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Introduction

1. At around 2.43am on Thursday 3 September 2015, the driver of a silver Honda Accord (the
Honda) failed to stop for a Police officer operating an excess breath alcohol checkpoint on
Akoranga Drive, Northcote, Auckland. A pursuit (the first pursuit) was commenced but quickly
abandoned when the Honda drove on the wrong side of the road.

2. About 15 minutes after the abandonment of the first pursuit, Police located the vehicle in the
Mt Wellington area and ‘followed’ it at speed in a variety of circumstances (the second
pursuit), including when the Honda was driven on the wrong side of the Southern Motorway.
Officers involved in the second pursuit said that they abandoned it a short time later due to
the fleeing driver’s manner of driving. However, this was not communicated to the Police
Communications Centre.

3. Following the recommencement, or continuation, of the pursuit (this phase of the event is
referred to as the third pursuit), the Honda came to a stop on the wrong side of the South-
western Motorway in the vicinity of Skipton Street. The officers in the pursuing Police vehicles
abandoned their cars in the right-hand lane and crossed to the southbound carriageway on
foot in order to apprehend the Honda’s occupants.

4, During the course of the second and third pursuits, Police employed a variety of tactics to
prevent the Honda from travelling the wrong way along the Southern and South-Western
Motorways. On four occasions, Police officers intentionally drove their cars into the Honda
and at various times a significant number of Police officers continued pursuing while driving on
the wrong side of the road.

5. The Police notified the Independent Police Conduct Authority of the incident, and the
Authority conducted an independent investigation. This report sets out the results of that
investigation and the Authority's findings.

6. This report explores whether Police were justified in pursuing the Honda after it had failed to
stop at a checkpoint on Akoranga Drive, whether relevant policy was observed by those Police
employees involved in the three pursuits, and whether the tactics employed by them were
reasonable and lawful.



Index of officers

Communications Centre
Staff

NorthComms Shift
Commander

Police Staff

Officer A

Officer B

Officer C

Officer D

Officer E

Officer F

Officer G

Officer H

Officer |

Officer J

Roles/Comment

Inspector. Pursuit Controller

Sergeant. Gold class driver of category A marked Police
car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving and
pursuits. Commenced first pursuit before abandoning due
to fleeing driver’s manner of driving.

Constable. Gold class driver of category A marked Police
car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving and
pursuits. Located the Honda on Sylvia Park Road, Mt
Wellington after the first pursuit had been abandoned.
Followed the Honda after it turned right from Roscommon
Road and headed the wrong way up a motorway off-ramp.
Made second contact with the Honda to prevent it
continuing.

Constable. Gold class driver of category A marked Police
car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving and
pursuits. Commenced second pursuit and made first
contact with the Honda to prevent it heading the wrong
way on the South-Western Motorway.

Constable. Gold class driver of category B unmarked
Police car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving
and pursuits.

Constable. A passenger in the car driven by Officer D. In
charge of radio communications.

Sergeant. Gold class driver of category A marked Police
car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving and
pursuits. Nudged Honda on two occasions before
following it the wrong way along a motorway slip-road and
re-joining the South-Western Motorway.

Constable. Gold class driver of category A marked Police
car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving and
pursuits. Driver of marked Police car that travelled wrong
way along motorway off-ramp in convoy with Officer B
after contact had been made with the Honda.

Constable. A passenger in the car driven by Officer G. In
charge of radio communications.

Constable. Gold class driver of category B unmarked
Police car. Authorised to engage in urgent duty driving
and pursuits but must be replaced with a category A
vehicle as soon as possible. Driver of unmarked Police car
that followed the Honda as it travelled a short distance
against the flow of traffic on Cavendish Drive.

Constable. A passenger in the car driven by Officer I. In
charge of radio communications.
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Background

SUMMARY OF EVENTS

The first pursuit

10.

11.

12.

13.

In the early hours of Thursday 3 September 2015, Officer A was operating an excess breath
alcohol checkpoint at Akoranga Drive, Northcote, Auckland.

Shortly before 2.43am the driver of a Honda Accord (the Honda) continued through the
checkpoint without stopping. Thinking that the driver might have made a genuine mistake and
not seen the checkpoint, Officer A got into a marked Police car and followed the Honda for a
short distance. When Officer A turned on the Police vehicle’s red and blue lights, the driver
pulled over and stopped near the junction with Northcote Road.

After coming to a stop, Officer A got out of his car and walked towards the Honda. However,
the driver of the Honda suddenly accelerated away, performed a u-turn, and headed back the
way he had come.

