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IN THE MATTER OF  

A DISCIPLINE HEARING 

 

BETWEEN: 

THE ALBERTA SOCCER ASSOCIATION 

Applicant 

 

-and- 

 

Chris Billings 

Respondent 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On February 4, 2012 this Discipline Committee ("the Committee" or "this Committee") heard two sets of 

complaints brought by the Alberta Soccer Association ("ASA") against the respondent ("Billings"), the 

first set consisting of nine allegations of misconduct which pre-dated February 22, 2010 ("the pre-

February allegations") and the second set consisting of three allegations of misconduct which occurred 

since February 21, 2010 ("the later allegations") The Hearing was adjourned to permit Billings and 

another to provide the Committee with further documents.  

On February 22, 2010 the then Board of Directors ("the Board") of the ASA purported to suspend its 

then President, Billings, on those nine pre-February allegations of misconduct until a Discipline Hearing 

("a Hearing" or "the Hearing") was held to address them. A date for the Hearing was set on two 

occasions, but Billings failed to attend, as a result of which in each case the ASA continued the 

suspension indefinitely. Late in 2011 Billings indicated to the ASA that he then wished to have a Hearing 

to address those nine pre-February allegations. This Committee was appointed to conduct that Hearing, 

as well as to address the three later allegations which were formally complained of after Billings 

requested this Hearing.  

These Reasons set out our findings and our reasons for those findings. 
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II. THE ALLEGATIONS 

The nine pre-February allegations of misconduct charged are specifically worded (except as to name in 

the sixth allegation) as follows: 

1. You interfered in a serious district matter without the Board’s consent. Your actions caused 

significant harm in the district including the resignation of a 16 year senior employee. A 

formal protest letter was sent by the district. The matter was been left unresolved. 

2. [The Finance/Executive Committee ("the EFC")], did not approve the hiring of the Business 

Manager; however, this person was hired regardless. There is no Board approval to add a 

new employee and the costs associated with this position have not been budgeted which 

makes this an unauthorized expenditure.  

3. The Board passed a motion that no expenses on the River Plate vs. Everton game would be 

incurred where ASA would be held responsible. You tried to put through a handwritten 

cheque for a half time show act.  It was refused by the Director of Finance and the Past 

President. You then instructed the Executive Director to write a personal cheque for this act 

and then expense it back to ASA. 

4. You instructed the Executive Director to purchase a $350 wedding gift for a director and 

expense it. Given the nature of the transaction, this is an unbudgeted item requiring 

approval of the Board, which approval was not sought. 

5. You committed the ASA to a $2,000 expense for heaters at the U18 National Competition 

that was unauthorized. When confronted about this expenditure, You claimed that Ontario 

was willing to pay for it which turns out to be false. Following Nationals, you tried to force a 

change to the financial controls of the ASA during an EFC meeting to allow the Executive 

Director to sign cheques. This would ultimately allow for the above to go through likely 

without detection. 

6. [A named employee] filed a formal harassment complaint with the ASA. You went against 

the EFC’s recommended course of action and appointed an inexperienced board member to 

become the Harassment Officer whom as a result of significant failure resigned from the 

assignment. For several months now this staff member’s formal complaint remains 

unresolved. 

7. You have breached Article 30 of the ASA By-Laws on numerous occasions against board 

members. 

8. You have circulated emails to other parties without the author’s consent for the purpose of 

causing harm to their respective authors. 
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9. Christine Chater, Robert Hayne and Colin Innes have been harassed by you during board 

meetings and outside board meetings and by email.  These various harassments have been 

witnessed by the board.  These include verbal assaults during board meetings directed at 

board members and interfering with board expense claims for the purpose of causing 

embarrassment. 

The three later allegations of misconduct are generally described in an ASA letter to Billings on 

December 14, 2011 advising him that they would be addressed at this Hearing. They can be properly 

described as follows: 

1. Since February 21, 2010 you violated the terms of your suspension of February 21, 2010 by 

involving yourself in the affairs of the ASA and its members. 

2. You failed to attend scheduled Discipline Hearings on April 23 and June 19, 2010 to hear 

nine allegations of misconduct against you. 

3. You contravened Article 32 of the ASA By-Laws by initiating and continuing a dispute with 

the ASA in a court of law and failed to submit disagreements to the jurisdiction of the ASA.    

 

III. JURISDICTION - ASA BY-LAWS AND RULES  

The ASA is a society incorporated in Alberta and as such is subject to the laws of Alberta.  

Article 32 of the A.S.A. By-laws provides for a mechanism for dispute resolution, including a prohibition. 

It states: 

32. A member’s affiliates, registrants, leagues, clubs, players, referees or officials shall not refer 

disputes with the Association or any other soccer association to a court of law but shall be 

required to submit any disagreements to the jurisdiction of the Association. 

The Canadian Soccer Association ("CSA") is a federally incorporated corporation and the ASA. is one of 

its members. Article 52 of its By-laws contains a similar provision: 

52.1 The CSA, its members, players, officials and match and player’s agents will not take any 

dispute to the Ordinary Courts unless specifically provided for in these By-laws and FIFA 

regulations. Any disagreement shall be submitted to the jurisdiction of FIFA, CONCAF or SDRC. 

Fédération Internationale de Football Association ("FIFA") is an international organization which has as 

part of its Statutes a similar prohibition against the commencement of litigation in courts of law. We do 

not know the precise wording of that provision. 
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Unlike the related Discipline Hearing between the ASA and three of its members (ASA v. Sunny South 

District Soccer Association et al), the allegation that Billings contravened the prohibition against 

litigation, is restricted to only the breach of the ASA By-Laws.  

Like that related Discipline Hearing (ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al), this Discipline 

Hearing too "is but the latest of a narrative consisting of many chapters of and flowing from a bitter, 

acrimonious and expensive dispute about control over who should control the A.S.A. as members of its 

Board of Directors". 

Rule 9 B) of the General Rules and Regulations  of the ASA sets out the direct jurisdiction which the ASA 

has not delegated but has reserved to itself, the relevant part of which is as follows: 

B)  JURISDICTION 

iii) The Association shall have direct jurisdiction only in the following circumstances: 

. . . 

d) misconduct by an Association or League in membership or any of its officers 

and officials; . . .  

f) any other matter directly related to the Association, which the Association, in 

its sole discretion, deems should be dealt with it. 

Rule 9 C) of those General Rules and Regulations defines misconduct, the relevant part of which is as 

follows: 

C) MISCONDUCT 

i) In addition to matters referred to in any other By-Law, Rule or Regulation of the 

Association, it shall be misconduct if any person or organization is proved at a hearing to 

the satisfaction of a Discipline Hearing Committee of the Association to have done, or 

permitted or assisted in doing or permitting any of the following: . . . 

a) Violated the Laws of the Game or the By-Laws, Rules and Regulations of the 

Association or an Association or League in Membership; . . .  

d) Committed an act or made any statement either verbally or in writing, or been 

responsible for conduct, continuing misconduct or any other matter which, in the 

opinion of the Association, is considered to be ungentlemanly, insulting or improper 

behavior or likely to bring the game into disrepute. 

Billings confirmed there was no objection to the composition of the Committee.  
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IV. RELATED ASA BY-LAWS 

Article 4 of the ASA By-Laws defines membership in the ASA. 

4. The Association shall be composed of the following categories of Members: 

(a) Active Membership which shall be open to all constituted District Associations and 

Provincial Leagues; 

(b) Associate Membership which shall be open to such organizations operating on a 

provincial basis such as school, college, and university leagues, along with professional 

clubs; 

(c) Life Membership.  

Article 15 of the ASA By-Laws provides that the Board consists of 12 member Directors: four elected 

officers (the President, the First Vice-President, the Second Vice-President and the Director of Finance; 

six elected Directors-at-Large; and two non-elected Directors, the Past-President and the Executive 

Director (who is a paid employee occupying the position of senior administrator of the day-to-day 

operations of the ASA). 

We emphasize that the Executive Director during his term of office is still a Director, a point that seems 

to have been lost on some of the Directors. 

The elected Directors of the ASA are elected at the AGM from time to time for two year staggered 

terms, presumably to enhance continuity on the Board. 

 

Article 15 (7) explicitly sets out how meetings of the Board are to be called: 

15 (7) Meetings of the Board shall be at the call of the President or by a circulated written notice 

signed by a majority of the members of the Board. 

Article 17 of the ASA By-Laws sets out the specific duties of the Officers. The President is obliged to 

preside at all meetings of the ASA and is an ex officio member of all committees. Other than as provided 

in Article 24 which addresses Standing Committees, such is the extent of the President's personal 

responsibility and authority under the By-Laws unless other specific duties are prescribed by the Board 

under its general mandate pursuant to Articles 15 and 18 of the By-Laws.  

The other three Officers are also prescribed specific duties, especially the Director of Finance. Their 

personal responsibilities and powers are similarly circumscribed. 

Article 18(3) of the ASA By-Laws sets out the duties of the Board of Directors. 

 

18(3) The Board shall have power to make rules, regulations and arrangements as 

to all matters of business, duties, management, regulation or otherwise, so far as it 

is not already herein expressly provided for. In keeping with their duty to enforce all the laws all 

the time, and without waiting for an official protest, or appeal, the 
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Board shall immediately inquire into the circumstances of any alleged irregularity 

which may be brought to their attention by a duly responsible officer of any 

Member and take appropriate action without delay. This in no way shall enable to 

complainant to gain anything personally therefrom. 

 

Article 24 of the ASA By-Laws establishes a number of Standing Committees, one of which is the 

Finance/Executive Committee ("the EFC"), on which the President and Director of Finance are stipulated 

as Co-Chairmen. It generally has "such duties and responsibilities as the Board may determine" and has 

the specific responsibility (1) to oversee the fiscal involvement of the ASA and (2) to prepare the ASA's 

budget on an annual basis. It provides that its members shall be appointed by the Board during its 

existence. While not so provided in the By-Laws, it is clear that with the approval of the Board in 

practice it also assumed responsibility for all matters relating to the ASA's paid staff. 

Article 30 of the ASA By-Laws provides a Code of Conduct.  

  

30(1) Members have an obligation not only to abide by the By-Laws and Rules and Regulations 

of the Association but also to act in a manner that evidences their commitment to the principles 

and intent of the By-Laws and Rules and Regulations. 

(2) All members should expect to be treated equitably and fairly in all matters.  Members shall 

not discriminate against other members by means of different, unequal or inconsistent 

treatment applied to individuals or segments of the members. 

(3) Private interests shall not provide the potential for, or the appearance of an opportunity for 

benefit, wrongdoing or unethical conduct.  It is important to emphasize that conflict of interest 

relates to the potential for wrongdoing as well as to actual or intended wrongdoing. 

(4) Information or data entrusted to members for use in their capacity or position shall not be 

disclosed or disseminated in a manner that may cause embarrassment to the Association, or that 

betrays a trust or confidence. 

(5) Members shall at all times exhibit deportment that maintains the Association’s reputation 

and shall at no time harm or hinder the Association or its ability to represent the sport. 

(6) No member shall harass another member by actions that include, but are not limited to, 

unwelcome remarks, invitations, requests, gestures or physical contact that, whether indirect or 

explicit, has the purpose or effect of humiliating, interfering with or creating an intimidating 

situation for that other member.  Harassment shall be considered inappropriate and such 

behavior, be it ethnic, religious or sexual in nature. 

(7) The interaction or involvement of members under the jurisdiction of the Association shall not 

result in threats, intimidation, or inflicted physical distress between such members, whether 

implied or explicit. 

(8) Articles 5 (4) b); 18 {3), 5) and 6)}; and 31 of the By-Laws and General Rules and Regulations 

will apply in the application of this Code of Conduct. 
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Article 31 of the ASA By-Laws governs conflicts of interest. Article 31(g) provides for the removal of a 

Director who violates that Article.  

  

31(a) On election to the position of a Director of the Association or a Director of a Member of the 

Association, the newly elected Director shall immediately disclose, in writing, any personal, 

professional or business activity that may be construed as a potential conflict of interest and 

periodically thereafter update such disclosure; 

(b) A Director of the Association or a Director of a Member of the Association shall not permit 

his/her own interest to conflict in any way with her/her fiduciary responsibilities to the 

Association; 

(c) A Director of the Association or a Director of a Member of the Association shall not benefit 

directly or indirectly from any transaction with the Association, unless it is to the clear advantage 

of the Association as determined by the Board of the Association; 

(d) A Director of the Association or a Director of a Member of the Association shall declare a 

conflict of interest and abstain from voting on any discussion matter relating specifically to 

his/her involvement with another soccer organization, private business interest or outside not-

for-profit or charitable organization; 

(e) A volunteer Director of the Association or a volunteer Director of a Member of the Association 

shall not receive compensation for his/her services, except for compensation for out-of-pocket 

expenses incurred in the performance of his/her duties on behalf of the Association; 

(f) Any deviation or perceived deviation from these Conflict of Interest Rules shall be acted on 

only if reported, in writing, by the complainant to the Board at Large of the Association 

concerned; 

(g) Any Director who, by personal or business conduct violates any part of Article 31 may be 

suspended from the Board of Directors by a two-third (2/3) majority vote of the entire Board of 

the Association concerned after an investigation has been made at which the Director concerned 

has been given a proper hearing with a full opportunity to explain his/her action.  When such a 

hearing is being initiated, notice of such hearing shall be given to all concerned, in writing, not 

less than seven (7) days before such hearing.  Such suspension will remain in effect until ratified 

by the membership of the Association concerned at its next General Meeting. 

 

Article 31(g) is the only Article which specifically addresses the possible removal of a Director (other 

than the Executive Director), whether an Officer or Director-at-Large. 

 

V. BACKGROUND 

In these Reasons we refer to the Directors of the ASA as "the Directors"; an ASA Annual General Meeting 

as "the AGM"; and an ASA Special General Meeting as "the SGM".   

For the sake of convenience we will refer to the Directors only by their last name. 
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The subject matter of the nine pre-February allegations of misconduct arose during the term of the 

Board as constituted by the ASA's AGM on January 17, 2009 for the year 2009 to 2010. We will refer to 

that Board as "the 2009 Board". 

The 2009 Board consisted of Billings (elected as President at the 2009 AGM),   Jacobsen (First Vice-

President); du Berger (elected as Second Vice-President at the 2009 AGM); Innes (Director of Finance); 

Kern (Past-President); and Chater, Troke, Bowie, Hayne, Malone and Jossy (as Directors-at-Large - Jossy 

being appointed to that position by the remainder of the Board on February 11, 2009). The Executive 

Director was Cammarata. 

 

The subject matter of the three later allegations of misconduct arose during the term of the Board as 

constituted by the ASA's AGM on January23, 2010 for the year 2010 to 2011. We will refer to that Board 

as the "2010 Board". 

The Board as constituted at the 2010 AGM consisted of Billings (President),   Charpentier (elected First 

Vice-President at the 2010 AGM); du Berger (Second Vice-President); Innes (elected as Director of 

Finance at the 2010 AGM); Kern (Past-President); and  Chater, Letkeman, Bowie, Hayne, Malone, and 

Jossy (as Directors-at-Large). The Executive Director remained Cammarata. 

 

Cammarata was terminated by the 2010 Board on February 22. Malone resigned April 28. Letkeman 

resigned some weeks later.  Bowie was replaced by the 2010 Board in the fall of 2010, although by then 

he had effectively been frozen out by the other Board members since March 6.             

 

A meeting of the Board will be referred to as "the Board Meeting" or " the Meeting".  

Absent the specific responsibilities and powers given to the directors of an organization (including its 

officers) by the By-Laws of that organization or assigned to them by its board of directors, all directors 

are equal in responsibility and power.  

That is not to say that they all enjoy the same influence. Some more than others by reason of their 

character and personality will have greater influence. The influential authority of any particular director 

may grow or wane over the lifetime of a board. One determinant of any change in influential authority is 

the manner in which a director interacts with the other directors.   

At the organizational January 18, 2009 Meeting of the 2009 Board it appointed Jacobsen and du Berger 

to the EFC for the term of that 2009 Board.  Kern was never appointed to the EFC, although it appears, 

as noted, that all concerned were content to follow custom where the Past President sat on it. The 

Executive Director because of his duties was heavily involved in the activities of the EFC although he was 

not a member of it.    
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The 2009 Board met on 20 documented occasions, 7 in person meetings and 13 meetings by conference 

call as follows: 

 January 18, 2009 (in person) 

 January 29, 2009 (by conference call)  

 February 11, 2009 (by conference call) 

 February 26, 2009 (by conference call) 

 March 10, 2009 (by conference call) 

 March 14, 2009 (in person) 

 March 26, 2009 (by conference call) 

 April 25, 2009 (in person) 

 June 2, 2009 (by conference call) 

 June 21, 2009 (by conference call) 

 June 23, 2009 (by conference call) 

 July 14, 2009 (by conference call) 

 September 19, 2009 (in person) 

 October 18, 2009 (by conference call) 

 October 23, 2009 (in person) 

 November 19, 2009 (by conference call) 

 December 12, 2009 (in person)  

 December 22, 2009 (by conference call) 

 January 7, 2010 (by conference call) 

 January 22, 2010  (in person) 

This Hearing was provided copies of the Minutes of all those 2009 Board Meetings except the Minutes 

of January 22, 2010. Except for the four Meetings on December 12 and 22 and January 7 and 22, the 

Minutes of all those meetings, were approved by a later meeting with both major and minor 

amendments (which amendments are not relevant to the issues before us).  
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Needless to say, formal minutes of meetings of an organization are particularly valuable in reliably 

discerning what actually took place in those meetings. That is because the minute taker is usually under 

an obligation to take accurate minutes; and because minutes are considered more accurate since they 

are taken contemporaneously with the event. That value is enhanced if the accuracy is endorsed by 

being later approved by those who were in attendance. That enhanced accuracy is underscored where 

those who attend the meetings are seen to make corrections to the minutes. 

