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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   

Neglects to do duty - Sec. 19 CSPA.  

The complainant did not participate in the complaint investigative process.   
 
The complainant alleged that the officer failed to investigate her compliant as a hate crime.   
The officer met with the complainant to take a report of a fail to remain accident.   
The officer actively listened to the complainant and took notes which resulted in a fail to remain 
accident report being completed.   
the officer assessed the information that the complainant relayed to him and evaluated it against 
the Hate Crime and Hate Propaganda directive.  The officer determined that her incident did not 
meet the criteria of a hate crime.  The reasoning was explained to the complainant.   
The officer informed the complainant that officers had searched the area of the accident for video 
the previous night and he ultimately rechecked the area in an effort to identify the unknown driver. 
The officer's body-worn camera footage showed he was empathetic toward the complainant  
throughout their interaction and explicitly condemned the use of the "N" word directed at her.   
The officer was cognizant of the emotional impact this incident had on the complainant and he 
offered her the assistance of Victim Services.  
This was a fail to remain accident investigation. Although the “N” word was used during the 
exchange, the use of a racial slur alone does not constitute a hate crime. The determination of a 
hate crime is not based on a single word or act, but rather a combination of factors that must be 
assessed as outlined in the Hate Crime and Hate Propaganda directive.  
 
The officer took all necessary investigative steps to investigate this alleged offence.  The officer 
explained that the incident did not meet the definition of a hate crime.  The officer showed 
empathy and explained his reasoning with the complainant.  The officer lawfully performed the 
duties expected of him as a police officer. Although the complainant did not agree with the 
officer's conclusion of the investigation, the investigative steps taken to reach his conclusion were 
thorough and reasonable.  There is no evidence that the officer committed misconduct.   
 
 
 
 