Officer A immediately returned to his Police car and commenced a pursuit by turning on its red
and blue lights and siren, and following the Honda at speed. Officer A radioed the dispatcher
at the Police Northern Communications Centre (NorthComms) that the driver of the Honda
was “failing to stop” and NorthComms issued the following pursuit warning in accordance with
Police Fleeing Driver Policy:

“..if there is any unjustified risk to any person you are to abandon pursuit immediately.
Acknowledge.”

After acknowledging the warning, Officer A drove at speed along Akoranga Drive. He saw the
Honda cross the centre median and continue on the opposite side of the road before heading
south on the northbound carriageway of the Northern Motorway.

Officer A immediately decided to abandon the pursuit because he felt that: “the risks
outweighed [the fleeing driver’s] apprehension”. He told NorthComms: “going on the wrong
side of the road. I’m pulling back Comms... Abandon pursuit. He’s going the wrong way onto
the motorway heading city-bound in the northbound lane”. About 50 seconds had elapsed
since the commencement of the pursuit.

The pursuit controller” told the Authority that following the abandonment of the first pursuit
the dispatcher: “requested approval to go into search phase® for the vehicle, which | approved”.

A dispatcher is a Police employee whose primary role is to coordinate the Police response to an emergency. When a
pursuit occurs, the dispatcher overseeing the event takes direction from the Pursuit Controller and relays information to
Police units dealing with the incident.

’The pursuit controller supervises the pursuit and co-ordinates the overall response, including the appropriate tactical
options. In most cases, the pursuit controller role is undertaken by the shift commander in the Communications Centre.
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However, authority for officers to go into search phase was not immediately broadcast over
the Police radio by either the pursuit controller or dispatcher.

14. About 5 minutes after the abandonment of the first pursuit, NorthComms broadcast the
following message:

“...City units, be aware of the following vehicle, just been involved in a pursuit on North Shore.
Was seen going the wrong way on the motorway...Honda Accord, saloon, coloured silver, 2001
model”.

Events following the abandonment of the first pursuit

15.  About 10 minutes after the first pursuit had been abandoned, New Zealand Transport Agency’s
Joint Transport Operations Centre (JTOC') cameras saw the Honda in the Mount Wellington
area. JTOC, which has the ability to monitor Police radio and communicate with NorthCommes,
was aware of the first pursuit. Upon sighting the Honda, the JTOC operator told NorthComms
via the main radio channel:

“Have obs on this vehicle. Parked up, lights off behind Pipers building...First street off Sylvia
Park Road on the right from Mount Wellington Highway.”

16. Officer B, who was driving a marked Police car, overheard the radio communications and
drove to Sylvia Park Road. He advised NorthComms: “It’s just turned left on [Great South
Road] heading to Otahuhu.” Several seconds later Officer B told NorthComms: “They know I’'m
here...they’re speeding up a bit now. I’'m not pursuing at the moment.”

17.  Officer B followed the Honda along Great South Road, a road governed by a 50kph speed limit.
He told the Authority that the driver adhered to the speed limit until he reached the Otahuhu
area where he accelerated to 70-80kph in a 50kph area. Officer B matched these speeds and
tried to maintain a distance of between 100-150m between his car and the Honda. He did not
activate the Police car’s lights or sirens nor did he advise NorthComms that he was driving in
excess of the speed limit.

18.  After following the Honda onto Princes Street, Officer B saw it head the wrong way along the
northbound carriageway of the Southern Motorway (SH1). Officer B radioed NorthComms:
“It’s going on the wrong way heading south in the northbound lanes”. Officer B joined the
southbound carriageway of SH1 and followed the Honda as far as Highbrook Drive. He told the

3 At the time of this incident, when authorised by the pursuit controller to enter a ‘search phase,’” Police units were
permitted to look for the vehicle that had evaded Police, but were not allowed to engage in urgent duty driving (to drive at
speed with lights and sirens activated) while doing so.

*JTO0C plays a pivotal role in the management of Auckland city’s traffic. JTOC operators are able to advise emergency
services of developing incidents as well as assist in the management of emergency events. At the time of this incident,
footage captured by JTOC cameras could not be viewed by staff at NorthComms. Footage was, however, visible to staff
located at the District Command Centre (DCC). DCCs have oversight of and ensure that Police resources are deployed
purposefully in order to achieve strategic goals identified by the New Zealand Police. Staff at these locations do not fulfil
the role of Pursuit Controller in the event of a Police pursuit. Extremely limited information concerning what was visible via
JTOC cameras was passed by the DCC to NorthComms during the second and third pursuits.
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19.