It is clear that the members of the 2009 Board did not hesitate to review and correct the Minutes of all 

the Board Meetings. This in our view makes those Minutes particularly reliable in describing the matters 

discussed and the decisions made at those Meetings. 

The 2010 AGM was held on January 23, 2010.  The 2010 Board met on five documented occasions 

between then and the end of April, two in person meetings and three meetings by conference call, as 

follows: 

January 24, 2010 (in person) 

 January 27, 2010 (by conference call) 

 March 6, 2010 (in person) 

 March 30, 2010 (by conference call) 

 April 14, 2010 (by conference call) 

This Hearing was not provided with copies of the Minutes of either the January 24 or the January 27, 

2010 Board Meetings. We were provided with unapproved Minutes of the March 6, March 30 and April 

14 Board Meetings. The authorship of each of those unapproved Minutes is not known.  

The absence of any Minutes for the Board Meetings of January 22, 24, and 27 is explained by a 

reference in the Minutes of the March 6 Board Meeting. Those January Minutes were on the Agenda to 

be approved. The March 6 Minutes indicate that the approval of those earlier Minutes was tabled 

because they were not available for approval "due to administrative transitions".  What that notation 

actually meant was that the minute taker, Cammarata, had been terminated on February 22 before he 

had completed the Minutes. According to the March 6 Minutes, the 2010 Board was to reconstruct 

those absent Minutes based upon the members' own recollections and note taking, all of which was to 

be done under the direction of Charpentier who was to arrange for their transcription. That was never 

done; and at this Hearing Charpentier appeared puzzled that he had been so tasked. 

It is important to note that Jossy, Innes, Cammarata, Bowie and Billings all told this Hearing that they 

had been present at each of the January 22, 24 and 27 Board Meetings and that nothing had been 

discussed at any of them relating to the allegations made against Billings. Jacobsen similarly told us that 

at the January 22 Board Meeting nothing was discussed relating to the allegations made against Billings. 

Charpentier also told us that at the January 24 and 27 Board Meetings nothing had been discussed 

relating to the allegations made against Billings.    
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We have Minutes of only seven EFC Meetings in 2009:  

January 27 (by conference call)  

February 6 (in person)  

February 23, March 13 (in person)  

May 12 (by conference call)  

September 10 (in person)  

December 21 (by conference call) 

All but the first two Minutes are said to be in draft. There was also a meeting of the EFC on April 24. We 

have not been provided with Minutes of that Meeting. All of the Minutes up to and including that of 

May 12 were later approved by the Board. While it was suggested that there were other EFC Meetings, 

no other Minutes have been produced and there is no reference to any such Meetings of the EFC in 

2009 other than one on September 18 which may have actually been the Meeting on September 10. 

From the material provided to us it is clear that in the last half of its mandate, the 2009 EFC conducted 

at least some of its business without formal meetings through an exchange of emails, as will be 

referenced later in these Reasons when discussing the second of the nine pre-February complaints.  

We have Minutes of three EFC Meetings in 2010, none of which were approved: February 21, March 7 

and April 6. 

As well as those Minutes from 2009 and 2010, this Hearing Committee was provided by the ASA with a 

binder (" the Binder") containing about 3 inches of documents which were collected by Innes sometime 

in February, March and April, 2010, which the 2010 Board considered the evidence relevant to the pre-

February allegations, as well as what occurred from February to mid-April, 2010 between Billings and 

the ASA. The documents include numerous emails most of which were printed on Innes' computer, as 

well as statements from Kern, Jossy, du Berger, Hayne, Chater and Innes himself pertaining to the 

harassment allegation. Statements outlining some of the allegations were made by an unknown author.  

There are no statements in the Binder from Jacobsen, Bowie, Troke, Malone, Billings or Cammarata. We 

make that point because they constituted half the 2009 Board membership when the pre-February 

allegations were claimed to have occurred.  

We also note that Jacobsen, Bowie, Cammarata and Billings were never asked to provide any 

information or to contribute to the content of the Binder before it was completed before the scheduled 

April 23, 2010 Hearing. We have no information as to whether Troke or Malone were approached about 

contributing, although it is reasonable to conclude that they were not.  

We also note, and this will become important in these Reasons when one considers each of the nine 

pre-February allegations, that inexplicably the Binder contained no Minutes whatsoever of the Meetings 

of the Board or the EFC in either 2009 or 2010.  
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Innes advised this Hearing that it was he who collected the material in the Binder, compiled the Binder 

and had copies of the Binder printed in April 2010. We note that a copy was provided to the Chair of the 

Investigation/Discipline Committee which was struck to investigate the pre-February allegations, hear 

those allegations and or both investigate and hear those allegations. A copy of the Binder was not 

provided to Billings until December 2011, notwithstanding his numerous requests for full disclosure.   

In late 2011 the ASA canvassed all members of the 2009 and 2010 Boards to ascertain whether they had 

any further information or documents relevant to the pre-February allegations in addition to the 

Minutes which the ASA then had in its possession; one of the specific requests was for notes of 

Meetings of the Board and EFC. While a number of those canvassed replied, only Charpentier, Jacobsen, 

Bowie and Billings himself provided additional documents. We have been provided with copies of same. 

Hayne, Kern and Jossy each relied that they had nothing to add to what was in the Binder. 

Billings provided a bundle of additional documents, also about three inches deep. Those additional 

documents included Affidavits sworn by him, Bowie and Troke; which Affidavits were filed in court 

proceedings which will be referred to later in these Reason.  

We were also provided with handwritten notes made by the Chair of the Investigation/Discipline 

Committee. 

The ASA also invited all members of the 2009 and 2010 Boards to attend this Hearing as witnesses to the 

complaints made against Billings, on the promise that their travel expenses would be paid. Those who 

attended were Innes, Jossy, Bowie, Cammarata, Jacobsen and Charpentier, as well as Billings himself. 

Four of those, Innes, Jossy, Cammarata and Charpentier stayed only for the morning of the Hearing. 

While this Committee would have preferred to have had them present for the duration of the Hearing, 

we were able to hear from them with respect to allegations two to five of the pre-February allegations, 

including their advice that they were satisfied that there was nothing more to be said with respect to 

those four complaints.  

Innes, Jossy and Charpentier were also of some assistance in providing and confirming a few details as to 

what transpired during the months of February to April, 2010. 

The ASA had specifically invited Charpentier and Innes to present the case for the ASA with respect to 

the pre-February allegations because it had appeared to the ASA that they in particular had been 

instrumental in the bringing forth of those allegations and in the purported suspension of Billings. They 

did not reply to that offer and so it was left to the one of the current ASA Directors (who is its Appeals 

and Discipline Committee Chair) and the current Executive Director to present the case for the ASA on 

all 12 allegations.  
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VI. CHRONOLOGY 

 

1. Intra-Board Conflict in 2009 

The Minutes of the first 2009 Board Meeting on the day after the 2009 AGM ominously foretold how the 

Board would function with the following concluding observations: 

"Mutual respect of board members – was discussed and misunderstandings were addressed 

with apologies. All board members must respect the position as we are all volunteers and are 

doing our best to accomplish the duties we've been assigned." 

We conclude from the Binder Statement provided by Kern that there was certainly a history of some 

animosity between Billings and one or more members of previous members of the ASA Boards before 

January 2009, although that may or may not have been evident to Billings. While there may have been 

concerns about the relationship between Billings and one or more of the other 11 Directors of the 2009 

Board during the first few months of its mandate, there is no evidence before us that during that time 

Billings or the others treated each other in a manner other than the respect and goodwill one would 

expect of any volunteer vis-à-vis another volunteer on a board of directors of a non-profit organization.   

However, the relationship between Billings and a number of the Board members seriously deteriorated 

beginning in mid-May as a result of a series of disagreements between Billings and those others. By the 

end of December, by the force of his personality as expressed in his behavior and conduct towards the 

other Directors, Billings managed to alienate himself in varying degrees from at least three and possibly 

six of them. Examples are evident in Billings' own written words, including email exchanges between 

him and those other Board members.  

(a) Calgary Dispute 

An early example of Billings alienating other members of the Board is found in the disagreement 

between him and at least three of the five Board members from Calgary, particularly Innes, over an 

internal dispute within the Calgary Women's Soccer Association ("the Calgary Dispute" or "the Dispute"). 

Initially Billings and Innes disagreed in email exchanges about four matters, the most glaring of which as 

matters transpired, was Billings' strong assertion that the five ASA Directors from Calgary (Kern, Innes, 

Hayne, Malone, and du Berger) were in a conflict of interest in addressing the Dispute. 

The internal Calgary Dispute was eventually settled; but there was blowback, including the resignation 

of a non-ASA employee of one of the parties involved in the Dispute - allegedly as a result of Billings' 

involvement in mediating it. Whether the blame was well founded or not is irrelevant to the ensuing 

ASA intra-Board conflict.   

The employee's resignation came to Innes's attention and he wrote an innocuous email on July 31 to 

Billings (with copies to Jacobsen, du Berger, Kern and Cammarata) raising a number of concerns about 

what had taken place. If anything the email was complimentary to Billings in terms of Billings' intentions. 
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The only negative comment one could reasonably construe from the email was an erroneous suggestion 

that the Board was unaware that Billings had intended to try to mediate the Dispute.  

Rather than simply correcting that error, Billings three hours later emailed Innes (copying the same four 

other Directors), describing the Innes email as an "attack" and claiming (erroneously) that Innes had 

blamed him in the email for the resignation. Billings claimed the Innes email included "inappropriate" 

hearsay. Billings claimed Innes' contention that there was a "lack" (Billings inaccurately says Innes said 

"need") of prior Board approval "[was] most disreputable"; that an assertion (accurate or not) was 

"quite astounding"; and that what Billings termed an implied assertion was "somewhat absurd". 

Billings reiterated in the email that Innes was in a conflict of interest because of Innes' Calgary 

connection. Billings concluded by suggesting that the Innes email was "most distressing and 

disrespectful" and that Innes should have telephoned him before putting his thoughts in an email. 

Two days later Innes answered Billings with a further email (again copying the same four other 

Directors) with a somewhat tempered reply, explaining why he did not consider himself to be in any 

conflict of interest. However, Innes continued the email skirmish with the following conclusion: 

"Regarding attacking you, that is absurd. By stating this you've have [sic] harassed me and I 

expect an apology. Ditto on the distressing and disrespectfulness, you should have picked up the 

phone and called me first before sending such an email." 

Billings couldn't let it go. He was clearly preoccupied by what he considered a conflict of interest on the 

part of Innes (and presumably the other Calgary Directors). On August 3 he responded to Innes with a 

lengthy email (with copies as before) sanctimoniously detailing how Billings considered Innes to be in a 

conflict of interest, and concluding: 

"As to the remainder of your remarks on your email, you have either repeated yourself, made 

false claims or continued with your harassment. To '[ditto' your comments would only invite 

further insult. Extremely Disappointed, Chris." 

A further area of blowback connected to the Calgary Dispute was a letter of complaint dated August 10 

addressed to the Board of Directors of the ASA from the Calgary Soccer Federation over Billings' 

involvement in the Calgary Dispute. Billings imperiously refused to immediately deliver a copy of the 

letter to the other Board members, erroneously claiming that it was his prerogative to determine when 

to do so. By an email he chastised Innes for attempting to obtain a copy of the letter from the Executive 

Director who had been told (improperly) by Billings not to release it. By an email the next day, August 

26, he again suggested that the Calgary members of the Board were in a conflict of interest, 

notwithstanding that they did not agree.  

The Calgary Dispute was discussed at the next Board Meeting on September 19. At that Meeting Billings 

again insisted the Calgary members of the Board were in a conflict of interest. Apparently they conceded 

to the extent that they left the room while the matter was discussed. This Committee's sense is that the 

concession may have been nothing more than a means to keep the peace, rather than an 



15 
 

acknowledgment that Billings' assertions had substance. Alternatively perhaps it just was not that 

important to them at the time.  

Regardless, it is hardly surprising that a person who is the object of repeated public accusations (shared 

by others or individualized) of being in a conflict of interest, as distinct from the recipient of a private 

and calm suggestion that the person think about whether he might be in such a conflict, would be 

insulted, particularly when that person saw no such conflict.  

Similarly it is hardly surprising that one or more Board members might be concerned (as were both 

Innes and Chater) by the arbitrary and unreasonable withholding of mail addressed to the entire Board. 

It is clear to this Committee that by the end of September, Billings had antagonized a few of the Calgary 

Directors, particularly Innes, by sanctimoniously (and we conclude unreasonably) repeatedly challenging 

their integrity; and had raised concerns about his leadership in the minds of some of the other Board 

members by autocratically interfering with communications which should have been immediately 

shared with all the Directors. 

(b) Misdirected Email 

Billings' credibility on the Board was then seriously damaged, particularly in the case of Hayne and 

Chater, by his responses to a misdirected email (the "misdirected email") erroneously sent from Hayne 

to Billings on October 12.  

In mid-October the Under 18 Youth National Championships was played in Sherwood Park. Chater was 

the ASA representative at the event. She and Hayne exchanged a series of emails about the results. On 

October 11, she emailed Hayne and added the following comments: 

"It’s a gong show here!!! [Billings] doesn't get it. We should talk when you return. He thinks that 

the staff are way too overworked, sent [Cammarata] to Saskatoon yesterday, god knows why. 

[Cammarata] has snapped again.[sic] and it is extremely clear that [Cammarata] has not lead this 

charge nor understands what was necessary to keep the staff organized. At the end of the day 

[Billings] said its [sic] the boards [sic] duty to do the work! I call BS -in all the successful tourneys 

we have run I have never seen anything like this! I will not host a tourney while [Cammarata] 

and [Billings] is [sic] in charge of ASA – never again!" 

(Six or seven weeks earlier Chater and Cammarata had engaged in a heated email exchange over the 

competence of Cammarata and the ASA staff. It is clear from all the evidence that throughout 2009 

Billings aligned himself with Cammarata in any issues between the Executive Director and the remainder 

of the Board.) 

The emails between Chater and Hayne continued over to the next day, with earlier emails being 

included with each new email as part of an email thread. 

On October 12 Hayne mistakenly used the entire email thread to convey the competition results to 

Chater and both Cammarata and Billings.  
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Instead of simply taking the earlier Chater comments in the email exchange under advisement, the next 

day Billings responded to the Hayne email with a blistering email of his own addressed to Chater, with 

copies to Cammarata, Hayne, Innes, Kern, Jacobson and du Berger. Billings provided reasons at the 

Hearing why he had copied those who had not received the Hayne email. He indicated that in the 

interim he and Cammarata had discussed the Hayne email and Chater's comments; and in that 

discussion Cammarata had raised the possibility that he, Cammarata, might launch a harassment 

complaint against Chater and Hayne. Billings indicated at the Hearing that because a harassment 

complaint by Cammarata would have involved the EFC, he decided to copy its members with his own 

reply.   

Billings email response first addressed Hayne making the following almost laughable claim: 

"Your acceptance of this communique without objection makes you complicit to its content. 

Suffice to say, this is a blunder on your part of historic proportion."  

It continued by urging Hayne to apologize in writing to Cammarata at his earliest available opportunity. 

As it turns out, Hayne was not amused. 

Next it addressed Chater. It called her email offensive, suggested that it was disturbing coming from a 

"Human Resources professional", disputed the suggestion that the ASA staff were underworked, 

asserted Cammarata was not in Saskatoon as alleged, demanded an immediate written apology to both 

Cammarata and Billings himself, suggested that Chater's involvement in future ASA competitions would 

be reviewed, suggested that her involvement the previous weekend was a failure, and finally demanded 

that Chater stop communicating with staff.  

Embarrassed by the discovery of his error, Hayne then emailed all who had been involved in the matter 

by indicating that his email had been intended to be private. 

Billings responded again within hours, with the same absurd claims that somehow Hayne was 

responsible for the content of the Chater email; that Hayne was under an obligation to disassociate 

himself with that content and had failed to do so; and that by failing to do so Hayne had attacked 

Billings.  

