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This case identified room for improvement in police procedures when
dealing with a situation in which cash was found at a bank’s automated
teller machine (ATM), and highlighted the IPCC'’s role in advising on
police procedures with a view to preventing the recurrence of similar
complaints. In the instant case, the IPCC and CAPO continued to
pursue the facts even after the complainants had withdrawn their
complaint. After its investigation, CAPO named an additional police
officer as a complainee and registered a count of “Substantiated
Other Than Reported” (SOTR) against him, to reflect his negligence in
handling the complainant’s report.

Case Background

In 2009, when the complainants (a married couple) went to withdraw
money at an ATM, they found HK$1,900 cash at that ATM. The
complainants took the cash to police station A, where they made a
“Found Property” report. After three months had passed without a
claim of ownership being made at police station A, in accordance with
Force Procedures Manual 30-06, the complainants were informed
that they could claim ownership of the cash.
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Few weeks after the “Found Property” report made by the
complainants, the owner of the cash made a report to police station
B. Unaware of the complainants’ report to police station A, a Police
Constable (PC) at police station B classified the case as “Theft”.
Later this PC identified the complainants and interviewed them in
relation to the “Theft” case.

Dissatisfied with their encounters with the Police, the complainants
lodged a complaint with two allegations. The first pointed out the
failure of the police computer system to identify the relationship
between the two cases at police station A and police station B
[Allegation 1 - Police Procedures]; the second stated that the PC
failed to explain to the complainants the reason for his enquiries, the
nature of the case and their liability [Allegation 2 - Neglect of Duty].

CAPQO’s Investigation

Although the complainants later withdrew the complaint voluntarily,
CAPO continued to investigate the circumstances of the complaint
and identified a Station Sergeant (SSGT) at police station A as an
additional complainee. CAPO’s investigation revealed that the SSGT,
as the Administration Support Sub-Unit Commander of police station
A, was responsible for ensuring that appropriate action was taken to
locate the owner of the found property.

Since the SSGT failed to investigate the case and to ensure that
effort had been made to locate the genuine owner before releasing
the found cash to the complainants, a count of SOTR was registered
against him for his failure to take appropriate action in handling the
complainant’s report [Allegation 3 — Neglect of Duty].

IPCC’s Observation

After examining CAPO’s investigation report and the related files,
the IPCC agreed to the classifications of the allegations, but noted
that there were insufficient police guidelines for dealing with similar
situations. The IPCC was of the view that existing police guidelines
should be improved to prevent the recurrence of the incident and to
minimise complaints.

Upon the IPCC’s recommendation, the Police agreed that there was
room for improvement in the existing guidelines and procedures for
handling cash found at ATMs, and commenced a review of relevant
procedures. CAPO is to keep the IPCC informed of any significant
progress in the review.

The IPCC endorsed CAPO’s findings in this case while awaiting the
outcome of the Police review of the relevant procedures.
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