20.

Authority that he was not in pursuit at this time because the Honda was on the other side of
the motorway. Officer B’s lights and sirens were not activated. JTOC footage of the Honda
shows it travelling at what appears to be less than the posted speed limit.

At the junction with Highbrook Drive, the Honda performed a u-turn and joined traffic heading
in the correct direction on SH1. Officer B, who had already left SH1 at Highbrook Drive, was
unable to re-join the motorway and told NorthComms: “He’s just done a [u-turn], heading
north in the northbound lane again.” JTOC cameras show the Honda continuing north before
leaving the motorway and heading east at Princes Street. It then turns left into Frank Grey
Place before again turning left and heading the wrong way along a SH1 off-ramp. Upon
reaching the southbound carriageway of SH1, the Honda can be seen driving around oncoming
traffic and then heading south.

The Honda continued south as far as Highbrook Drive before it was seen by a second marked
Police car driven by Officer C, who was travelling about 600m behind in the same direction”.
When asked by NorthComms to: “Confirm he’s going southbound in the southbound lane
under Highbrook?”, Officer C replied: “Everything’s kosher, we’re going the right way on the
motorway, he’s in the inside lane...| haven’t activated lights or anything yet, | can’t quite
confirm that it’s even him but timing-wise it will be.” Several seconds later, when asked to
confirm if the vehicle being followed was the Honda, Officer C told NorthComms: “I’d say it will
be. | haven’t activated my lights and we’re doing about one-fifty[kph].” No pursuit warning
was issued by NorthComms at this time. About 10 minutes had elapsed since the Honda had
been seen by the JTOC operator behind the Pipers building.

The second pursuit

21.

22.

23.

Almost 30 seconds later, after passing the junction with East Tamaki Road, Officer C confirmed
that the car he was following was the Honda. Officer C told NorthComms: “I’‘m going to have
to light it up, we’re going about one-forty[kphl.” The pursuit warning detailed in paragraph 10
was then issued by NorthComms and acknowledged by Officer C. Shortly after acknowledging
the pursuit warning, Officer C told NorthComms that the vehicle: “looks to be about five or six

up”.

Officer C reported the speed of the Honda as 136kph as it passed Te Irirangi Drive. By this time
Officer B was approaching from behind at speed with lights and siren activated. Officer B
undertook Officer C and the Honda and drove across the exit to Redoubt Road, successfully
preventing the Honda’s attempt to leave SH1. Officer B continued on the off-ramp to Redoubt
Road before immediately re-joining SH1 behind Officer C.

Officer C continued in pursuit and reported the speed of the Honda as 130kph as it passed the
South-western Motorway (SH20) interchange. As both vehicles approached a slip-road from
SH20 the driver of the Honda slowed significantly and attempted to execute a sharp left turn

> Officer C was notified of the initial pursuit undertaken by Officer A via a Waitemata Police radio channel and
was asked to assist. Officer C then relayed information broadcast by JTOC on the Waitemata channel to east
Auckland units after the vehicle had been located on Pacific Rise.
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

between flexible traffic control bollards, intending to head the wrong way towards SH20.
Realising what the driver was trying to do, Officer C followed the vehicle onto the slip-road and
made contact with the rear left side of the Honda, causing it to spin 180° anti-clockwise and
face the right direction. Officer C came to a stop side-on and directly behind the Honda,
preventing the driver from continuing along the off-ramp.

Thwarted in his attempt to leave SH1 via the off-ramp, the driver of the Honda re-joined SH1.
Officer B continued the pursuit as the lead vehicle. Officer B told NorthComms that the Honda
had “rammed” Officer C before describing the damage to the Honda: “He’s losing his rear
plastic bumper and there’s a few sparks so he might have popped a tyre.”

Officer C, who was following Officer B and the Honda as they headed towards the junction
with Hill Road, told NorthComms: “he’s made deliberate action to go the wrong way on the
motorway so I've tried to stop it and we’ve collided.” The pursuit controller told the Authority
that, based on these transmissions, he believed: “we've now got a hostile driver as well as a
speeding driver... my view was that this driver needs to be stopped.”

By the time the Honda took the exit to Hill Road, about 13 minutes after JTOC had reported its
location behind the Pipers building (see paragraph 15), Officer B and Officer C had been joined
in pursuit by an unmarked Police car driven by Officer D, with Officer E as passenger.