(c) Board Initiative to Resolve Conflict  

The intra-Board conflict with Billings as a key participant was addressed at the October 23 in person 

Board Meeting, where all the Directors other than Jacobsen, Bowie and Troke were present. The 

Minutes of that Meeting euphemistically describe that portion of the Meeting where the Board 

discussed the outstanding conflicts which had arisen earlier that month as "In-Camera Discussion on 

Governance".   

This Committee is satisfied that this portion of the Meeting was heated, loud and boisterous, filled with 

accusations and counter-accusations. We have no doubt that the discussion was probably very much 

more heated than the "sometimes robust" discussions described as being part of other Board Meetings  
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where both Jacobsen and Bowie were present. However, and significantly, in the end a motion (moved 

by Hayne and seconded by Innes) was passed "to task Mr. du Berger with the responsibility to aid the 

association in resolving concerns raised in camera". Specifically it was intended that a third party be 

enlisted to provide the Board with advice on conflict resolution.  

Du Berger immediately proceeded to try to arrange a one day session of conflict resolution with Centre 

Point, a highly respected non-profit organization with expertise in that area. On November 3 du Berger 

canvassed the Board members by email for their availability to attend such a session. That email is 

instructive in not only in confirming the intention of the Board at its October 23 Meeting to resolve all 

the then outstanding issues within the Board itself, just as it had done with respect to the Calgary 

Dispute but in showing the optimism that the intra-Board conflict would be resolved. It contains the 

following comments by du Berger. 

1. "We agreed at the meeting that some work resolving issues and this is an opportunity [to] 

put our cards on the table and work effectively as a team". 

2. "The ask is a day off work to allow us to come together as a team."  

3. "Personally I feel we have [a] good group and with some guidance by experts we can get 

even better."  

This Committee notes du Berger's optimism was well grounded considering two of Billings major 

antagonists, Innes and Hayne, had made the motion to involve a third party to resolve the intra-Board 

conflict.  

The next Board Meeting was by conference call on November 19. The governance issue was spoken to 

again, and du Berger reported that he was unable to find a facilitator to address the issues before the 

end of the year. It was suggested that the session should be scheduled after the AGM in January. The 

November 19 Board Meeting Minutes suggest that it was intended to combine the session with a Board 

Meeting normally held in March; and it was left to du Berger to report back to the Board on possible 

facilitators and timelines for a workshop. Again the Minutes euphemistically describe the problem as 

one of governance.  

The following Board Meeting on Dec. 12 revisited the matter again. Its Minutes indicate that du Berger 

had arranged a workshop to be conducted by Centre Point on March 23 in conjunction with the first 

anticipated Board Meeting after the January AGM; and that the workshop focus was to be on conflict 

resolution rather than attaining a governance model. 

However, the optimism of resolving intra-Board conflict did not last. Three incidents may well have 

contributed to undermining the prospect of the workshop ever occurring.   

(d) Attack on Kern's Integrity 

While Billings denied at the Hearing attacking the integrity of Hayne at the September 19 Board 

Meeting, about which more will be said later, Billings attacked that of Kern in a December 19 email to 
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Kern relating to a personnel issue. In that email Billings accused Kern of not merely of changing his mind 

on a position Billings thought Kern had taken, but attacked Kern's integrity by claiming "you have chosen 

not to stand by your word". It would seem that Kern did not reply. Even if Billings did not intend to 

impugn Kern’s integrity, the email was offensive and one would expect poorly received.   

(Kern provided a Statement in the Binder complaining that at a later Board Meeting in January, Billings 

had announced that Kern had given his word but had "changed my mind" which was false. This 

Committee does not consider a "change in mind" an attack on integrity and therefore offensive.)  

(e) December 22 Directors Meeting 

The Committee notes the last motion (moved by Hayne and seconded by Innes) recorded in the Minutes 

of the Board Meeting on December 22 which, however else it is interpreted, is clearly a rebuke directed 

at Billings over the manner in which he presided over that particular Board Meeting and displays Billings 

continuing to conduct himself vis-à-vis his co-Directors in a high handed manner. 

(f) President's Report to 2010 AGM.  

Billings provided the 2010 AGM with a written 2009 Annual Report. In it he wrote of unresolved 

disagreements within the 2009 Board over the extent of governance and suggested that the 

involvement of its Directors in the administration of the ASA had led to confusion, a lack of trust, a 

breakdown in relations and ultimately dysfunction with the ASA staff. It is hardly surprising that some of 

the Directors, particularly those who had been more involved in the administration (such as Innes) 

would be concerned by what appears to have been gratuitous and less than complimentary comments. 

This was not the time, the place or the medium to continue a philosophical discussion which was a 

matter for the Board itself to resolve.     

 

2. The Suspension of Billings 

 

(a) Transition to the 2010 Board 

The preceding recites the major conflicts involving Billings and some of the other members of the 2009 

Board, evident from the material provided to us and from what this Committee was told at the Hearing. 

They provide a background context as to why there may have been a change to the manner in which 

Billings' leadership was received by the other Directors with the end of the mandate of the 2009 Board 

and the commencement of the mandate of the 2010 Board.   

We have no doubt at all that by the end of the term of the 2009 Board, Billings had seriously alienated at 

least three of its members: Innes, Hayne, Chater. Moreover, as evidenced by their Statements in the 

Binder, at least three others, Kern, Jossy and du Berger, had misgivings with at least some aspects of 

Billings' leadership during the term of the 2009 Board.  
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The inescapable conclusion is that to those six Directors, Billings was considered to be unreasonably 

sensitive to any criticism; unaware of the sensitivities of others; prone to significant diplomatic lapses 

which were sure to offend; insistent he was always right and others wrong; and from time to time 

autocratic, arbitrary and imperious.  

Those six have effectively described Billings as an intimidating bully.  

On the other hand there were no complaints from the other five Directors. It bears repeating that none 

of them contributed anything to the Binder which set out the complaints and supporting evidence 

concerning Billings alleged misconduct. Two of them (Malone and Troke) were invited to attend this 

Hearing but did not. Cammarata did attend part of the Hearing. He made no complaint although he left 

before the entire nine pre-February allegations were addressed. However, from what he did say we 

infer that he would not have disparaged Billings at all. It is clear from the material provided to us that 

the two were closely aligned. The remaining two Directors (Jacobson and Bowie) did appear and 

basically supported Billings in terms of his leadership.  

It should not escape notice that in the course of events the nine pre-February allegations of misconduct 

by Billings were made by those same six Directors who Billings had antagonized and who continued to 

sit as Board members on the 2010 Board. Nor should it escape notice that almost as soon as there was a 

change in the membership of the Board at the January 23, 2010 AGM steps were initiated to rein in 

Billings. It may be that some or all of those six Directors simply bided their time until they had a clear 

consensus of support once the 2010 Board was elected. If so, and this Committee emphasises this point, 

there was nothing wrong with them simply waiting to take control or to take action until they were 

satisfied that they had a more favourable Board composition. That is simply organizational politics.  

This Committee acknowledges that notwithstanding the behaviour and conduct of the other Directors 

Billings came into conflict with, it is not their behaviour and conduct we are asked to consider. However, 

their conduct and behaviour as they relate to both sets of allegations is relevant as it turns out in any 

reasoned analysis of those allegations. The legitimacy of all those allegations must be considered in the 

context of the behaviour and conduct of not just those six Directors but the others on both the 2009 and 

2010 Boards. The legitimacy of the allegations cannot be assessed only by the content of the Board and 

EFC Minutes (which in explicably and puzzlingly were missing from the Binder), but by how the other 

Directors behaved and conducted themselves with respect to the issues which gave rise to the 

allegations against Billings. 

That is no less so with respect to both the 2010 Board's purported suspension of Billings, and the 

ensuing struggle for control of the ASA.  

Whether blowback against Billings from 2009 was intended to be payback to Billings in 2010 is not for us 

to judge. 

 



20 
 

(b) The 2010 Board's Process of Suspension 

We emphasize the point made earlier in these Reasons, that Jossy, Innes, Cammarata, Bowie  and 

Billings said at the Hearing they had been present at each of the three January Board Meetings and 

nothing had been discussed at any of them relating to the allegations made against Billings. Jacobsen 

told us the same concerning the January 22 Board Meeting, and Charpentier told us the same 

concerning the January 24 and 27 Board Meetings.  

 

Innes said at the Hearing the allegations became an issue only when Chater decided to make a 

harassment complaint against Billings. The first evidence of that, is an email she sent to Charpentier and 

Innes on February 4 (12 days after the 2010 AGM), outlining her harassment complaint against Billings. 

She re-worked the complaint in a second email to Charpentier and Innes on February 8.  

 

We were told at the Hearing by Jossy, Charpentier and Innes that a telephone conference call was 

arranged by one of the Directors, presumably Charpentier or Innes; the notice of the conference call 

provided to the Directors was verbal; the notice given to Bowie was left on a telephone answering 

machine but without disclosing the nature of the business which was to be conducted; and no notice at 

all was given to Billings or Cammarata. We were told that no records of the conference call were made. 

We are not at all clear as to how many of the Directors actually participated in the conference call, other 

than that Bowie, Cammarata and Billings did not and remained unaware of it February 21.   

 

Jossy, Innes and Charpentier were unable to provide us with the date of the conference call. It clearly 

had to have been before February 10.  

 

We were told that it was decided in the conference call that Billings would be removed, whether 

permanently or temporarily we cannot be sure.  

 

It is clear that the conference call was not a Meeting of the Board because it was not called in 

accordance with the requirements of Article 15 of the ASA By-Laws that Board Meetings must be at the 

call of the President or by a circulated written notice signed by a majority of the Board. 

There is no doubt that the members of the 2010 Board failed to follow the fundamental principle of 

governance – not only as mandated by the ASA By-Laws, but of organizations generally – that decisions 

must be made according to the rules. One of those rules is that a meeting occurs when people come 

together at the same time and place (whether in person or electronically) to make decisions.  

 

We are not unmindful of the fact that in some organizations decisions of a minor or incidental nature 

are frequently made outside formal meetings, particularly if time is of the essence. It is difficult enough 

for volunteer directors to have to meet frequently to make relatively trivial and inconsequential 

decisions. However, the decision to remove (even by temporary suspension) a director, let alone an 

officer of an organization can hardly be viewed as minor, incidental, trivial or inconsequential. Nor is 

there a scintilla of evidence that time was of the essence in this case. Indeed, it is clear that the 
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complaint made by Chater concerned Billings' conduct more than three months earlier (with an 

intervening AGM). Further, the ASA Boards had a history of frequent meetings.  

 

Even so, where a board does make minor, incidental trivial and inconsequential decisions without a 

"meeting", the authority to make those decisions must have some implicit authority in the 

organization's constitution or, failing that, an understanding universally shared by the members of the 

Board. Not only is there no such implicit authority in the ASA's By-Laws, Article 15 makes it crystal clear 

that Board Meetings must be properly called on notice. Article 15 is compulsive; it is not permissive. 

Moreover, there was no understanding that such decisions could be made in the case of the ASA Board. 

 

Significantly, there was an understanding by at least two of those who participated in the conference 

call that no such decisions could be made. They had made the same point, that a meeting occurs when 

people come together at the same time and place whether in person or electronically for the purpose of 

making decisions, only months earlier when they took issue with Billings talking to other members of the 

EFC one on one and then claiming that the EFC had a consensus on how to deal with a credit card issue. 

In an email to those on the EFC on December 19, Kern wrote "consensus by talking individually with EFC 

members is not appropriate . . . ." In an email on December 20 to the EFC members du Berg wrote "we 

have not agreed as efc [sic] and discussing individually with members does not constitute any 

agreement or follow any parliamentary procedure or robert's rules [sic]." Notwithstanding their 

complaints about how Billings acted improperly only two months earlier, two of those who participated 

in his suspension conducted themselves in exactly the same way. 

 

Furthermore, in this case the potential consequences were reasonably anticipated. There would have 

been opposition, certainly from Billings himself and perhaps others. In this case, having regard to the 

history of the conflict within the Board, and the timing (just after an AGM when nothing was said about 

Billings' conduct which was well known at that time to the all complaining Directors) it beggars belief 

that anyone would have anticipated that Billings would go quietly into the night.  

 

The nine Directors (if there actually were nine) who agreed in the conference call to remove Billings 

might well say that there was an overwhelming majority of Directors who wanted to proceed this way. 

However that contention ignores the possibility that one of the minority, whether an ally of Billings or 

Billings himself, might, with the benefit of open, reasoned and considered discussion, have persuaded a 

majority to take a different course than was actually taken in the end. It is hardly unheard of that a 

minority of one can become a consensus, even a unanimous consensus (and even of as many as eleven 

others as exemplified by our jury system) with discussion, review, reflection and goodwill.  Any 

suggestion to the contrary simply sanctions behind the scenes one on one leverage, manipulation and 

division. That is not how directors should carry out the business of governance.     

 

It is similarly all well and good for those nine Directors (if there actually were nine) to say that the 

resulting decision was ratified twice, once in the middle of February when nine of the Directors signed 

the Resolution which will be referred to later in these Reasons, but also by a motion made at the March 

6 in person Board Meeting in Calgary. The same problem exists in each case.  
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The Resolution was never presented to Bowie, Billings or Cammarata.  

 

As to the March 6 Board Meeting, Billings was not only not invited to it, he was "suspended" and at least 

one of the Directors arranged to hire and post a security guard outside the meeting room to prevent 

him from attending or to remove him if did manage to enter the room. Moreover, it is clear that by 

March 6, those nine who acted to suspend or remove Billings were already miles across the proverbial 

Rubicon. They could not retreat without a huge loss of face and it would be unrealistic for them to think 

about doing so even if they had wanted to because too much resulting conflict had already taken place 

in the interim. As it turns out, none of the nine did retreat. All nine voted to ratify. Bowie refused.  

 

On the evening of February 10 Innes sent a retainer email to Gowlings, a law firm which had acted for 

the ASA before. The email is remarkable in several respects.  

 

First, it is clear that Innes purports to act on behalf of the entire Board rather than on behalf of some of 

the Directors in their personal capacity.  

 

Second, the four members of the Board who are copied with the email are said to be "members of the 

board involved with directing this issue to a conclusion". They are Charpentier, Kern, du Berger and 

Chater. Only Charpentier could be considered to have not been alienated by Billings in 2009. 

 

Third, while Innes did not specifically speak of a decision made by the Board to remove or to suspend 

Billings, he did say that he "confirmed 8 of 10 board members want to remove Chris Billings (CB) from 

the board for discipline reasons". (He erred in that there were 12 members, an error apparently not 

picked up later by Gowlings. Part of that error may be understood from the fact that Innes has insisted 

throughout that contrary to what the ASA By-Laws actually say, the Executive Director is not a Director 

but only a paid employee.) 

 

Fourth, throughout the email Innes referred to "the board's" intentions, plans and procedures". 

 

Fifth, it is very important to note that the legal assistance and advice sought is not with respect to 

whether Billings could be removed, let alone whether he should be removed, it was with respect to how 

best to remove him. It is implicit that the decision had been made and there is not a hint that what is 

being sought is an alternative avenue of dispute resolution. That is supported as well by the remaining 

contents of the email. 

1. Innes provided Gowlings for their comment a draft letter of resignation for Billings to sign 

(which draft was presumably prepared by Innes himself) for Gowlings' comments. 

2. Innes asserted that should Billings not resign "the board will suspend CB from all soccer 

activities until he attends a hearing with the board". 

3. Innes indicated that the Board would like to move on the matter as quickly as possible. 
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We note the irony that both the email itself and the resulting procedures recommended by Gowlings 

contemplate the ultimate appearance by Billings before the Board itself should he not to capitulate by 

resigning. It would seem that very point escaped Gowlings. The simple answer Gowlings could have 

provided was that perhaps the Board ought to consider simply dealing with the complaints themselves 

in the first place. Had that occurred, it is not inconceivable that the resulting rupture in the operations 

and activities of the ASA and the consequential litigation and the expenses relating thereto, would all 

have been avoided. 

 

However, in fairness to Gowlings, it was asked for an opinion on how best to proceed on the allegations 

which had already led to a Board decision to remove Billings. Further, while Gowlings was provided with 

the allegations against Billings, it was not provided the evidence or history behind the complaints other 

than the Chater email of February 4 alleging harassment.  

 

We note that the allegations were substantially identical to the pre-February allegations which are the 

subject of this Hearing. Clearly, if the allegations were all precipitated by the Chater February 4 email 

alleging harassment, between February 4 and February 10 the complaints against Billings expanded in 

number and nature. Whether some or all these additional allegations were the subject of the telephone 

conference call between those dates is not known.  

 

As will be discussed later in these Reasons, all those allegations come entirely from within the 

knowledge of the 2009 Board itself. Further, the 2009 Board had already disposed of either the 

allegations themselves or the subject matter of the allegations in almost each instance. None of that 

was conveyed to Gowlings. 

