an opportunity to examine
and address the allegation.
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To remind CAPO to elaborate the complainant's reason for
withdrawing the complaint in the report.

Wﬁ&ﬁAE%ﬁ&ﬁﬁ*“ETW&ﬁA
MEHASNER  KFERRIDEERRE
TR PlEEEREELE x%%w&
FRARSFD o

WEEAN T REMYIRIEE

8 BREMAEFHMATHANETEIRERE

EWRERLNR ERABHERER

/- AR
BEE -

FERER

To require CAPO to take reasonable steps to identify the
complainee by checking the relevant records even though
the complainant could not provide details of identity of the
complainee when lodging the complaint.

Handling of Detainees and Their Properties

To demand police officers to provide detailed documentation
explaining the rationale for conducting Level Il custody
searches and to enhance the monitoring of custody searches
by supervisory officers.
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To ensure injury photos involving sensitive body parts of
persons are taken by police officers of the same gender.
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To enhance the current procedures for arranging police
officers to return properties to persons in custody.
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Communication with the Public
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To remind frontline police officers of the importance of
handling identification documents of the public with care.
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Traffic Case Related
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To review the provisions in Force Procedures Manual 21-14
about the requirements of informing complainants or victims of
crime of the case progress to ensure the provisions are clear.

To review the procedures for prompt notification of withdrawn
fixed penalty ticket to vehicle owner/driver.
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Handling of Found Property
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Handling of e-Reports
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Police Interview Related
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Warrant Card
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To provide clearer guidelines on how to take photos to secure
evidence of traffic contraventions.

To ensure police officers are familiarised with the functions of the
telephone message systems in their offices and to standardise
telephone message system used by the police force.

To review the handling procedures on the disposal of
unclaimed found property.

To enhance the mechanism of the processing of e-Reports
received by Criminal Records Bureau to ensure that all
e-Reports are duly taken over by the formation.

To enhance the guidelines to require that police officers must
issue the “Notice to ‘Appropriate Adult’ for Person Assisting/
Under Police Enquiry/in Police Custody who is Mentally
Incapacitated or Aged Under 16" to appropriate adults for
individuals under the age of 16.

To remind frontline uniformed officers the requirement of
producing their warrant cards upon request from members of
the public in accordance with Police General Orders 20-14(4).
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