After leaving SH1 at the Hill Road exit, the officers saw the Honda continue as if intending to
re-join the motorway and head north. Officer B told NorthComms: “Getting off at Hill now”,
just before Officer C said: “If he shapes to go the wrong way I’ll nudge him again.” However,
prior to joining the northbound carriageway the driver of the Honda crossed a grass
embankment and continued along SH1 in the wrong direction, turning off the Honda’s lights
and narrowly avoiding three trucks travelling north. Officer B told NorthComms that the
Honda had: “gone straight across the grass and he’s going to head south in the northbound
lane.” Officer B told the Authority that he abandoned pursuit at this point: “/ just couldn’t get
on the radio to say it.”

Officer C told the Authority: “we weren’t going to be able to follow it...no-one said it was
abandoned, but...no-one’s going to be chasing it down there”. He was unable to continue in
any event due to damage sustained to his Police car as a result of the collision at the SH20
interchange. Officer C played no further part in this incident.

Despite both officers telling the Authority that they believed the pursuit had been abandoned,
neither of them advised NorthComms of the abandonment, they did not reduce their speed
and come to a stop, and they did not deactivate their lights and sirens (as required by the
Fleeing Driver policy — see paragraph 164).

In the absence of any abandonment information, neither the pursuit controller nor Officers D
and E considered that the pursuit had been abandoned. The pursuit controller believed that it
was necessary to continue pursuing the driver of the Honda. He advised the Authority of his
view that: “if we don’t actually stop him, he’s going to kill somebody”.
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31. The second pursuit lasted about 5 minutes. However, as stated earlier, NorthComms had not
been advised of the abandonment and from their perspective the second pursuit continued.
For ease of reference, the Authority has referred to the continuation of the second pursuit,
from this point, as the third pursuit.

32. The third pursuit

33. JTOC cameras followed the Honda as it continued the wrong way on SH1 for approximately
two minutes before leaving the motorway at Takanini and heading north along Great South
Road in the correct lane. The Honda’s lights were still switched off at this time. As it was in
the area, a further marked Police car intercepted the Honda immediately after it joined Great
South Road. The driver of this vehicle told NorthComms: “I’m in a D Class vehicle®...so if
someone could get here quick. He’s got no speed. Doing 60 in a 50.”

34. Officer B, whose Police car’s red and blue lights and siren were already activated, approached
from the opposite direction immediately following this transmission and again became the
lead pursuit vehicle.

35. Despite there being opportunities to do so, Officer B provided no commentary on his
movements for almost three minutes following his abandonment of the second pursuit
(paragraph 27). Nor did he request permission to recommence pursuit. No updates or
clarification of actions were sought by NorthComms.

36. Once Officer B took position behind the Honda, he provided regular updates to NorthComms,
relaying that the vehicle had turned left onto Weymouth Road, travelling at 70kph in a 50kph
zone, and then right onto Wordsworth Road, travelling at 68 kph in a 50kph zone. The Honda
continued along Wordsworth Road, slowing to 60kph, before turning right onto Roscommon
Road where its speed increased to 70kph in a 50kph zone. Officer B again told NorthComms
that the Honda had possibly lost a tyre (see paragraph 24). JTOC footage shows that the
Honda’s lights were switched on by the time it reached Roscommon Road.

37.  As they approached Wiri Station Road, Officer B told NorthComms that: “if he goes down the
wrong way of the motorway I’m going to have to try and stop him | think.” About 12 seconds
later the following direction was issued by the Pursuit Controller: “All units...In the event of him
trying to get on the motorway section 39" applies. He is to be arrested before he gets on the
motorway. Action at your discretion as long as it’s justifiable”.

® Drivers of category D vehicles are precluded from undertaking pursuits due to the limited capability of such
vehicles. JTOC footage shows the category D vehicle travelling a short distance behind the Honda which
appears to be gaining on it. The Police vehicle’s lights are not illuminated and no sirens are heard during radio
transmissions made by the driver.

7 Section 39 Crimes Act 1961 protects from criminal liability those who are justified in making an arrest and use
such force as may be necessary to overcome any force used in resisting arrest, unless the arrest can be made
by reasonable means in a less violent manner. See Applicable Laws and Policies section for further information.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

In the meantime, the pursuit controller was endeavouring to deploy units equipped with road
spikes® to try to stop the Honda. Aware of the pursuit controller’s intentions, Officer F parked
his marked Police car at the end of a raised median strip, separating traffic either leaving SH20
or coming from Cavendish Road from traffic travelling in the opposite direction (the direction
from which the Honda and Officer B were approaching).