 

On February 18 Gowlings provided the opinion sought. We do not know whether the Gowlings opinion 

was shared with any of the nine directors who may have participated in the telephone conference call, 

but over the next couple of days nine of the Directors (all but Billings, Bowie and Cammarata) signed a 

Resolution approving the procedures recommended by Gowlings which in essence provided Billings with 

an option to resign from the Board or be suspended. The signatures were (apparently by Innes) 

collected in Calgary and by Charpentier going to the homes of those Directors who lived in the 

Edmonton area. Blank copies were sent to and a signed copies couriered back from Kern who was out of 

Province and Letkeman who was in Medicine Hat. There was no Board Meeting between the receipt of 

the Gowlings opinion and the Resolution being signed.  

 

The Resolution set out a procedure to be followed in the event Billings refused to resign, which 

somewhat followed a procedure recommended in the Gowlings opinion. Significantly it included the 

following steps. 

1. The Board at its next meeting would appoint an ad hoc Investigation Committee consisting 

of four persons, one being Carpentier and the remaining three members "independent of 

the Board". 
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2. The "mandate" of the Investigation Committee was to determine whether the complaints 

were "real and to recommend or not a discipline hearing".  

3. If it was recommended that there be a Discipline Hearing, Billings would remain suspended 

until its outcome. 

4. The Discipline Hearing would be held if recommended. 

5. "If discipline is required, then the board will ultimately decide the degree of discipline."   

 

The Resolution did not set out any of the allegations. 

 

On February 20 Charpentier accompanied by a witness, met with Billings at a restaurant for the purpose 

of requesting Billings' resignation. At that time Billings was given an unsigned copy of the Resolution, but 

was shown a copy of it with only some of the affixed signatures. He was given 24 hours to submit his 

resignation. 

 

Billings was taken by surprise.  

 

Billings responded by letter dated the next day, February 21, addressed to Charpentier with copies to all 

the Directors, as well as the witness and an ASA staff member other than Cammarata. In that response 

Billings refused to resign for the reasons he provided. One of those reasons was a challenge to the legal 

authority of the Board to demand his resignation and/or suspension. Billings demanded that he be 

provided by Wednesday February 24: 

1. a copy of the Notice of the Board of Directors Meeting where his resignation/suspension 

was discussed; 

2. a copy of the Minutes of such Meeting;  

3. a copy of the Gowlings opinion; and 

4. particulars of the allegations made against him. 

That same day, February 21, there was an EFC Meeting. There are draft Minutes of that Meeting which 

have never been approved. Those Minutes disclose that Charpentier reported on the confrontation with 

Billings the preceding day; noted that an "investigating committee would be formed and that Billings 

should be given every opportunity to present his side of "the tombstone information" (by which we 

conclude he meant "the allegations"). The Minutes also note that the process will involve "a hearing 

from an independent committee". The same Meeting decided to terminate Cammarata. The Minutes 

indicate that those present (and presumably members of the 2010 EFC) were Charpentier, du Berger, 

Innes and Chater, with Kern absent with regrets).  
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The 24 hour deadline for Billings to respond to the resignation demand passed, and just after midnight 

on Monday February 22 Innes sent an email to Billings with an attached Notice of Suspension indicating 

that the suspension was effective Sunday February 21, 2010 at 5:00 pm.  

 

The Notice of Suspension, dated for an unknown reason February 23, 2010, unsigned but purported to 

be on behalf of the Board of Directors, referred to the ASA receiving complaints concerning misconduct, 

and set out in identical words the nine pre-February allegations of misconduct which are the subject of 

this Hearing. The Notice of Suspension then provided: 

"The Alberta Soccer Association has directed an investigation into the allegations made against 

you. In that regard, a committee is being convened to investigate this matter. At the appropriate 

time, you will be given an opportunity to review the allegations and will be given an opportunity 

to respond. 

 In light of the foregoing, this serves as formal notice of your suspension from all soccer 

activities, including your duties as a director of the Board of the Alberta Soccer Association. 

We expect your full cooperation during this investigation and your suspension, which includes 

not taking any action to disrupt the investigation. Your suspension will continue in effect until 

such time as a resolution is reached by the committee. If the investigation exonerates you of any 

misconduct or wrongdoing, you will be returned to all soccer activities and your position as a 

director."  

Implicit in the Notice of Suspension is that Billings would be given an opportunity to respond to the 

Investigation Committee as part of its investigation. This is consistent with Billings understanding as 

referenced by the title of Billings reply letter dated March 2, 2010 – "ASA President's Preliminary 

Response to the Allegations of February 23, 2010". It is also consistent with the contents of the 

Resolution suspending Billings which indicated that there would be a subsequent Discipline Hearing in 

the event the conclusions of the Investigation Committee were adverse. 

 

As surprised as he was about the suspension, Billings was equally surprised by the content of the 

allegations. So too were Jacobsen and Bowie. It is clear from the Troke Affidavit that he too was 

surprised. 

 

(c) Post –Suspension Struggle for Control 

 

As it turned out and as ought reasonably to have been anticipated, Billings did not go quietly into the 

night. Before February 22 had ended, in an effort to assert control over his purported suspension and 

contrary to its terms, Billings communicated with ASA members, members of the Board, ASA staff, CSA 

members of the Board and CSA staff.  
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So began an ongoing battle between Billings and the 2010 Board for the control of the ASA office; the 

support of the ASA staff; and the control of the ASA itself by the calling of Special General Meetings to 

sort out who should henceforth enjoy membership on the Board.  It finally led to litigation in the Court 

of Queen's Bench of Alberta.  Throughout the battle the 2010 Board maintained that the suspension was 

valid; Billings maintained the suspension was invalid and that he was acting in the lawful capacity of 

President of the ASA. 

 

We do not intend to detail every aspect of that battle. However, there were some significant events 

which touch upon the three later allegations made against Billings which are the subject of this Hearing. 

 

When the ASA staff sent out an email on February 22 announcing the suspension of Billings and the 

dismissal of Cammarata, and indicating that the Billings suspension had followed the Board having 

received legal advice, Bowie was taken by complete surprise. (Bowie as recently as December 2011 had 

never seen the Gowlings opinion.)  

 

On March 1 Bowie emailed the other Directors expressing his concerns that as a Director the Billings 

suspension was news to him; that he had never been privy to any discussion about a suspension or part 

of a Board Meeting where a suspension was discussed, and that he had never been provided with any 

documents supporting a suspension or Cammarata's termination. He asked that any relevant documents 

concerning the suspension and termination be provided to him within the next two days so that he 

could prepare properly for the Board Meeting scheduled on March 6. 

 

The only response he received before that March 6 Board meeting were a series of email exchanges 

between himself and Letkeman which were copied to the other members of the Board but not Billings 

or Cammarata. 

 

The following email on March 1 from Letkeman to Bowie is most revealing. 

"Thanks Danny, I guess just like the rest of us – you will need to trust that the decision was done 

appropriately and with the best interest of everyone involved. I am new to this level and can't 

express how I felt when I read the email as well however why would anyone want to make life 

miserable for all of us, set us up for comments from the rest of the districts without good cause 

and I guess that once we get all the info on Sat. you can decide whether it was with good cause 

or not and then decide what you will do from there. See you Sat."  

As noted later, Bowie never did get "all the info". 

 

We are left to wonder from Letkeman's reference to a surprise, whether she was a participant in the 

conference call which led to the Gowlings opinion, which may account for Innes' suggestion in his email 

to Gowlings on February 10 that there were eight Directors favouring the removal of Billings. 
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On March 4 Innes emailed counsel at Gowlings advising that the Board was to meet on March 6 at which 

time the Investigation Committee would be formed which it was hoped would complete its work within 

30 days. 

 

The Minutes of an in person EFC Meeting in Calgary on March 5 indicate that there was a discussion 

about the Board forming an Investigation Committee and then, if the allegations were considered valid, 

hold a Discipline Hearing. The Minutes clearly indicate that: 

1. the Committee (including its Chair) had not yet been appointed; 

2. the Binder had only been 70% completed (but completion was targeted to March 12); 

3. the Directors were to submit evidence to Innes; 

4. copies of the Binder when complete would be delivered to each Investigation Committee 

member; 

5. it had not yet been determined if a Discipline Hearing was needed (such determination was 

targeted to March 31); 

6. the time, date and location of any such Discipline Hearing was targeted to March 31; 

7. the Notice of any such Discipline Hearing was targeted to April 10; and 

8. the process would be completed on April 23/24  

As noted, at the March 6 in person Board Meeting the nine who had signed the Resolution purporting to 

suspend Billings ratified same. However, the Minutes are totally silent concerning the appointment of an 

Investigation Committee. 

 

Those Minutes suggest that Bowie abstained from ratifying the suspension by signing the Resolution. 

We note again that that those Minutes have never been approved. We prefer the sworn testimony of 

Bowie in the Affidavit noted earlier in these Reasons, where he testified that he refused to do so until he 

had been shown proof of misconduct by Billings; that none was forthcoming; and that he had thereafter 

been excluded from the Meeting. In a later email Bowie stated that it was Innes who asked him to leave 

the Meeting.  

 

On March 11 Billings circulated an email to the 2010 Board and the ASA members attaching his reply  

letter dated March 2, signed by himself as President of the ASA, and which as noted he termed "ASA 

President's Preliminary Response to the Allegations of February 23, 2010". In the two and one-half 

pages of that letter he denied each of the allegations, providing in each case either an exculpatory 

explanation or a demand for more particulars. 
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By March 21 many of the ASA members were raising concerns in widely distributed emails about just 

what the 2010 Board was doing relating to the Billings suspension, and in particular about a widely 

circulated legal opinion from the law firm Bennett Jones challenging the validity of that suspension.   

 

That legal opinion came to the attention of Innes, who asked Charpentier, Kern, du Berger and Chater to 

participate in a conference call with Gowlings on the evening of March 21. As a result of that conference 

call Gowlings drafted a Statement to be distributed to the ASA members which it was anticipated would 

answer any questions raised by the Bennett Jones opinion. That Statement clearly referenced an 

ongoing investigation by an Investigation Committee which it was hoped would have made a 

recommendation by April 21. 

 

The Statement as drafted by Gowlings was altered before it was sent out to the ASA members by email 

on March 30. A significant alteration was to change the reference to an "Investigation Committee", to an 

"Investigative Discipline Committee".  

 

The Minutes of the March 30 Board Meeting by conference call are instructive in confirming that even 

as late as then, what was contemplated was a process against Billings which was to begin with an 

Investigation Committee. The Minutes say that Charpentier reported to the Board that such a 

Committee had been formed, that material had been provided to it, that it was arranging conference 

calls to plan meetings and that it was arranging to have a hearing in mid-April. We conclude that the 

material referred to included the Binder. 

 

The Minutes also reflect instructions given to Charpentier to develop through: 

"an independent and neutral source e.g. Gowlings a special identification number [to] be used if 

the committee requires more information from a director, or a face to face visit with the 

committee.    These numbers are private and confidential [sic] to each of the committee 

members and cannot or will not be shared with others." 

The Minutes go on to say: 

"It was further agreed that the investigative Committee may call on B.O.D. members for 

evidence as required and that such telephone interviews may be recorded in order to share the 

information with the entire committee."  

There is nothing in the Minutes to say who had been appointed to the Investigation Committee. 

The very next day, on March 31 the battle escalated significantly. Billings had received a Petition from 

the required number of members of the ASA calling for a SGM of the ASA for the specific purpose of 

removing the Directors of the 2010 Board; and on March 31 Billings purporting to act as the President of 

the ASA sent out a Notice of SGM for that purpose to be held April 24.  
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As was noted in the subsequent legal proceedings brought by Billings and others, Billings, whether 

suspended or not, lacked any authority to respond to that requested call for a SGM in the capacity of 

President, because the ASA By-Laws clearly mandate the calling of a SGM in response to a Petition as 

being within the exclusive authority of the Board itself.   

 

The next day, April 1, the 2010 Board circulated a different Notice of SGM Meeting, scheduled at the 

same place on the same day but at a different time. 

 

Whether Billings' escalation of the battle by calling a SGM precipitated a change in the course of the 

2010 Board's determination as to how to proceed against him, whether the Chair of the Investigation 

Committee misconstrued the purpose and mandate of the Committee he had been appointed to chair, 

or whether there was some other cause, in the end there occurred from then on a marked 

transformation in how the ASA pursued the nine pre-February allegations. The contemplated 

"Investigation Committee" somehow morphed into a "Discipline Committee" or both. 

 

On April 8, 2010 the Chair of that Committee sent Billings an email attaching a Hearing Notice relating to 

those nine allegations indicating that a Hearing was to be held April 23, at noon or 6:00 p.m. for a two 

hour duration.  

 

The Hearing Notice described the Hearing as an "Independent Investigation and Discipline Committee 

Hearing". [Underlining ours.] 

 

It is clear from the Hearing Notice that this was not simply an error in name. It went on to make it clear 

that in the event the Committee determined that some or all the allegations "have merit", then "the 

committee will decide a disciplinary outcome".  

 

The Hearing Notice repeated the bare assertions of the nine allegations but provided no further detail. 

After repeating the bare assertions it stated "copies of the allegations will be made available to you at 

the meeting". Presumably that meant something more than the bare assertions, which is all that had 

been provided to Billings and in point of fact was all that ever was provided to Billings until he asked for 

this Hearing. 

 

In the email the Chair asked Billings to respond to one of the two proposed hours for the Hearing to 

commence.   

 

Billings responded to the Chair's email the same day with his own, asking by what authority Chair had 

been appointed. It appears that the two did have a discussion later that day during which Billings raised 

a number of issues surrounding the authority of the Committee and asked a number of unanswered 

questions.  
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The next day, April 9, the Chair responded curtly as follows: 

"Thank you for acknowledging receipt of your hearing notice. I am replying to your e-mail this 

one time and this one time only. Both the hearing notice and my e-mail [sic] message are very 

self-explanatory. My e-mail –sic] message requested reply only as to your choice of . . . hearing 

time. Any other communication with myself or other members of the committee, either 

individually or as a group is inappropriate. Please reply only as to your choice of time of hearing 

to myself and myself only. Thank you" 

 

Billings replied by email indicating that he still had a number of questions, raising the issue of natural 

justice or due process and asking for "a detailed history of your relationship with Mario Charpentier, as 

he has stated to me in the recent past that the two of you have been close personal friends for many 

years". 

 

The Chair did not reply. Billings heard no more. 

 

We note that Billings had nothing more at the time than the bare assertions. He did not have a copy of 

the Binder. He had no idea what material the Chair possessed in support of the allegations. He had no 

idea what relevant material the Chair did not possess. He had no idea what were the particulars of some 

of the allegations.  

 

We do not know what instructions were given to the Chair or the other members of his Committee or by 

whom. Nor do we know what other information may have been provided to him or by whom. However, 

the notes of the Chair which were provided to us indicate that he had expanded his inquiries well 

beyond any of the contents of the Binder, by interviewing persons connected with Billings in a totally 

different capacity than as President of the ASA with respect to a complaint they had against him in 

unrelated matters. On what basis and why he conducted those interviews is unexplained. Regardless, 

none of this was ever disclosed to Billings. At the same time there is nothing to indicate that the Chair or 

any other member of his Committee even attempted to communicate with Jacobsen, Troke, Bowie, 

Malone, Cammarata or Billings (other than as noted), all of who might reasonably have been anticipated 

to have been in a position to add something to the matters in issue.    

 

 As late at April 14, there was some question as to what the Committee was and even whether it would 

be able to proceed on April 23. A Board Meeting was held April 14, lasting only five minutes according its 

Minutes. The only item discussed was the makeup of the "Investigation Committee". The Minutes say: 
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"8.1  HR – Investigative Committee Members 

Addition of members to committee as personal and business reason some members were not 

able to complete their commitments: 

M-1  Motion:   Addition of four members (one confirmed by email previously) 

[name] 

[name] 

[name] 

[name] 

M/S/C 

Note:  Candidates brief resumes and creditials [sic] were discussed"  

   

This Committee was advised at the Hearing that the Chair was chosen by the Board and that he selected 

the other two members from names submitted to him by the Board. That Committee was hardly 

independent. Charpentier advised this Hearing that the Chair had been his friend for 20 years. One of 

the other members endorsed on the Committee's report that he was a business associate of Innes. Innes 

advised us at the Hearing that he was in fact Innes' boss.  

 

On April 23, the ASA "Independent Investigation and Discipline Committee Hearing" convened but 

Billings, not surprisingly, refused to attend. 

 

The next day, the following letter was sent from the ASA to Billings over the signature of Charpentier, 

and was said to have been sent on behalf of the ASA Board: 

 

   "Reminder Notice of Suspension 

Mr. Billings you were provided notice to attend a hearing on April 23, 2010 from the 

independent Investigation and Discipline Committee to which you failed to attend. As a result, 

please be advised you remain suspended from all soccer activity until such time as you call for a 

hearing. 

 

Please contact [name], Investigation and Discipline Committee Chair at [email address] to 

arrange a new hiring [sic] date." 

