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DISCLAIMER: In accordance with the Community Safety and Policing Act and the Freedom of Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act, the summary below has been de-identified to remove the personal information 
of individuals, including public complainants and persons who were the subject of the investigation. 

DE-IDENTIFIED SUMMARY UNDER SECTION 167(2) OF THE CSPA 
Original Police Service: Date of Complaint: 

Type of Investigation:  

Referred to Same Service: ☐ Referred to Other Service: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	2026-02-03 Investigative ReporService - Wang, Xunyan (Sally) 24
	2026-02-03 Investigative ReporService - Wang, Xunyan (Sally) 25

	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 08/30/2025
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: The complainant is a landlord that reported a dispute with a tenant to the (redacted) Police Service on August 4 2025.  The complainant alleges that, the respondent officer failed to conduct a fulsome investigation and lay appropriate charges against the tenant.  
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Allegation #1 - Neglect to do a Duty - Section 19
A police officer shall not, by act or omission, fail to perform their duties appropriately without lawful excuse if, at the time, they know or reasonably ought to know that their act or omission would amount to a failure to perform their duties appropriately. 

It is alleged by the complainant that the respondent officer neglected to fully investigate the allegations surrounding her tenant opening her mail.  Specifically, the respondent officer did not lay appropriate charges under the Criminal Code or Canada Post Act, failed to communicate in writing valid reasons for not laying charges, and did not caution the tenant regarding their behaviour.  
	Decision and Reasons: The (redacted)Police Service Professional Standards Branch has established that the respondent officer had a duty to investigate the allegations made by the complainant.  The respondent officer conducted an appropriate investigation, which included speaking with witnesses and gathering other evidence. Upon the completion of the investigation, the respondent officer took the additional step of consulting with a Crown Attorney.  The respondent officer reasonably, both subjectively and objectively, exercised discretion when they decided not to lay charges.  No duty existed mandating the respondent officer to lay charges or requiring the respondent officer to provide the complaint written justification for their exercise of discretion.  The respondent officer offered to meet with the complainant to discuss the situation in person, which was not accepted.  Lastly, the respondent officer erred in a delayed caution to the tenant, which he rectified.  This error did not breach the standard of care and cross the line from a performance issue to misconduct.    

Sources of Information:
•  (redacted)Police Service – GU25050574 – General Report
•  (redacted)Police Service – GU25050574 – Computer Assisted Dispatch (CAD) Details
•  (redacted)Police Service – GU25050574 – Pre-Charge Consultation Submission Form 
• Email correspondence between the complainant and respondent officer.

Relevant Laws and Policies:
Criminal Code of Canada
• Section 356(1) – Theft from Mail
Canada Post Corporation Act
• Section 48 – Opening Mail
Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019 (CSPA)
• Section 11(1) – Adequate and Effective Policing
• Section 82(1) – Duties of Police Officer 
Canadian Victims Bill of Rights
• Section 7 – Investigation and proceedings
Guelph Police Service Policies and Procedures
• LE-023 Arrest and Release 
• LE-029 Criminal Investigation Management Plan
• VA-001 Victim Assistance
Ontario Crown Prosecution Manual 
• Prosecution Directive D. 3: Charge Screening

Referenced Case Law
• Hill v. Hamilton-Wentworth Regional Police Services Board, 2007 SCC 41
• Korchinski v. Office of the Independent Police Review Director, 2022 ONSC 6074
• Provincial Constable K.M. Soley and the Ontario Provincial Police, 1996 CanLII 17303 (ON CPC)
• R. v. Beaudry, 2007 SCC 5 (CanLII), [2007] 1 SCR 190
• R. v. Beare, 1988 CanLII 126 (SCC), [1988] 2 S.C.R. 387