Officer F advised NorthComms of his location and remained with his Police car where it was
possible to deploy road spikes across the three lanes that continued beneath SH20 towards
Cavendish Road, the route Officer F thought the Honda was most likely to take. Officer F’s
ability to cover two ‘left turn only’ lanes branching off Roscommon Road, as well as lanes on
the opposite side of the raised median strip, was limited due to the size of the intersection.
Officer F illuminated the Police car’s lights as the Honda and Officer B approached.

Immediately before reaching Officer F’s position, the driver of the Honda turned right, drove
over the raised median strip and entered a SH20 off-ramp. Officer B followed the Honda
before moving alongside it as the driver of the Honda attempted to veer left at a relatively low
speed. Officer B made contact with the left side of the Honda and pushed it to the right in an
attempt to take it off the road. However, the driver of the Honda braked causing Officer B to
pass it and spin anticlockwise about 90°, the rear wheels of his Police car leaving the road. The
driver of the Honda was then able to turn to the left and drive around the front of Officer B’s
vehicle before continuing along the off-ramp in the wrong direction.

JTOC footage shows Officer B continuing the pursuit as the lead vehicle, closely followed by
four other Police cars, including cars driven by Officers D and H. The Honda appears to slow
and meander in front of Officer B before its rear fishtails slightly to the left and then to the
right allowing it to drive over a grass embankment and turn left onto SH20 (northbound in the
correct direction). The vehicle then continues at a low speed with Officer B and the other
Police cars close behind it. The Honda can be seen driving back down the grass embankment
onto the off-ramp (again heading the correct way) leaving all five’ Police vehicles behind on
SH20.

Officer B radioed NorthComms and said: “I had to take him out. He was pretty dangerous and
there was some oncoming traffic” (no oncoming traffic is immediately visible at this time in
footage captured by a nearby JTOC camera). NorthComms sought to clarify matters and asked
Officer B: “Is the vehicle stationary or still mobile?” Officer B replied: “Still mobile. I've lost
sight of it now.”

None of the officers in any of the other four Police cars advised NorthComms of their
involvement. The pursuit controller was therefore unaware that anyone other than Officer B
was pursuing the Honda.

8 . .

A Tyre Deflation Device.
° The drivers/passengers of two of these Police cars have not been identified as part of Police enquiries nor
during the course of the Authority’s investigation into this matter.
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44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

In the meantime, Officer F had positioned his car at the intersection of Cavendish Drive and
the off-ramp the Honda was travelling down. Using ‘nudge bars’ on the front of his Police car,
Officer F drove into the driver’s side of the Honda at relatively low speed as it went past
causing it to spin in a clockwise direction. Officer F told the Authority that he used this tactic
as a result of the pursuit controller’s advice that the use of force was justified under section 39
of the Crimes Act 1961 (see paragraph 37).

After righting itself, JTOC footage shows that the Honda continued along Cavendish Drive in
the wrong direction, narrowly missing a stationary vehicle waiting at a red light. It was
followed on the wrong side of the road by another unmarked Police car, containing Officers |
and J.

As the Honda passed a raised median and moved to the left, Officer F, who had shadowed the
Honda on the correct side of the road, again made contact with the rear left of the vehicle with
the Police car’s ‘nudge bars’.

In following the Honda on the wrong side of the road, Officer | told the Authority that his
intention was to: “get onto the driver’s side of [the Hondal]...to force him into a position that he
couldn’t open the door...or if he did do a runner...at least [Officer J] and myself would be in a
position to...try and catch him”.

JTOC footage shows that after being struck by Officer F for a second time, the driver of the
Honda immediately turned left and continued the wrong way along Cavendish Drive where it
runs parallel to SH20. The Honda was followed by Officer F, the vehicle with Officers D and E
and two other Police cars™ before it drove over an embankment and joined the southbound
carriageway of SH20 heading north. None of the pursuing Police cars followed the Honda over
the embankment.

JTOC footage shows all Police cars, other than the car containing Officers | and J, following the
Honda along Cavendish Drive and continuing towards the Puhinui Road intersection after the
Honda joined SH20. When asked about his decision not to follow the other Police cars Officer |
told the Authority: “I wasn’t prepared to put myself at risk in regards to going up the wrong
side of the motorway”.

NorthComms was not advised that the Honda had been hit twice or that several Police vehicles
had followed it the wrong way along the slip-road. Officer F told the Authority: “at this point,
you know, you can’t get on the radio... if you try and talk and someone else happens to talk at
the same time your radio goes, ‘beep™.