 

On April 24, both SGMs were held and both were ultimately found by the Alberta Court of Queen's 

Bench to be invalid. The one called by Billings was found to be a nullity in that: 

 

1. it was not called by the Board but by the President alone (who had no authority to do so by 

himself), 

2. its lack of accreditation, and  

3. there was an absence of a quorum 

.  

The other meeting was found to lack a quorum and was therefore also a nullity. 
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The SGM called by Billings purported to oust the then nine 2010 Directors who had signed the 

Resolution and it then authorized  Billings and Bowie to appoint  replacement Directors; whereupon 

Billings and Bowie appointed Troke, Aab and Hodges as Directors of the "Alternate Board".  

This Alternate Board and the 2010 Board refused to recognize the other and there emerged a standoff 

for control over the assets and staff of the ASA as result of which a major portion of the soccer 

community in Alberta entered a state of chaos. 

With a view to establishing its legal authority, the 2010 Board on April 27 commenced an action in the 

Court of Queen's Bench of Alberta by Originating Notice returnable the next day, in the name of the ASA 

and naming as respondents those ASA members who had supported Billings at the SGM called by him as 

well as the Directors elected to the Alternate Board. The application was adjourned to May 7 by consent 

and appears to have died because the CSA, invoking its own prohibition against its members 

commencing court proceedings, threatened sanctions and the 2010 Board decided to take no further 

action. 

At the prompting of the CSA on June 9 the 2010 Board scheduled a second Discipline Hearing for June 19 

for Billings to respond to the nine pre-February allegations and notice thereof was sent to him. Again 

Billings refused to attend. Again the 2010 Board continued the suspension indefinitely. 

The individual members of the Alternate Board commenced their own legal proceedings on July 9 in the 

Court of Queen's Bench of Alberta, in the name of the ASA and in their own names, against the then 

remaining seven Directors of the 2010 Board (excluding Bowie), seeking extensive relief including a 

declaration that they were the rightful Directors of the ASA and that the suspension of Billings was 

invalid.   

The legal proceedings were defended by the remaining seven Directors of the 2010 Board.  

On July 13 three members of the ASA commenced a third court proceeding against the ASA as 

represented by the 2010 Board and the members of the 2010 Board; and against the ASA as 

represented by the Alternate Board and the members of the Alternate Board. 

On August 10 the CSA charged Billings under its Rules with (1) violating the "Rules and Regulations" of 

the ASA by failing to attend the Discipline Hearing as referred to in these Reasons; (2) failing to comply 

with the instructions of the President of the CSA in his  letter of June 3 directing that all litigation be 

discontinued; (3) by so failing to attend Discipline Hearings and failing to follow CSA instructions had 

brought the game into disrepute; and (4) violating its By-Laws and the By-Laws of the ASA by initiating 

and continuing the litigation which had been commenced on July 9. Before the charges were laid the 

CSA had consistently told Billings that the litigation contravened the By-Laws of both organizations and 

insisted that the legal proceedings be terminated. Billings had declined to do so. 

Billings was summoned to a CSA Discipline Hearing on August 24 but it was adjourned indefinitely by 

consent, apparently because of defects relating to the notice of the Hearing. However Billings through 

his counsel also made it clear that he took issue with the CSA's purported jurisdiction to discipline him.  
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The CSA Discipline Hearing was rescheduled to September 14. Billings refused to attend that Hearing 

and as a result he was suspended indefinitely from all soccer activity in Canada. He remains so 

suspended to this time.  

On October 20 the other four of the five Directors of the Alternate Board, Aab, Bowie, Hodges and 

Troke, were charged by the CSA under its Rules with (1) violating its By-Laws and the By-Laws of the ASA 

by initiating and continuing the litigation which they had commenced on July 9 as representing the ASA 

and personally and (2) by so failing to respect those By-Laws had brought the game into disrepute. 

Before the charges were laid the CSA had consistently told them as well that the litigation contravened 

the By-Laws of both organizations and insisted that the legal proceedings be terminated. The four had 

declined to do so. 

On November 18 Tillman J., of the Court of Queen's Bench of Alberta ruled that the SGM called by 

Billings was a nullity and that the lawful Board of the ASA was the 2010 Board, not the Alternate Board. 

He stayed the proceedings relating to Billings' claim that he had not been properly suspended until such 

time as he had exhausted the internal appeal mechanisms within the ASA itself.  

The involvement of Billings and the four other Directors of the Alternate Board in any of the litigation 

from that moment ended except to the extent that they appeared by counsel on December 15, when 

the 2010 Board made a further application before Tillman J., for directions and to dismiss the litigation 

commenced by the three members who had commenced separate proceedings on July 13. Bowie swore 

an Affidavit relating to that application on December 22. The last step taken in any of the litigation in 

Alberta involving the ASA was the decision of Tillman J., dated December 31 and filed January 6, 2011 

relating to that application. 

We are told and find that Billings has abided by the terms of his purported suspension without any 

breach since December 15, 2010 to the date of this Hearing on February 4, 2012 

A CSA Discipline Hearing into the charges against Aab, Bowie, Hodges and Troke was held on December 

6 and concluded on January 12, 2011 (Canadian Soccer Association v. Aab et al). The Panel which heard 

the charges found them to have been made out. The Panel rejected the proposed sanction offered by 

the CSA, instead suspending the four until June 30, 2012, which suspension was limited to any 

involvement in any position holding a governance function in either the CASA or the ASA. The Panel 

further stayed the commencement of the order of suspension until others involved as plaintiffs or 

petitioners in the other litigation described in these Reasons were sent a Notice of Hearing relating to 

their involvement in commencing or continuing that litigation. No further proceedings were ever 

instituted by the CSA against any of those other plaintiffs or petitioners. 

 

VII.  THE NINE PRE-FEBRUARY ALLEGATIONS  

Before discussing the nine specific pre-February allegations against Billings, we note that there is 

material in the Binder which was clearly solicited as a complaint from at least one outsider to the ASA 
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and from one disgruntled former ASA employee who had been terminated in November by Cammarata 

(who would have been seen by her as closely aligned with Billings). Some of that material is totally 

irrelevant to the nine specific allegations.  

1. Improper Interference in District Matter 

The first complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

You interfered in a serious district matter without the Board’s consent. Your actions caused 

significant harm in the district including the resignation of a 16 year senior employee. A formal 

protest letter was sent by the district. The matter was been left unresolved. 

 

This Committee finds it surprising that this would be the subject of complaint.  

First, it is noted in the Minutes of the Board Meeting on July 14 (approved December 12) that Billings 

was going to interfere. Indeed, he announced his very intention to do so. There is nothing in those 

Minutes of any hint of a motion prohibiting him from doing exactly what he said he would do, 

suggesting that he not do so, or even that he exercise restraint in doing so. Not only is there no such 

motion, there is nothing expressing any contrary sentiment whatsoever. Those Minutes were later 

approved by the Board. 

Second, and more importantly, the fact of the matter is that the Board itself resolved the matter in its in 

person Board Meeting on September 19, as reflected in the Minutes of that Meeting (approved at the 

Board Meeting of December 12 as per the motion of du Berger and Innes) which state: 

 

"CSF correspondence regarding CWSA Mediation and efforts by ASA President and ASA E.D. as 

well as President of CSF. Discussion in camera. 'No further action required' ". 

 

Whatever its possible merit may have been at the time, this complaint was expressly disposed of by the 

Board. We conclude that bringing it up again is merely padding the package of complaints and amounts 

to 'piling on'.  

Third, this Committee is of the view that it was properly a matter for decision and resolution by the 

Board itself. It is the ASA Board itself which should have reasonably addressed and disposed of its 

internal disputes. The board of an organization ought to anticipate that there will from time to time be 

disagreements and even disputes. Internal disputes arise because the directors of a board come to the 

table with different personalities, different experiences and different talents, even when they may share 

the same vision and goals of the organization.  Even with the best of intentions, those internal 

differences sometimes lead to internal disputes. The membership of an organization ought to 

reasonably expect that the board itself will resolve those disputes internally, just as it did with the 

Calgary Dispute issue. Indeed, that was precisely the time and the place for the 2009 Board to act upon 

the complaint. Clearly the 2009 Board chose not to.  
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Fourth, it is somewhat illusory in the case of the ASA to have a Discipline Hearing Committee resolve an 

internal dispute within the Board because any such resolution is subject to an overriding review by the 

Board itself, according to the ASA's own processes and procedures.   

For each of these four reasons this complaint is dismissed. 

2. Hiring Dispute  

The second complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

EFC did not approve the hiring of the Business Manager, however, this person was hired 

regardless. There is no Board approval to add a new employee and the costs associated with 

this position have not been budgeted which makes this an unauthorized expenditure.  

The A.S.A. By-Laws allow for the Board to create new staff positions, following which the EFC defines the 

duties and responsibilities of that new position. A written Statement (of unknown authorship) was 

contained in the Binder in support of this allegation. It claimed that: 

1. At the December 2009 Board Meeting Billings announced the hire of a Joel Butler as Sponsor 

Development and Business Manager, with an unapproved and unbudgeted compensable 

salary and benefits of about $42,000 per annum.  

2. This position was never approved by the Board nor considered by the EFC. The decision was 

made by Billings in isolation of the Board and the EFC. 

3. Billings suggested that it would replace the role of the Promotions and Operations Manager. 

4. This decision has caused financial harm. 

First, this Committee finds there is no factual basis to this complaint. 

At the Hearing Cammarata told us that the hiring in question was his own decision and that Billings' only 

involvement, if any, was that it may have been discussed with and approved by Billings beforehand. 

Billings told us the same thing. Both said that the hiring did not affect the budget; and that the only 

change to staffing (other than the person involved) was a change in title and role.  

Jacobsen, who was also a member of the EFC, advised us that he while he did not recall any details, 

when the matter was raised at the December 12 Board Meeting he was not at all surprised. Jossy 

indicated he could not add anything one way or the other to assist in determining the facts of this 

complaint because it was a matter for the EFC and he was not on the EFC. 

Innes advised us at the Hearing that he was surprised, that the hiring did adversely affect the budget 

and that the person hired was not only patently unqualified, he was the nephew of Bowie.  
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As early as March,  in his "ASA President's Preliminary Response to the Allegations of February 23, 

2010",  Billings claimed he had nothing to do with the hire and that the hire was the responsibility of the 

Executive Director as was the hiring of all staff under the Executive Director; and that there was in any 

event no additional cost. Those claims were never answered by any ASA Director from then until Innes's  

Not only are the claims made by Innes contradicted by Cammarata and Billings, they are weakened by 

Bowie who told us in answer to the claim by Innes that the hire was the nephew of Bowie, that there 

was not only no such relationship,  Bowie had no relative of the same surname as the hire.  

The Minutes of that December 12 Board Meeting are instructive. Under the heading EFC, they state: 

 

"The Executive Director provided a brief verbal report of recent staff departures and one new 

hire. The new hire will have a mandate of developing sponsorships and partnerships for ASA 

programs." 

We note that it was the Executive Director, Cammarata, who made the EFC report. As importantly, there 

is not even a hint in the Minutes of that Board Meeting (or any other Board Meeting) that there was any 

dissatisfaction whatsoever with the hire. 

If a member of the Board was unhappy with the hiring in any way whatsoever, we would have expected 

there to be at least a hint of it in those Minutes.  

Moreover, if there was any concern we expect that it would have been raised by the Director of Finance, 

Innes, who was not only present for the discussion, but who minutes later himself successfully moved 

approval of unbudgeted staff pay increases of about $24,000.   

The totality of the evidence before us weighs heavily in favour of the narratives related by Billings and 

Cammarata; and we accept their explanations in their entirety. We find Innes's assertions to be 

unreliable. 

Second, if the hiring was an issue in any respect at all, we would expect the Board itself to have 

addressed it then and there. That was the time and place to raise the matter as an issue, and the failure 

to do so constitutes acquiescence by the 2009 Board. Nor was it addressed in subsequent 2009 Board 

Meetings or at the December 21 EFC Meeting. That it was not so addressed not only supports the 

assertions of Billings and Cammarata, it strongly suggests that the making of this allegation is simply 

another instance of padding the package of complaints or piling on. 

Third, even if the issue was not addressed by the Board or it could not be said that the 2009 Board 

acquiesced in the hire, it is our view that the hiring issue, particularly Billings' role in it, was a matter 

internal to the Board itself, and for the same reason described in these Reasons concerning the first 

allegation, this allegation was properly a matter for review and resolution by the Board itself, which 

should reasonably address and dispose of its internal disputes. 

Fourth, and for the reason described in these Reasons concerning the first of the nine allegations, it is 

illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute within the Board itself. 
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For each of these four reasons this complaint is dismissed.  

3. River Plate vs. Everton Expense 

The third complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

The Board passed a motion that no expenses on the River Plate vs. Everton game would be 

incurred where ASA would be held responsible. You tried to put through a handwritten 

cheque for a half time show act.  It was refused by the Director of Finance and the Past 

President. You then instructed the Executive Director to write a personal cheque for this act 

and then expense it back to ASA. 

First, this Discipline Hearing Committee finds there is no factual basis to this complaint. 

The game was an international exhibition match in Edmonton on July 25 between two club teams, one 

from Europe and the other from South America. The match received much publicity and it was 

reasonably considered that it would provide goodwill to the City, the Province and the ASA. Having said 

that, the ASA was not the promoter and it is clear that the Board was concerned that it might incur an 

expense in connection with the event.  

An expense concern is evident from the Minutes of the June 21 and June 23 Board Meetings.  The June 

21 Minutes (approved September 19) note that Billings confirmed that the match would provide 

revenue to the ASA of 2.5% of the gate receipts; and go on to also note that: 

 

"The liability of [sic] holding the event lay solely with the promoters of the game." 

 

The June 23 Minutes (approved September 19) refer to Billings' advice that the ASA ". . . will be running 

a 50/50 draw . . . as well as the half-time show".  

In his March 2 "ASA President's Preliminary Response to the Allegations of February 23, 2010", Billings 

denies every aspect of the allegation, including the existence of any motion that there would be no 

expenses or liability incurred by the ASA. No such motion has been provided to us. Certainly there was 

none in 2009.  

At the Hearing Cammarata corroborated the remainder of Billings' denials that Billings had little to do 

with the half time show entertainment or payment for same.  

Cammarata advised us that Billings had nothing to do with engaging the half time entertainment. 

Cammarata said it was he alone who had made the decision to hire the entertainment; and that he had 

done so as part of a concerted effort by the ASA staff to salvage the event after the promoter had 

backed out, an effort directed at promoting the match without any budget. He told us he himself 

negotiated the contract for the entertainment, a band comprised of local girl soccer players at a cost of 

$350. He prepared an ASA cheque for that amount made payable to the group and dated it the same 

day as the event. He obtained the signature of Billings. Since more than one signature was required he 
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sent it off to be countersigned. It was returned by Innes and Kern with three separate notations: (1) 

"please procure invoice before cheque is certified", (2) "not authorized" and (3) "please put through our 

accounting system with the approved back up documents". 

Upon the cheque being returned Cammarata paid the group with his own personal cheque. Then in 

early November, because he considered it a reasonable expense, he claimed reimbursement on an 

expense claim form dated November 4. He did not explain the delay in seeking re-imbursement, but we 

note that the particular claim form sought reimbursement for other unrelated expenses some of which 

were incurred earlier than the item in issue. The claimed expense was clearly described in the expense 

claim form and was paid by cheque signed on November 13 by Innes and du Berger.  

Cammarata was clear that it was he who decided without any instruction or advice from Billings to write 

a personal cheque after Innes and Kern had returned the ASA cheque without a second signature; it was 

he who decided without any instruction or advice from Billings to expense the claim.   

There is no other evidence to the contrary and we therefore conclude that the complaint has no 

substance at all. 

Second, if this were an issue in any respect at all, one would expect the Board itself to have addressed it 

then. That was the time and place to raise the matter as an issue, whether as to Cammarata's conduct or 

Billings' conduct. We are advised and accept that until Billings was suspended, the matter never came to 

the attention of the Board. 

Nor was it merely a matter of oversight that the matter was never brought to the attention of the Board. 

Innes told us at the Hearing that the expense was paid only because he did not want an employee to be 

out of pocket, particularly because of the approach of Christmas, which we note was six weeks away; 

and that later he discussed his concern with Cammarata.   

If at the time the expense was of any real concern whatever to Innes, particularly as to whether 

Cammarata was merely doing the bidding of Billings, we would expect that Innes would have brought 

the issue to the attention of the Board. That he did not, not only supports the assertions of Billings and 

Cammarata that Billings had nothing to do with the expense; it also strongly suggests that the making of 

this allegation is yet another instance of padding the package of complaints or piling on. 

Third, and for the same reason described in these Reasons concerning the first allegation, this 

Committee is of the view that if legitimately made, this allegation was properly a matter for review and 

resolution by the Board itself, which should reasonably address and dispose of its internal disputes. 

