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The complainant called 999 to report a noise complaint to the Police.
In contrast to two similar reports she had made previously, there was
no police officer at the scene on this occasion. The complainant
then lodged a complaint of “Neglect of Duty” against the Police

s |

R ARRSHEBHEEHIKE) - BET4
REWMRIEF AR R RRLBFEB RS - &

jess

BFARF—BERBAE 2B - BZ Communications Officer (PCO) who received her report for failing to
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of the complainant’s call, a definite finding on the classification of the
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allegation could be reached based on the available information. CAPO
agreed with the IPCC’s view, and upon examination of the relevant
audio recording and further investigation, found that the PCO had
failed to handle the complainant’s report properly. Hence, CAPO
reclassified the allegation as “Substantiated” and recommended
advising the PCO. The IPCC also requested the Police to take service
improvement measures to prevent the recurrence of similar incidents.

Case background

The complainant called 999 to report a noise complaint at a shop in
Wan Chai, as she had made two similar reports previously but the
noise still continued. This third report was received by the complainee,
a PCOQ, at the Centre. During the telephone conversation, which was
recorded at the Centre, the complainant provided the PCO with the
exact address of the shop. After 30 minutes, the complainant found
that no officer had been deployed to the scene. The complainant
called the Centre again, and then some police officers were deployed
to the scene to handle the complainant’s further report.

Later, the complainant lodged a complaint that the PCO had failed
to deploy police officers to handle her report [Allegation: Neglect of
Duty].

CAPO attempted to contact the complainant to investigate her
complaint, but to no avail. CAPO therefore classified the allegation
as “Not Pursuable”.

IPCC’s observation

The IPCC was of the view that, given that the Centre had the audio
recording, a definite finding on the classification of the allegation
could be reached based on the available information even though
the complainant was not forthcoming.

CAPOQO'’s further investigation

CAPO agreed with the IPCC’s view and conducted further
investigation into the complaint. According to the audio recording of
the telephone conversation between the complainant and the PCO,
the complainant had provided the exact address of the scene and
the PCO had undertaken to deploy police officers to the scene to
conduct an enquiry. When the PCO asked for the complainant’s
name, she hung up abruptly. The PCO explained to CAPO that he
thought the complainant’s hanging up of the phone was an indication
that she did not need police assistance and she could call again
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if in need. Moreover, the complainant’s noise complaint had been
handled by police officers on two previous occasions. The PCO
therefore decided not to deploy any officers to the scene.

CAPO pointed out that as long as the nature of the report warrants
a police enquiry, police officers should normally be deployed to the
scene. Therefore, in this case, the PCO should have consulted the
supervisor of the Centre. CAPO considered that the PCO, having
undertaken to deploy police officers to the scene for enquiry, failed to
handle the complainant’s report properly. CAPO thus reclassified the
allegation as “Substantiated” and recommended advising the PCO
without a Divisional Record File entry.

The IPCC endorsed CAPO’s findings in this case and requested
the Police to remind officers of the 999 Centres that (1) as long as
the nature of the report warrants a police enquiry, police officers
should normally be deployed to the scene and (2) they should refer
the matter to the supervisor if the PCO is doubtful about the caller’s
intent in the report.
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