Officer F told the Authority that he continued along Cavendish Drive before joining the
northbound carriageway of SH20 and shadowed the Honda as it travelled north on the
opposite carriageway. JTOC footage shows two unmarked Police cars joining SH20 at the
Puhinui Road intersection and travelling north, leading the pursuit. It has not been possible for
the Authority to determine whether other Police vehicles joined SH20 at this location due to

% The drivers of these vehicles have not been identified. See also footnote 9.

L



the movement of the JTOC camera as it follows the Honda. The footage shows a total of six
Police cars with lights illuminated shadowing the vehicle as it travels north on the southbound
carriageway. The flashing lights of another Police car that was positioned to block an exit
further north are visible in the distance.

52.  The pursuit controller was unaware of the number of Police cars involved in the pursuit at this
time. He told the Authority: “the communications on the channel are pretty much restricted to
the unit that’s actually closest to the target and the dispatcher, and a lot of things happen in
the background. People can’t tell you everything, there just isn’t the capacity to do that.”

53.  After continuing the wrong way along SH20 for a distance of about three kilometres, the driver
of the Honda turned sharply to the right, crossed the hard-shoulder of the southbound
carriageway and mounted a grass embankment behind residential properties located on
Skipton Street. The Honda then came to a stop and footage from a JTOC camera shows five
people leaving it and running on foot towards a wooden fence separating the motorway from
the nearby residential properties.

54.  When they saw the Honda stop, the drivers of all the following Police cars also stopped (with
their emergency lights illuminated) in the right hand lane of the northbound carriageway.
Officers D, E and J were among officers who left their vehicles on SH20 to chase the occupants
of the Honda on foot™. Officer F parked his Police car a short distance behind the rearmost
stationary Police vehicle. Officer F’s Police car was equipped with a built-in merge left sign and
this was activated to give advance notice to oncoming vehicles.

55.  The third pursuit lasted just over eight minutes.

56. Police later established that the five occupants of the Honda were two 14-year-old females,
and three males aged 14, 16 and 19. The 19 year old male was identified as the driver. All five
occupants were arrested a short distance from the abandoned vehicle.

57. The driver of the Honda was subsequently charged with five offences arising from this
incident: unlawfully taking a motor vehicle; failing to stop; reckless driving; failing to comply
with a prohibition; and giving false details. Guilty pleas were entered in respect of all of these
charges resulting in the driver being sentenced to three months’ imprisonment and
disqualified from driving for six months. The other occupants of the vehicle were referred to
Youth Aid.

“The pursuing officers had to cross a central barrier and negotiate the southbound carriageway of SH20
before reaching the Honda and its fleeing occupants. Officers G and H continued to the next junction where
they left the motorway before re-joining the southbound carriageway. Officer | did not join Officer J in chasing
the occupants of the Honda but remained with their Police vehicle.
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The Authority’s Investigation

THE AUTHORITY’S ROLE

58. Under the Independent Police Conduct Authority Act 1988, the Authority's functions are to:

. receive complaints alleging misconduct or neglect of duty by any Police employee, or
concerning any practice, policy or procedure of the Police affecting the person or body
of persons making the complaint; and to

° investigate, where it is satisfied there are reasonable grounds for doing so in the public
interest, any incident in which a Police employee, acting in the course of his or her duty
has caused or appears to have caused death or serious bodily harm.

59. The Authority's role on the completion of an investigation is to form an opinion about the
Police conduct, policy, practice or procedure which was the subject of the complaint.

THE AUTHORITY'S INVESTIGATION

60. In accordance with our Memorandum of Understanding'® with Police, the Authority was
notified of this pursuit on 4 September 2015.

61. In addition to reviewing information provided by Police and JTOC footage, the Authority
interviewed 16 Police employees who were involved in the various pursuits of the Honda.

ISSUES CONSIDERED

62. The Authority's investigation considered the following issues:

1) Was the first pursuit of the Honda carried out in accordance with law and policy?

2) Were Officers B and C authorised to undertake urgent duty driving after the Honda had
been located by the JTOC operator?

3) In relation to the second pursuit:
a) Was this commenced in accordance with policy?

b) Were Officer C’s actions in preventing the Honda from entering SH20 the wrong way
justified?

c) Were communications to NorthComms during the second pursuit appropriate?

2 Under the 2014 Memorandum of Understanding between the Authority and Police, the Commissioner of Police may
notify the Authority of any matter involving criminal offending or serious misconduct by a Police employee, where that
matter is of such significance or public interest that it places or is likely to place the Police reputation at risk.
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4)

5)

6)

7)

d) Was the pursuit controller misled by information conveyed by Officer B?

Was the second pursuit correctly abandoned after the Honda joined SH1 heading the

wrong way?
Was the third pursuit correctly recommenced following the second abandonment?