Indeed, the Board could have reviewed and disposed of the matter simply by demanding repayment 

from whoever it considered responsible for it in the event the Board considered it appropriate to do so. 

Fourth, and for the reason described in these Reasons concerning the first allegation, it is illusory for us 

to resolve an internal dispute within the Board itself. 
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Finally, and in any event, this Committee would be exceedingly shocked that any ASA Board would reject 

payment of this modest sum, paid to promote an event the success of which would enure directly or 

indirectly to the benefit of soccer in Alberta – particularly when at the last minute there was a prospect 

of the ASA raising additional income by conducting a 50 – 50 lottery at the same time.  

For each of these five reasons this complaint is dismissed. 

4. Wedding Gift 

The fourth complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

You instructed the Executive Director to purchase a $350 wedding gift for a director and 

expense it. Given the nature of the transaction, this is an unbudgeted item requiring approval 

of the Board, which approval was not sought. 

First, once again this Committee finds there is no factual basis to this complaint. 

Contrary to the allegation that instructions came from Billings, Cammarata advised the Hearing that he 

made the purchase on his own initiative. Moreover, he asserted that before doing so he had consulted 

informally outside a Board Meeting not only Billings, but Jacobson, du Berger, Kern and Innes himself. 

Jacobson confirmed that he had been consulted beforehand as did Billings who denied that he had given 

any instruction as distinct from being consulted. Innes advised the Hearing that he was not consulted.  

The Hearing Committee accepts Cammarata's explanation for this expense and finds no misconduct by 

Billings. 

No one provided any evidence in support of the allegation. Since there is contradictory evidence to the 

effect that there was no such instruction we are compelled to conclude that allegation is unfounded. 

Moreover, this Committee notes that Cammarata personally paid the expense and then expensed it, by 

clear description in an expense claim form dated November 3 and submitted in early November. 

Cammarata was reimbursed with the same cheque signed by Innes and du Berger which covered the 

entertainment expense on November 13.  

Second, and once again, if the propriety of this expenditure was of any concern whatever, one would 

reasonably expect that the matter would have been brought to the Board at that time. That this 

allegation was ever made, clearly came as a surprise not only to Billings but also to Jacobsen, to 

Cammarata and (perhaps most significantly because he was the Board member who received the gift) to 

Bowie according to what each of them told us at the Hearing. We accept their statements in that regard.  

As with the half time entertainment expense, if the expense itself, let alone the conduct of Cammarata 

and/or Billings had been a concern, one would reasonably expect that Innes, who advised us at the 

Hearing that he did nothing because of the approach of Christmas, would have taken the matter to the 

Board. That he did not, once again not only supports the assertions of Billings and Cammarata that 
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Billings had nothing to do with the expense, it also strongly suggests that the making of this allegation is 

still yet another instance of padding the package of complaints or piling on. 

Third, once more this Committee is of the view that if this allegation was a legitimate concern at the 

time, it was properly a matter for decision and resolution by the Board itself which should reasonably 

address and dispose of its internal disputes. That it was not raised supports our finding that there was 

no substance to the complaint in the first place. As with the half time entertainment expense, the Board 

could have reviewed and disposed of the matter simply by demanding repayment from whoever it 

considered responsible for it in the event the Board considered it appropriate to do so. 

In point of fact, much can be discerned about the legitimacy of this allegation from the later rejection of 

an offer to reimburse the ASA for the expense in issue. Mrs. Bowie, upon learning after Billings had been 

suspended for amongst other things authorizing this expenditure, out of a sense of embarrassment 

wrote a cheque made payable to the ASA in the understood amount of the expense and presented it to 

Charpentier. It was rejected and never cashed.  

Fourth and again, it is illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute within the Board itself because any 

such resolution is subject to an overriding review by the Board itself.   

For each of these four reasons this complaint is dismissed. 

5. Heater Expense 

The fifth complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

You committed the ASA to a $2,000 expense for heaters at the U18 National Competition that 

was unauthorized. When confronted about this expenditure, You claimed that Ontario was 

willing to pay for it which turns out to be false. Following Nationals, you tried to force a 

change to the financial controls of the ASA during an EFC meeting to allow the Executive 

Director to sign cheques. This would ultimately allow for the above to go through likely 

without detection. 

Before we address the specific allegations, another written Statement (also of unknown authorship) was 

contained in the Binder in support of this allegation.  

In point of fact, that Statement expanded greatly upon the allegation by suggesting that Billings was in 

one or more ways responsible for either less profit actually realized at the event or a loss at the event, 

whether through mismanagement or by Billings having given away unsold merchandise at the 

conclusion of the event (which merchandise could have provided revenue).  

As to mismanagement, even if Billings did mismanage the event, mismanagement hardly amounts to 

misconduct. Stupidity is nothing more than that. Even smart people make mistakes.  
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Moreover, the failure of the event's financial rewards can be explained by many other reasons. For 

instance, the weather was particularly adverse, even for Edmonton in mid-October. Adverse weather 

adversely affects attendance and any inclination to purchase food, drink, souvenirs and memorabilia. 

Even if the weather was not a factor, the simple fact may be that an organizing committee in an earlier 

year did a better job and therefore made more money. Indeed, the comparator made of the previous 

year may not be a fair comparator in that it involved a younger age competition, where one would 

expect more parents and family members of the players in attendance. The families of younger players 

and the younger players themselves can most assuredly be expected to purchase more souvenirs and 

memorabilia than their older counterparts. Finally, it is noted in the Statement itself that there was only 

one year where a profit was made at a national competition.  

The only evidence with respect to Billings providing giveaways are written statements contained in the 

Binder provided by Chater and a former ASA employee who clearly (from her own statement concerning 

this allegation and other statements contained in the Binder) has considerable animosity towards 

Billings, Cammarata and seemingly almost everyone else she worked with at the ASA. Chater herself was 

unhappy with Billings at the event as evidenced by her misdirected email which is discussed elsewhere 

in these Reasons. She has claimed as part of her harassment allegation against Billings that he was 

particularly verbally abusive towards her at the October 23 Board Meeting. It beggars belief that in the 

context of what had taken place before that meeting as well as at the Meeting itself, that she would 

remain silent if she had thought Billings had in any way acted improperly at the event by needlessly 

giving away merchandise; and that it would not have been appropriately recorded in the minutes of that 

Meeting. However, there is nothing in the Minutes of that Meeting suggesting any concern over Billings 

giving away unsold souvenirs and memorabilia. 

No evidence was provided to us of a complaint by Chater against Billings concerning Billings providing 

giveaways before March, when the 2010 Board started to collect information and data to make a case 

against Billings. That there was no such complaint, even if there was any substance to it, may well be 

explained by a number of factors: in her mind the souvenirs and memorabilia described would have 

minimal if any value at the conclusion of the event, the giveaway material was stale and/or that the 

giveaway material was partly to staff and others which might well generate goodwill of a value in excess 

of the now depreciated value of those items. The prospect of selling souvenirs and memorabilia over the 

internet to teams who had not obtained their fill of them at the tournament, as proposed by the former 

employee, is in our view silly.    

The expansion of this allegation can only be explained as part of an intentional padding the package of 

complaints and piling on, or alternatively a deliberate attempt to prejudice a Discipline Committee.  

As to the complaint itself, Cammarata and Billings both advised the Hearing how the $2,000 expense 

came to be incurred. Indeed, Billings responded in writing to this allegation in his March 2 "ASA 

President's Preliminary Response to the Allegations of February 23, 2010", in the following narrative. 

 

"At the start of 2009 Club National Competitions, a cold snap blew across Canada, if you recall.  

This extended from Alberta all the way into Manitoba.  National competitions in Saskatoon and 
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Winnipeg were moved indoors to full sized playing fields.  We were unable to do the same in 

Alberta due to lack of facilities.  

                                                                                                 

During the evening of Tuesday, October 6, 2010 one of the Team Representatives from out-of-

province contacted a local rental company and personally arranged to have heaters brought in 

for the competition; 14 in total.  When he informed me that this was occurring, I questioned as 

to how the cost would be recovered.  He indicated that the rental company was providing the 

equipment at no cost, there would be a minimal cost for propane and set-up, and that he would 

have these costs recovered by the teams.  I want to note that everyone in attendance over the 

course of that week was amazed that play was able to continue outdoors.  These heaters were a 

large part of the ability to do that.  I am thankful that this individual was able to arrange this, 

and he was recognized by everyone in attendance at the Closing Ceremonies.     

                                                         

During the week following the U18 Nationals, the Executive Director (ED) was contacted by the 

rental company and advised that the rental had not been paid for.  The total sum was indicated 

as approximately $2000, primarily for the cost of propane used throughout the event.  As this 

put a local merchant in a difficult position, the ED paid the rental company and has since been 

attempting to collect the monies.  Up until Feb 22nd the matter was still be pursued.  The 

invoice remains in the name of the individual who organized the rental contract.    

                                             

As far as a request to change the signing authority, these two matters were not related in any 

way.  Up until 2007, the Executive Director always had signing authority.  Yes, I did move at an 

EFC meeting to restore signing authority, for the purpose of restoring what was previously 

standard practice, but this had absolutely nothing to do with the heaters. I am stunned by this 

allegation."  

 

This is substantially the account related by both Billings and Cammarata at this Hearing. It is clear from 

their assertions that the expense actually incurred was only for the cost of propane used during the 

tournament, as the supplier provided the heaters themselves ex gratia. The party who undertook to pay 

for the propane was one of the Ontario representatives. The payment was made to the propane 

supplier by Cammarata because it was the ASA that the propane supplier contacted within the week 

seeking payment. Cammarata paid the bill personally, expecting that the ASA would be reimbursed by 

the Ontario Soccer Association or someone connected with the Ontario team.  

Cammarata then expensed it on the same expense claim form dated November 3 and submitted in early 

November. This claimed expense was also clearly described in the expense claim form and it too was 

paid to him with the same cheque signed by Innes and du Berger which had reimbursed him for the 

entertainment expense and the wedding gift on November 13.  

There was no contradictory evidence, even from Innes as to how this expense was incurred or handled 

by Cammarata.  
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Accepting the explanation of Cammarata and Billings, this Committee finds there is no factual basis to 

this complaint.  

Second, what this Committee finds stunning is that this issue had already been resolved. The expense 

and its recovery from Ontario were both clearly discussed and resolved by the 2009 Board as evidenced 

by the Minutes of the Board Meeting on December 12, which refer to the expense and collecting 

reimbursement from Ontario. Not only was it discussed, the ASA did in fact invoice the Ontario Soccer 

Association for the expense on January 18, 2010. Moreover, as it turns out and as conceded by Innes, all 

but $47 of the $2047 propane bill was paid to the ASA by the Ontario Soccer Association shortly after 

Billings' purported suspension. It would seem from the correspondence from the Ontario Soccer 

Association dated March 4 that it agreed with the explanation provided by both Billings and Cammarata. 

It is only reasonable to conclude that there was no concern by the 2009 Board in December about the 

expense or its possible recovery, let alone the role of either Cammarata or Billings. Any issues relating to 

the expense were resolved, as was the case with the Calgary Dispute which is the subject of the first 

allegation. As with that allegation and the others discussed so far, the making of this allegation seems to 

be an attempt to re-write history and constitutes padding the package packaging or piling on. 

Third, yet again, this Committee is of the view that in any event if the matter was the subject of a 

legitimate concern at the time, it was properly a matter for decision and resolution by the Board itself, 

which should reasonably address and dispose of its internal disputes.  

As is the case with respect to the allegation concerning the wedding gift, the legitimacy of this complaint 

can best be assessed by a subsequent event. After Billings' purported suspension, it came to the 

attention of the Ontario soccer Association that it was indirectly involved because of the outstanding 

propane invoice. Its President wrote to the Alberta Soccer Association not only to indicate that the 

invoice would be paid but that it preferred not to be involved in the internal dispute with Billings. 

Strangely enough Innes wrote back a blistering letter accusing it of interfering in ASA business and 

threatening to complain to the CSA about that interference. A reasonable person in Innes's situation 

would have simply been thankful that there expense was to be recovered had there been a legitimate 

concern about its recovery.    

Fourth, again it is illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute within the Board itself because any such 

resolution is subject to an overriding review by the Board itself.   

Finally, this Committee finds the attempted linkage of a change in signing authority to the alleged 

concealment of the propane expense absurd and utterly without foundation. The allegation is wild 

conjecture without a scintilla of evidence. The "evidence" in the Binder which was relied upon in support 

of this conjecture is an email from Billings to Innes dated November 16. That email references a 

September 10 EFC Meeting where the return of signing authority to the Executive Director was put off 

because of concerns by Innes about the 2007 Systems Deficiency Report which had yet to be completed. 

After noting that the 2007 Systems Deficiency Report was to have been completed, Billings said: 
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"Please report on the state of this. If there are no further concerns on your part, then I believe it 

would be appropriate to return signing authority to the Executive Director." 

 

By return email the same day Innes refused, noting that he was currently in the middle of an audit. 

Billings email and Innes's response were three days after Innes had signed the cheque to Cammarata.  

The attempted linkage is frankly offensive.    

For each of these six reasons this complaint is dismissed. 

6. Appointment of Harassment Officer 

The sixth complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

[A named employee] filed a formal harassment complaint with the ASA. You went against the 

EFC’s recommended course of action and appointed an inexperienced board member to 

become the Harassment Officer whom as a result of significant failure resigned from the 

assignment. For several months now this staff member’s formal complaint remains 

unresolved. 

The named employee was an ASA employee who was accountable to the Executive Director, 

Cammarata. On September 23 he made a complaint by email to the members of the EFC over the 

manner in which Cammarata had treated him, claiming that he was being harassed.   

There is no evidence that Billings appointed a Harassment Officer contrary to the EFC's recommended 

course of action. Indeed, it appears from the various Minutes of the EFC that have been provided to this 

Committee that the EFC was quite content, not only with the Harassment Officer appointed, but with 

how he handled the complaint.  

It is noteworthy that the ASA's Harassment Officer was not only appointed by the EFC as part of its 

mandate, he was one of its own members, Jacobsen. One might reasonably assume that the complaint 

of the employee would in the normal course of events be referred to Jacobsen, as in fact it was.  

We were provided by Billings with copies of a series of emails dated October 2 and 3 amongst Innes, du 

Berger, Billings, Kern and Jacobsen, those who made up the EFC. The EFC explicitly dealt with the 

matter, as summarized by du Berger in his email of October 3 to the others confirming that it was 

decided, by Billings casting the tie breaking vote, that the matter would be handled by Jacobsen in his 

capacity as Harassment Officer; and that Jacobsen should deal with the matter informally rather than 

contracting the issue out to a third party at an anticipated cost of between $2,000 and $3,000. Innes and 

du Berger were on the losing end of the vote. Interestingly, it is only Billings who is the subject of this 

complaint. Why there is no similar complaint about Kern and Jacobsen is unknown to us. Moreover, 

there is nothing to indicate at the time that there was any dissatisfaction with Jacobsen. If there had 

been any concern, it is our view that then was the time to raise it.  
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Significantly, none of these emails were disclosed in the Binder collected by Innes as the investigative 

case against Billings.  

Furthermore, it seems that Kern and Jacobsen shared equal responsibility with Billings, and no one 

complained about them with respect to this issue.  

We note that according to the Minutes of the EFC Meeting on December 21, Jacobsen reported that he 

had not been able to resolve the matter and was proceeding to involve a professional human resources 

person to assist with bringing the matter to a conclusion. No complaint is contained in those Minutes 

about how the matter had been or was being handled.     

Again this Committee finds there is no factual basis to this complaint. As with many of the other 

complaints against Billings this smacks of revisiting issues in order to inflate claims of wrongdoing by 

him.  

Second, yet again this Hearing Committee, and for the same reasons already described, is of the view 

that this was a subject which, if it was a legitimate concern at the time, was properly a matter for 

decision and resolution first by the EFC itself and then by the Board itself on review. It is the Board itself 

which should reasonably address and dispose of its internal disputes including ultimately those within 

the EFC.  

Third, and again for the same reasons as stated, it is illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute within 

the Board itself Board because any such resolution is subject to an overriding review by the Board itself.   

For each of these three reasons this complaint is dismissed. 

7. Article 30 Breach 

The seventh complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

You have breached Article 30 of the ASA By-Laws on numerous occasions against board 

members. 

First, this Committee does not think Article 30 applies to Billings. 

Article 30 of the ASA By-Laws is titled "Code of Conduct". Significantly it continuously refers to conduct 

of the ASA's "members".  

It is clear that the ASA's members are by its By-Laws defined by "membership"; and according to Article 

4 of those same By-Laws there are three categories of members: (1) "District Associations and Provincial 

Leagues", (2) "organizations operating on a provincial basis such as school, college and university 

leagues, along with professional clubs" and (3) "life membership." 