Were the tactics employed by Police during the third pursuit justified and reasonable?
In particular:

a) Was the pursuit controller’s direction to arrest the driver of the Honda before it
could re-join the motorway appropriate?

b) Were Officer B’s actions in attempting to prevent the Honda from driving the wrong

way along a SH20 off-ramp justified?
c) Were Officer F's attempts to immobilise the Honda justified?

d) Were the decisions to follow the Honda the wrong way along a motorway slip-road
and then continue the pursuit on the opposite carriageway justified?

Did Police make reasonable efforts to identify all of the officers involved in this pursuit?



The Authority’s Findings

ISSUE 1: WAS THE FIRST PURSUIT OF THE HONDA CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW
AND POLICY?

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Officer A stopped the Honda after the driver failed to stop at a checkpoint on Akoranga Drive.
Officer A had no concerns regarding the way the vehicle was being driven up to this point and
thought that the driver was simply unaware that he was required to stop. Officer A told the
Authority that there “wasn’t anything suspicious” about the Honda or its occupants, none of
whom were known to him.

Officer A was justified under section 114 of the Land Transport Act 1998 in stopping the Honda
in order to establish the identity of the driver.

However, as Officer A walked towards the Honda, the driver unexpectedly performed a u-turn
and accelerated away at speed.

Because the driver of the Honda failed to remain stopped and attempted to evade Police,
Officer A was entitled under the Police Fleeing Driver policy to commence a pursuit. Officer A
informed NorthComms that the Honda was “failing to stop”, and the dispatcher issued the
pursuit warning as required by policy (see paragraph 10), which Officer A acknowledged.

The Fleeing Driver policy requires officers to make continuous risk assessments and to
abandon the pursuit if the risk to the safety of the public and Police outweighs the immediate
need to apprehend the driver. When the driver of the Honda crossed to the wrong side of the
road, Officer A immediately recognised that the driving was too dangerous and decided to
abandon the pursuit. He advised NorthComms that the driver was: “going on the wrong side
of the road. I’'m pulling back Comms... Abandon pursuit. He’s going the wrong way onto the
motorway heading City-bound in the northbound lane”.

As required by the Fleeing Driver Policy, Officer A reduced his speed and deactivated the lights
and sirens of his Police car. Officer A then came to a stop before relaying his location.

FINDINGS

Officer A’s pursuit of the Honda was justified and complied with law and policy.

Officer A appropriately abandoned the pursuit when the driving behaviour of the fleeing driver
became too dangerous.




ISSUE 2: WERE OFFICERS B AND C AUTHORISED TO UNDERTAKE URGENT DUTY DRIVING
AFTER THE HONDA HAD BEEN LOCATED BY THE JTOC OPERATOR?

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

As detailed in paragraphs 16-18, after the JTOC operator had located the Honda, Officer B
followed it at speed until it performed a u-turn and continued north along SH1. His actions
amounted to urgent duty driving, as defined by the Police Urgent Duty Driving policy®® (see
Applicable Laws and Policies section for further information).

Police policy states that Police must: “use flashing lights and siren at all times while
undertaking urgent duty driving unless a ‘tactical approach’ is used”. As detailed in paragraph
17, Officer B did not activate his flashing lights or siren at any time while following the Honda
at speeds that exceeded the posted speed limit and therefore did not comply with policy.

In relation to his actions after the Honda joined SH1 (see paragraph 18), Officer B remained of
the view that no pursuit was being undertaken because the Police car was “on the other side of
the motorway”. Officer B did not therefore signal the driver of the Honda to stop by activating
his lights and siren, and did not seek approval from the pursuit controller to commence a
pursuit (see paragraph 165 for further information). Officer B did not radio NorthComms to
advise he was driving at speeds in excess of the speed limit prior to the Honda joining SH1 (see
paragraph 17).

From the pursuit controller’s perspective, and in the absence of further information, the
Honda: “was merely being observed by a Police unit”. The pursuit controller also told the
Authority that there was no suggestion that the Honda was being driven erratically or
dangerously. Due to the limited amount of information provided to him, the pursuit controller
had no idea of the speeds reached while the Honda was under observation by Officer B. He
was also unaware of the Honda driver’s actions in response to the presence of Officer B.

Nevertheless, the Authority is of the view that the pursuit controller should have sought
further information from Officer B to determine whether the driver of the Honda had been
signalled to stop and, if refusing to do so, whether permission to commence a pursuit was
sought, especially after Officer B radioed NorthComms and said: “They know I’m here...they’re
speeding up a bit now. I’'m not pursuing at the moment” (see paragraph 16).

As detailed in paragraph 20, after Officer B left SH1, the Honda was subsequently followed by
Officer C as it headed south on SH1 (in the correct carriageway). Although Officer C was
initially unable to confirm that it was the Honda, Officer C told NorthComms: “I haven’t
activated my lights or anything yet” before disclosing: “...we’re doing about one-fifty.”

B According to this policy, urgent duty driving can be summarised as: “when a constable on duty is driving
above the speed limit...and may not be complying with certain traffic rules and is...apprehending a fleeing
driver” (see Applicable Laws and Policies section for further information).

EE———



75.

The Authority is of the view that during this time Officer C was also engaged in urgent duty
driving. Officer C should therefore have complied with Urgent Duty Driving Policy and
activated his Police car’s flashing lights and siren. The pursuit controller should also have
asked Officer C whether he had signalled the driver of the Honda to stop.

FINDINGS

Officers B and C did not comply with Urgent Duty Driving policy.

Officer B should have signalled the driver of the Honda to stop as soon as practicable after the
Honda was re-engaged. Authority should then have been sought from the pursuit controller to
commence a pursuit.

Based on information conveyed by Officers B and C (see paragraphs 16 and 20), the pursuit
controller should have established whether the fleeing driver had been signalled to stop before
considering whether further pursuit was justified.

ISSUE 3: THE SECOND PURSUIT.

Was the second pursuit of the Honda commenced in accordance with policy?

76.

77.

As detailed in paragraph 21, as soon as Officer C had identified that the car he was following
was the Honda, he advised the dispatcher that he was commencing a pursuit and activated his
lights and sirens. The dispatcher then gave Officer C the pursuit warning, which was
acknowledged by him, as required by Police policy.

Although Officer C complied with Police policy, his decision to commence a pursuit was
undesirable and did not take into account the fleeing driver’s likely response and the increased
level of risk this may have posed to other road users. The Police Fleeing Driver policy has since
been changed to incorporate this consideration (see Subsequent Police Action at paragraph
145 for further information).

FINDING

Officer C complied with Police policy applicable at the time in commencing the second pursuit.

Were Officer C’s actions in preventing the Honda from entering SH20 the wrong way justified?

78.

As detailed in paragraph 23, the fleeing driver attempted to leave SH1 in the wrong direction,
via a one way slip-road that would have taken him to SH20. Officer C realised what the driver
of the Honda was trying to do, when he saw the driver slow significantly and attempt to turn
sharply between traffic control bollards. Officer C followed the driver and drove his Police car
into the rear left side of the Honda, causing it to spin 180° and come to a stop, facing the right
direction.

o



79.

80.

When asked by the Authority why he felt it was so important that the driver of the Honda be
stopped, Officer C said it was to prevent him from heading: “the wrong way down the
motorway again...it’s a really blind corner...he never would have known what was coming
round there.”

When asked by the Authority to justify his course of action, Officer C cited sections 39 and 48"*
Crimes Act 1961 (see paragraphs 175 and 176 for further information) and said: “because
there’s a huge risk...and | see that as death or grievous bodily harm, because if you have a
collision at 100k an hour no-one’s going to walk away unharmed.”

FINDING

Officer C’s actions were well executed, reasonable and proportionate in the circumstances,
eliminating any risk that may have been posed as a result of the Honda travelling the wrong way
along the slip-road towards SH20.

Were communications to NorthComms during the second pursuit appropriate?

81.

82.

Following Officer C's manoeuvre, Officer B radioed NorthComms advising that the driver of the
Honda had “rammed” Officer C’'s Police car. Officer B’s transmission was inaccurate. The
pursuit controller told the Authority that he understood this to mean: “we’ve now got a hostile
driver as well as a speeding driver.”
A few seconds later Officer C radioed NorthComms to clarify that the cars had collided as he
tried to stop the Honda going the wrong way on the motorway off-ramp.

FINDING

Officer B’s comments were inaccurate and misrepresented the actions of the fleeing driver.

Was the pursuit controller misled by information conveyed by Officer B?

83.

84.

As detailed in paragraph 82, the pursuit controller told the Authority that he thought the driver
of the Honda presented a significant risk and needed: “to be stopped because...if we don’t
actually stop him, he’s going to kill somebody.”

The Authority is of the view that the pursuit controller’s assessment was formed in large part
by Officer B’s comment that the driver of the Honda had rammed Officer C's car (see
paragraph 81). No consideration appears to have been given to Officer C's comment that the

' Section 48 Crimes 