There is no suggestion that Billings enjoys life membership.  
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The wording of Article 30 is very troublesome. The only individual persons who the Article purports to 

govern are life members, although an argument (which this Committee does not accept) could be made 

that it extends to individual persons who are in some way governed by its members.  Even so, there is 

no evidence before us that during the time in issue Billings had any other capacity in soccer than as the 

President of the ASA. Specifically, there is no evidence that he was part of, governed by or a member of 

an ASA "member" as that term is defined in the ASA By-Laws. 

Second, the Binder contains no specific details as to what exactly it is, in terms of when, where, how, by 

what means or to whom Billings specifically contravened the Article. Nor is there any specificity alleged 

as to which of the eight sections of the Article have allegedly been breached. There simply are no 

particulars provided let alone evidence as to what is being complained of beyond the mere broad 

general assertion quoted above.  

Indeed, the Table of Contents of the Binder lists as Number 13: "Evidence of Misconduct Item #7 – 

Article 30 Breaches". The material following Tab 13 consists only of a reproduction of Article 30 

accompanied by a general statement that the breaches of it are identified throughout the Binder.   

Billings or for that matter anyone who is alleged to have breached Article 30, is entitled on any 

understanding of natural justice to some kind of detail as to what is being complained of. No detail 

whatever as to the facts alleged or the particular section allegedly contravened has been provided. In his 

March 2 "ASA President's Preliminary Response to the Allegations of February 23, 2010" Billings made 

this very point. He asked for details. None was ever provided until the Binder was disclosed with its 

vague hint that the details will somehow be self-evident because they are not identified as such. As 

noted elsewhere, only in late 2011 was a copy of the Binder even disclosed to Billings. Billings is under 

no obligation to try to discern what is being complained of and neither is this Committee.  

Third, an examination of all the material before us suggests that the only conduct in Article 30 which 

might be said to have been misconduct on the part of Billings relates to conduct which is the subject of 

the harassment complaint. Even then one is hard pressed to conclude that Billings conduct falls within 

either sections 6 or 7 of Article 30. Section 6 which covers harassment, is in our opinion by its very 

wording limited to conduct or behaviour which is ethnic, religious or sexual - none of which is evident 

here.  Section 7 which covers intimidation, is so broadly defined relating as it does to the effect of 

conduct rather than the conduct itself, it overreaches to such an extent that it is meaningless and 

therefore unenforceable in a circumstance such as this. 

Fourth, and yet again for the already stated reasons, this Committee is of the view that if Billings 

conduct was such that the Board legitimately considered it to be contrary to Article 30, that issue was 

something which properly was a matter for decision and resolution by the Board itself. It is the Board 

itself which should reasonably address and dispose of its internal disputes. That it was not raised 

supports our finding that there was no substance to the complaint in the first place. 

Fifth, and again for the stated reasons, it is illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute within the Board 

itself Board because any such resolution is subject to an overriding review by the Board itself.   
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8. Unauthorized Email Circulation 

The eighth complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

You have circulated emails to other parties without the author’s consent for the purpose of 

causing harm to their respective authors. 

The Table of Contents of the Binder lists as Number 14: "Evidence of Misconduct Item #8 – 

Unauthorized circulation of emails". The material following Tab 14 consists of three series of email 

threads: 

1. an email thread started by du Berger on March 19 concerning a Mr. D.; 

2. an email thread started by Billings on August 21 concerning an EFC Meeting; and 

3. an email thread started by an employee on November 3 concerning her role and 

responsibilities as an ASA employee. 

(a) Email Thread March 19 

In the first email of this thread, on March 19 du Berger sought the opinion of all Board members and so 

they were all sent the email. Innes replied by email but his reply excluded two of the Board members 

because he thought they were in a conflict of interest. Billings responded by email which included the 

Innes email, but copied all the Board members including those other two who had been excluded in the 

Innes email; because, as Billings stated in his own email, he thought that as Board members they should 

be included.  

First, we agree with Billings' rationale for including the other two Board members. Second, we note that 

those other two were included in the first email thread soliciting the opinion of all Board members. 

Third, there was nothing in the Innes email requesting that it not be distributed any further. Fourth, we 

can see nothing in the Innes email which could reasonably embarrass Innes. Fifth, if Innes was 

embarrassed, as with many other complaints this is something which Innes should have had the Board 

address; and either he chose not to or it was addressed in a manner he did not like.    

(b) Email Thread August 21 

As to the second email thread, Billings did not circulate another's email, unless it was with respect to the 

availability of a Director to attend the Meeting. The only email circulated which conceivably could cause 

any embarrassment to anyone was a Billings email to du Berger which du Berger then included in his 

own email which he sent to Billings and Innes. If there is cause for complaint it is with du Berger, not 

Billings; and if anyone could complain about it being circulated without authorization, it is Billings 

himself.  
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(c) Email Tread November 3  

As to the third email thread, the employee's email consisted of a number of complaints. It was sent to 

Cammarata in his capacity as Executive Director and copied to all the EFC members. Innes responded to 

the email with his own email sent to the other EFC members but not Cammarata. Innes was clearly 

concerned that the employee's complaints might lead to either a harassment complaint or a wrongful 

dismissal claim, and for that reason as he stated in his email, he did not copy it to Cammarata. Billings 

responded to the Innes email with his own email, including in that email the earlier Innes email, with the 

suggestion that Cammarata should be included because of his position as Executive Director. Billings' 

email was in tone and some of its content unnecessarily insulting to Innes. It was copied to Cammarata. 

The next day Innes challenged Billings for having forwarded his email to Cammarata. 

First, notwithstanding the gratuitously insulting tone and content of Billings email; while we do not 

agree with Billings' suggestion that the Executive Director should have been involved at that stage as 

distinct from later; and while courtesy would dictate that Billings not forward the email to Cammarata 

because Billings ought to have reasonably known that Innes clearly and for the reasons stated in the 

Innes email would not want Cammarata to see the Innes email - we conclude that there was a 

reasonable excuse to forward it to Cammarata because Cammarata was responsible for the staff and the 

complaint had been made to him by the employee in the first place.  

Second, not only is there nothing in the Innes email which should have embarrassed Innes, there is no 

evidence that it was forwarded for that purpose.  

Third, it is our view again that if Innes was embarrassed Innes should have had the Board address it. 

Either he chose not to or it was addressed in a manner he did not like.  

Billings' email exhibits nothing more than another example of what some of the Directors not 

unreasonably considered an overbearing, confrontational, in your face leadership style. If anyone should 

have been embarrassed it should have been Billings.  

(d) Misdirected Email 

In addition to the three mentioned email threads complained of, we think it appropriate to consider the 

misdirected email from Chater to Hayne to Billings to the remaining members of the EFC as well as 

Cammarata.  

This Committee questioned Billings at the Hearing, and he conceded that the content of his response to 

the misdirected email from Chater to Hayne was "over the top". Previously in these Reasons we noted 

Billings' explanation for forwarding the email to the other members of the EFC. 

We accept Billings' explanation and his statement at the Hearing that he in no way intended to 

embarrass anyone else by forwarding the misdirected email. Frankly, if anyone should have been 

embarrassed by his so doing, it should have been Billings himself. 
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Second, this matter was raised at the October 23 Board Meeting, and was handled internally by the 

Board itself, the Board agreeing to set up a mechanism to better assist its members in resolving intra-

Board conflict. The Board had an opportunity to censure Billings. It had the opportunity to rebuke him 

(as it later did in the December 21 Board Meeting). It chose not to avail itself of either opportunity.  The 

2009 Board Meeting on October 23 was the time and place to raise the matter as an issue and any 

failure to deal with it beyond how it was then dealt with, constitutes acquiescence by the 2009 Board.  

Third, once more we are of the view that the issue was properly a matter for decision and resolution by 

the Board itself, which should reasonably address and dispose of its own internal disputes.  

Fourth, once more we say that it is illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute within the Board itself 

because any such resolution is subject to an overriding review by the Board itself.   

For all four reasons this complaint is dismissed. 

With respect to all four incidents we make the following additional comments. 

There is no law that the recipient of an email refrain from forwarding that email, whether intentionally, 

negligently or accidentally to another person unless the content is criminal, in furtherance of a crime, 

defamatory or otherwise tortious. There may be a moral or ethical imperative when the author requests 

that the content or email itself be kept confidential. That will depend upon the circumstances of each 

case. 

Indeed, there may from time to time depending upon the circumstances exist a legal, moral or ethical 

duty upon a director to publish emails, correspondence or even verbal communications he has received 

from another director, not just to another board member but outside the board itself. 

Those who write emails, or otherwise publish emails by forwarding them on to others, should heed the 

caution that one should be prepared to see what they have written or passed on to others, on the front 

page of the next day's newspaper, because once the send button is activated the email is out of their 

control. 

Finally, for all the concerns raised about Billings' having forwarded emails, none could be raised about 

him talking behind another Board member's back. He demonstrated remarkable, his supporters would 

say exemplary, transparency. At least the other 2009 Board members knew that "what they saw was 

what they got" – the good and the bad. 

9. Harassment of Other Board Members 

The ninth complaint of misconduct by Billings is in the following terms. 

Christine Chater, Robert Hayne and Colin Innes have been harassed by you during board 

meetings and outside board meetings and by email.  These various harassments have been 

witnessed by the board.  These include verbal assaults during board meetings directed at  
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board members and interfering with board expense claims for the purpose of causing 

embarrassment [sic].   

In reciting the chronology of the conflict within the 2009 Board, we listed every example in the Binder 

which conceivably could be considered to be harassment. The only other details of possible in the 

Binder will be discussed later in these Reasons.  

This Committee was asked before this Discipline Hearing by Billings to have it in the open. The ASA 

objected. On January 25 we advised the ASA and Billings that: 

 

"The Discipline Committee has decided that if Mr. Billings maintains his request that the Hearing 

be open (unusual as we find it to be) we will allow it to be open on the following conditions. 

1. The Discipline Committee reserves the right to close all or part of the Hearing upon 

the request of a witness or on the Committee's own motion.  

2. The ASA is not required to find alternative accommodation for the Hearing to try to 

anticipate an unknown number of the public from being present. If there is not enough 

room for spectators in the facility already arranged, the spectators may attend on a first 

come first seated basis." 

 

On February 2 this Committee received the following email from the ASA's Executive Director. 

 

"This morning I had a conversation with a concerned member of the 2009 - 2010 ASA BOD group 

regarding the decision to open the hearing to the public. I am copying Colin Innes on this e-mail 

as he was the one expressing these concerns and I want to make sure I am relaying them 

properly.  

In summary Mr. Innes believes that the decision to open this hearing to the public is going to put 

at risk his (and other board members [sic]) personal safety, both physical and mental. Some of 

the board members have contacted Mr. Innes (Ms. Chater, Mr. Hayne specifically) to state they 

will not attend a public hearing for this reason. Some of these individuals have been subjected 

to threats over the last two years and by allowing Chris Billings to invite as many people as 

possible Mr. Innes feels a mob mentality will form at the hearing. 

 

Having only heard of this concern this morning I am not sure there is a whole lot that can be 

done but the concerned Board members would like some assurances regarding their safety 

before they agree to attend.  

 

Please let me know if there is anything more I can do otherwise we will proceed as planned. " 
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This Committee responded by email through its Chair as follows: 

 

"In the event any witness has a concern about the whole or any part of the Hearing being open 

to the public, they can make an application to the Committee to have the Hearing entirely 

closed or partly closed.  

I expect that the concerns raised probably arise particularly in the context of the harassment 

complaints.  

  

In any event I want to assure all the witnesses that the Hearing will be conducted in a respectful 

and calm atmosphere; and should there be any conduct inconsistent with that atmosphere the 

public will be excluded for the remainder of the Hearing. The public will be so advised at the 

opening of the Hearing. 

  

The issue really will have to be dealt with at the time of the Hearing. 

  

I might add that it seems to me that it is important to the integrity of the allegations made 

against Mr. Billings that all those who have made the allegations be present to give substance to 

them in light of Mr. Billings' denial of same. The absence of witnesses in attendance to give 

substance to some of the allegations may result in the Committee being asked to infer that 

there is no substance, which I trust those who have made the allegations understand. 

  

I think it particularly important that Mr. Innes be present to provide more context to the claims 

of misuse of funds since he was the Director of Finance at the relevant times. 

  

Finally, I would be absolutely amazed if there turns out to be any actual safety issue." 

 

We were advised at the Hearing that our email had been forwarded to Innes, Chater and Hayne.  

 

Innes did appear and reiterated his concern about safety and purported on behalf of Chater and Hayne 

to explain their absence on the same grounds. Innes asked that the Hearing be closed to the public. The 

Committee declined his request for a blanket closure but reserved its decision until the afternoon with 

respect to closure of that portion of the Hearing relating to the harassment complaints. When the 

Hearing reconvened in the afternoon Innes (as well as Charpentier and Jossy) had left because we were 

told they were displeased with how the Hearing was proceeding. That advice came from counsel for the 

Edmonton Minor Soccer Association who was present throughout the entire Hearing. As it turned out 

only 15 persons were present for any portion of the Hearing: counsel for the Edmonton Minor Soccer 

Association, Billings' two counsel, Billings, the six members of the 2009 and the 2010 Board who actually 

attended the Hearing, the two current Directors of the ASA who presented the case against Billings, and 

four other unidentified members of the public.  
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While we refrain from drawing an adverse inference against Chater, Hayne, and Innes with respect to 

their failure to attend or to remain at the Hearing, to the extent that their complaints concerning 

harassment are utterly lacking in merit, in light of Billings' denial of the complaints, we do conclude that 

Chater, Hayne and Innes would have had nothing more to say that what is contained in the Binder. 

 

We reiterate what we said earlier about Billings’ failure to exercise appropriate leadership skills. He was 

from time to time confrontational and in your face, on occasion abrasively so. From time to time he 

displayed a lack of tact, an absence of courtesy, even rudeness. He was overly sensitive to slights from 

others. He overreacted to criticism (as he himself conceded at the Hearing concerning the misdirected 

email). He could be imperious and dictatorial. He was persistent in his demands if he could not 

immediately get his way.  

 

For the leader of a non-profit organization his lack of diplomacy and failure to think strategically in terms 

of his interpersonal behavior towards his Board colleagues not unreasonably lost him the support which 

he might otherwise have enjoyed from these three harassment complainants. It also lost him the 

support of three others: Kern, du Berger and Jossy.    

 

We are struck by the comments of Jossy which are contained in the Binder. Jossy suggested that it 

seemed that Billings was trying to run the ASA as he might a private company, exercising full and 

absolute control. It would seem that view was shared by the six whose support he had lost by the end of 

the 2009 Board's term. 

We accept that for the three complainants and perhaps to a lesser extent the other three Directors as 

well, Billings was a difficult person to work with and that in their eyes he displayed leadership 

deficiencies.  

However, books are written about how to deal with difficult people. More importantly, bad leadership 

behaviour does not equate to harassment.  

First we address the issue as to whether Billings did as a matter of fact harass Innes, Chater or Hayne. 

(a) Innes 

There is a Statement by Innes in the Binder outlining or particularizing how Billings harassed him by 

email and generally at Board Meetings. We have already detailed all the information in the Binder which 

could possibly be used to substantiate a complaint of harassment directed by Billings towards Innes.  

 

As to harassment in Board Meetings, we asked Bowie and Jacobsen at the Hearing about the 

atmosphere at Board Meetings and specifically whether they ever got out of hand. Both said that they 

had not; although Bowie said, and Jacobsen then concurred, the Meetings could from time to time be 

characterized as robust. Bowie then volunteered that in the case of Innes "he gave as good as he got". 

Jacobsen agreed. 
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A review of all the email exchanges between Billings and Innes in the Binder some of which have been 

set out earlier in these Reasons, leads us to the same conclusion in terms of complaints about 

harassment by email. Innes too was not above exchanging gratuitous insults, unnecessarily reacting to 

the most trivial or absurd of insults, insisting that he was right and Billings was wrong, needlessly 

prolonging disagreement and suggesting that Billings was somehow in a conflict of interest. It is hard not 

to conclude that the two were in a struggle for de facto control of the ASA and that the issues between 

them amounted to no more than a clash of two strong personalities. 

Part of the harassment complaint made against Billings by Innes and Hayne, and supported by du 

Berger, is Billings' insistence that the Directors from Calgary were in a conflict of interest with respect to 

the Calgary Dispute. Since Innes was the initial direct target of Billings’ insistence that the Directors from 

Calgary were in a conflict of interest, we will deal with it now.  

Billings' repeated challenges to the Calgary members of the Board concerning an alleged conflict of 

interest in the Calgary Dispute were occasionally sanctimonious, confrontational and lacking in 

diplomacy. However, the fact of the matter is that when the issue did come to the Board on September 

19, the Calgary members voluntarily left the room according to both Hayne and du Berger. That begs the 

question as to whether there could be another reason they would have left the room if they were either 

not satisfied that the challenge had substance or merely wished to placate Billings. We have no answer. 

More than four months later is not the time for them to say they were bullied into submitting to a claim 

they say had no substance in the first place. Second thoughts or regret that one backed down, 

regardless of the reasons for doing so, hardly justifies reviving a complaint about being harassed.  

Du Berger in one of his Statements in the Binder makes the claim that Billings is alleged to have said that 

the Calgary members of the Board “had to go”. We do not know when, where, to whom or in what 

context that was said, if it was said at all. If it was said, it may have had nothing to do with whether the 

members referred to came from Calgary and everything to do with their personalities and the internal 

politics of the Board at that moment.  

The same reasoning applies to the alleged impropriety now made, that at the same time Billings insisted 

the Calgary members were in a conflict of interest, so too was he since he was the subject of the 

complaint that he had interfered in the Calgary Dispute. If he was being a hypocrite, then was the time 

to raise it. 

On the matter of the Calgary Directors, the material in the Binder provides a Statement by Hayne 

particularizing the alleged interference "with board expense claims for the purpose of causing 

embarrassment." That Statement seems to suggest that the interference was with respect to the 

expenses of the Calgary Directors only. There is nothing by way of evidence in the Binder to substantiate 

this claim – either that they were interfered with or that such interference was done to embarrass 

anyone. The allegation is an assertion only.  We find it incredible that this portion of the claim would be 

made against Billings without any substantiating evidence – especially when the Director of Finance, 

Innes, who on the evidence before us monitored all expense claim payments, was himself from Calgary, 
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as were two others who signed expense claims (du Berger and Kern). Equally incredible in those same 

circumstances is the assertion by Hayne that the late payment of expenses began sometime before the 

October 23 Board Meeting and that the problem was discovered only after Cammarata had been 

terminated. The complaint concerning late payment of expenses was related to Gowlings with Innes' 

email of February 10, some 12 days before Cammarata was terminated.    

For these reasons we find there in fact was no harassment against Innes.   

 

 (b) Chater  

Chater's harassment complaint is detailed in an email she sent to Innes and Charpentier on February 4.  

She expanded upon it in her email to them four days later. She expanded upon it even further in her 

email to them on March 26.  

In her first email Chater attempted to make several points, some of which were repetitive. We will deal 

with them as follows. 

First, she complained in each version that Billings committed a foul by sending the misdirected email to 

Cammarata because he was only a paid employee, and by doing so somehow or other the organization 

was put at risk or it was brought into disrepute. In that regard she made a number of errors. The most 

important error is that it was Hayne who sent the misdirected email to Cammarata. Moreover, if anyone 

put the organization at risk it was she herself initially because of the content of her own email, and 

thereafter by Hayne who misdirected it to Cammarata. It was not the organization which was brought 

into disrepute, it was she herself initially again by the content of that email and thereafter by Billings 

himself by the ridiculous demands he made upon Hayne.  

Second, Chater curiously and inconsistently asserted her right to express her opinion concerning a fellow 

Board member, but denied the same right to Billings. Free speech is universal. 

Third, she complained that Billings should have simply told Hayne about the misdirection and kept quiet 

about the email. Strategically that is exactly what he should have done, but only for his own good. 

However, Cammarata was also a recipient and the cat was out of the bag. We are hardly in a position to 

second guess Billings, as a member of the EFC and after his having discussed the matter with 

Cammarata, for his bringing the matter to the attention of those members of the Board. And if to those 

other four, why not eventually at a Board meeting to the only remaining four Board members (Troke, 

Bowie, Malone and Jossy) who might not by then have been aware of the Chater email. 

Fourth, she complained that Billings had no right to demand an apology or to complain about her 

conduct. We disagree. While his emails were as he conceded over the top, and while he had no right to 

demand an apology from Hayne, Billings was certainly entitled to demand an apology from Chater; 

indeed, as a matter of courtesy he should have received one forthwith.   
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Fifth, Chater suggested that by reading her misdirected email at the Board Meeting on October 23, 

Billings was “trying to deface my integrity and slamming my character”. We disagree. If her integrity had 

been defaced or her character slammed, that occurred solely as a result of the content of her email 

itself. 

Sixth, Chater claimed that at the October 23 Meeting when the misdirected email matter was 

addressed, Billings yelled, raised his voice (“at times”), pounded his fist on the table to make his point, 

belittled her in front of other Board members by refusing to accept an apology, threatened to involve 

the ASA lawyers in the issue, and picked on her because she was a female. In March du Berger described 

Billings conduct at the October 23 Meeting as bullying and trying to intimidate Chater by screaming, 

pointing fingers and refusing to accept an apology. Kern described Billings as being profane and 

insulting.  

We conclude that the discussion on this issue at the October 23 Board Meeting was even more 

adversarial, loud, confrontational and histrionic than the occasional “robust discussions” described by 

Bowie and Jacobson (who were not then present), but one can hardly be surprised that such was the 

case in the context of what Chater had said in her misdirected email. Regardless, improper decorum 

does not equate to harassment; and in the entire context of the misdirected email the “misconduct” as 

later ascribed to Billings by some of those present in that Meeting does not amount in our view to 

harassment. 

That is not to diminish Chater's undoubted discomfort at what transpired at the Meeting. After all, it 

was not unreasonable for Billings to react adversely to the misdirected email. Chater herself should have 

anticipated that Billings would be angry and that there would be an angry reaction expressed at a Board 

Meeting, particularly when she had not offered beforehand any apology to either Billings or Cammarata. 

She should have been discomforted. 

We find it significant that the Board itself at that same Meeting resolved the matter and refer again to 

the optimism expressed by du Berger concerning the future of the relationships on the Board. That 

resolution and du Berger's then existing optimism seems to us to somewhat temper the extent of the 

described behaviour by Billings at the Meeting.  

Seventh, Chater complained that Cammarata should not have been present in the Board Meeting of 

October 23 when the issue was discussed. Apart entirely from why that “highly inappropriate” presence 

should be attributed solely to Billings, as distinct from the other Directors who were also present, it 

ignores the fact that Cammarata was an ASA Director even though he was a paid employee.  

Eighth, Chater complained that thereafter Billings would only communicate with her in writing. Not only 

is there nothing wrong with that, and not only is it understandable in the context of what took place 

leading up to and during the confrontation, one would ask how can that be said to be harassment when 

Chater complained that Billings' earlier verbal communication were harassing. One would expect that if 

Billings performance at the October 23 Board meeting were harassing or for that matter as disturbing as 
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that described by her, du Berger, Hayne and Kern, Chater would have been relieved to have no 

subsequent communication from Billings other than in writing. 

Ninth, Chater complained about Billings speaking negatively about her after October 23 behind her back 

as part of a vendetta. There is no evidence offered beyond the assertion. Moreover, this suggestion is in 

the context of her misdirected email extremely hypocritical. We repeat our observation that in our 

opinion Billings, unlike some of his Board colleagues was very transparent.  

Tenth, Chater complained that Billings' alleged harassment was gender related. There is no evidence of 

that whatsoever.  

Eleventh, we note the suggestion made by Chater in the last version of her complaint to the effect that 

she was so humiliated by what occurred at the October 23 Meeting that she has never recovered. She 

seems to have recovered enough from what occurred that the only Minutes of Board Meetings which 

we have, indicate that she was present for at least part the next two and the fourth Board Meetings 

thereafter, even participating (by seconding a motion) in the in person December 12 Board Meeting. 

Finally, while it would be unfair to conclude that she too gave as good as she got, neither do we 

conclude that she was close to a shrinking violet herself. This is clear from her email communications to 

the ASA staff and some of her fellow Directors on the Wu eligibility issue from August 25 to 28.   

For these reasons we find there in fact was no harassment against Chater. 

(c) Hayne 

The Statement provided by Hayne in the Binder relating to allegations that Billings had harassed him 

lists a number of concerns. 

We have some sympathy with some of those concerns.  

As to the release letter, we fail to understand how this in any way can be categorized as harassment. 

Hayne may have been displeased with Billings’ involvement in the suspension matter, but there is not a 

hint that Billings’ conduct, if less than adequate was meant to harass or reasonably would harass Hayne. 

Moreover, Hayne himself acknowledges that the 2009 Board had approved the manner in which Hayne 

had conducted himself. 

We note with respect Hayne's claim that Billings accused him of lying about whether Hayne knew of the 

letter from the Calgary Soccer Federation. At the Hearing Billings denied making any such allegation. 

Without knowing precisely what was said at the time, it is difficult for us to conclude that Billings 

conducted himself other than as he did in his email to Kern attacking Kern's integrity. It is clear to us that 

Billings had an uncanny knack of being careless about what he said when he was on the offensive, to the 

extent that some of what he said was from time to time offensive in the other sense of that word. 

However, even if he did accuse Hayne of lying, that in our view is not harassment. 
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The remainder of Hayne’s concern about Billings’ insistence that the Calgary Directors were in a conflict 

of interest in the Calgary Dispute has already been discussed   

We have already discussed Hayne’s complaint about a delay in payment of Directors’ expenses. 

The fifth complaint about harassment stems from Billings’ handling of the misdirected email. We have 

already discussed this. Suffice it to say that while we have some sympathy with any concern Hayne 

might have over Billings attempting to impute fault to Hayne for the content of the email, we find the 

attempt humourous. We are similarly amused at Billings' demand that Hayne apologize for misdirecting 

the email. If anyone was entitled to demand an apology it was Chater.  If anything Billings should have 

thanked Hayne for alerting him to the problem which Billings clearly had with Chater. We regret that 

Hayne failed to share our amusement. 

We note with interest that Hayne does not seem to complain about Billings conduct at the October 23 

Board Meeting notwithstanding what others have said about Billings' behavior at that time.  

In our view the Billings response to the misdirected email was not harassing vis-à-vis Hayne.  

We reach the same conclusion concerning Billings’ involvement in the Medicine Hat disqualification 

when the matter was repeatedly discussed at various Board Meetings and finally disposed of.  

For these reasons we find there in fact was no harassment directed at Hayne.  

The second reason we dismiss the harassment complaints is that it is clear that they were in terms of 

their content already considered and disposed of at various Board Meetings. This is clear from the 

complaints about harassment concerning any insistence by Billings about a conflict of interest on the 

part of the Calgary Directors. That was dealt with at the September 19 Meeting. Billings reaction to the 

misdirected email was, as has been noted, dealt with by the Board internally setting up a mechanism to 

address intra-Board conflict at the October 23 Board Meeting. We conclude that that mechanism was 

also intended to address Billings conduct during the course of that Meeting. We note again that the 

Board could easily have issued a recorded reprimand or at least rebuke concerning what occurred 

during the Meeting, but chose not to do so.    

Directors of non-profit organizations should not be elected because they are milquetoasts. Normally 

they are not. Members of non-profit organizations are entitled to assume that the directors they elect 

are strong personalities, that they will speak their mind and that they will stand firm on matters they 

consider important and principled. Members are entitled to assume that directors will be made of 

sterner stuff than pushovers, and that while there will from time to time be unpleasant exchanges, the 

board will address intra-board conflict internally. That applies to directors who may be difficult people 

and to the other directors who may be affected by those difficult people.  

That is what the ASA Board itself in October did when it embarked on a course of resolution of the 

personality issues between Billings and some of the other Board members, most notably Innes, Hayne 

and Chater. We emphasize the optimism expressed by du Berger that matters would be resolved in that  
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fashion. Indeed, that resulted from the zenith of Billings' ill-advised behaviour in the context of the any 

harassment complaints made by Chater and Hayne. 

Third, is precisely how the issue of Billings' behaviour should have been addressed.  

If Billings was the bully portrayed by some of those on the 2009 and 2010 Boards, we would have 

expected that those on the Board so affected, or for that matter those offended, by his behaviour, 

would have stood up to him and held firm if they disagreed with him. That they did not except as noted 

in the Minutes of the Meetings of the 2009 Board suggests that either (a) the bullying later complained 

of was not as extensive or severe as the pre-February allegations or the Binder Statements would 

suggest; or (b) those affected or offended by Billings conduct were prepared to put up with it – at least 

until they considered that they could generate a consensus plan on how to control it. It is clear that 

those who were unhappy with Billings did not live in isolation. Some of them (Innes and Chater) were 

even not above insulting Billings behind his back to other Board members. It is equally clear that the 

2009 Board did stand up to him as evidenced by the motion made at the December 23, Board Meeting.  

There is not a hint of bullying or harassment or any related improper behaviour by Billings after 

December 23, 2009 and before his suspension on February 21.  

We also note that there is no evidence before us of any written complaint made about Billings harassing 

another Board member until February 4.  

It must be emphasized that all the allegations of harassment by Billings were related to behavior 

directed at the other Directors and that such behavior was in the course of the business of the Board. 

Accordingly, we are of the view that this was a subject which, if it was a legitimate concern at the time, 

was properly a matter for decision and resolution by the Board itself on review. It is the Board itself 

which should reasonably address and dispose of its internal disputes. This clearly was an internal dispute 

Fourthly, and again, for the same reasons as stated, it is illusory for us to resolve an internal dispute 

within the Board itself Board because any such resolution is subject to an overriding review by the Board 

itself.   

 

VIII. THREE LATER ALLEGATIONS 

1. Violation of Terms of Suspension 

The first complaint is in the following terms:  

Since February 21, 2010 you violated the terms of your suspension of July 21, 2010 by 

involving yourself in the affairs of the ASA and its members. 
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Billings admitted that factually he did breach the terms of the purported suspension. He continually 

attended the ASA office; he continually contacted the ASA staff, members of the ASA, other extra-

provincial soccer organizations and the CSA; he attempted to change the locks of the ASA office; he used 

ASA letterhead; he proclaimed his innocence to all who would hear him; he participated in media 

interviews; he interfered with the ASA banking; he initiated the circulation of a petition calling for a 

SGM; he purported to call a SGM; he presided at the SGM; and he was instrumental in the 

commencement  of the litigation which started on July 9, 2010.  

In defence of this complaint Billings asserts that his purported suspension was unlawful, and therefore 

he cannot be held to be in violation of any of its terms. "The suspension was unlawful and therefore I 

remained at all material times the President; as the President I was entitled to act in that capacity and I 

did so act" is how Billings puts it. Whether he should have so acted in the face of the purported 

suspension is another matter – the issue is whether he was entitled to so act. 

Billings right or entitlement to continue to act as President depends entirely upon whether his 

purported suspension was lawful.  

The short answer is that the purported suspension was not lawful in that it contravened the ASA's own 

By-Laws.  

First, there is nothing in the ASA By-Laws other than Article 31(g) which provides the Directors with any 

authority at all to suspend another Director, and that authority is (1) restricted to a violation of any part 

of the rest of Article 31 and (2) is permissible only after an investigation.  

As to whether there was a violation of any part of the rest of Article 31, there was not even a whiff of a 

suggestion, let alone a scintilla of evidence that Billings was in violation of Article 31. Nor do any of the 

allegations go so far as to suggest that. Article 31 clearly concerns itself with fiduciary conflicts where 

there is a potential financial benefit to a Director or some person or organization with which the 

Director is connected, or some other type of potential advantage to the Director or some person or 

organization with which the Director is connected, and in is in any case to the potential detriment of the 

ASA. Indeed, in all the material provided to this Discipline Committee, there has been no suggestion that 

Billings was in breach of Article 31. 

Further, clearly there was no investigation. 

For both reasons Billings could not have been suspended under Article 31. 

Second, the fact that there is a reference to the suspension of a Director in Article 31(g) and nowhere 

else in the ASA By-Laws instructs that the Directors authority was limited to suspension only under that 

Article. The rule of interpretation of documents that the expression of one excludes others (expressio 

unius est exclusion alterius) applies. 
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Third, even if it could be said that the ASA Directors had, as part of their residual authority to conduct 

the business of the ASA, authority to suspend a Director, that authority could only be lawfully exercised 

in a properly constituted "meeting" under Article 15(7). As has already been discussed, there was no 

"meeting" of the Directors to suspend Billings. Moreover, there was no proper notice provided for any 

purported "meeting".  

For all these reasons the ASA Directors' purported suspension of Billings was unlawful. As such he was 

entitled to continue to act in his capacity as President and as a Director, and as such in the affairs of the 

ASA and its members. This complaint is dismissed.  

 

 2. Failure to Attend Discipline Hearings 

The second complaint is in the following terms:  

You failed to attend scheduled Discipline Hearings to hear nine allegations against you of 

misconduct on April 23 and June 19, 2010. 

Billings admitted that factually he did fail to attend the scheduled Discipline Hearings.  

Billings does not by way of defence to this complaint suggest that since there was no substance to the 

nine pre-February allegations in the first place, such was an excuse for his failure to attend the 

scheduled Discipline Hearings. Nor does he suggest that his exoneration on those nine pre-February 

allegations before this Discipline Hearing would constitute such an excuse.  We would reject any such 

suggestions in any event. 

Billings does say that since his purported suspension was, as we have found, unlawful and improper, 

then that amounts to an excuse for his failure to attend. The scheduled Discipline Hearings were to 

address the nine pre-February allegations. They had nothing to do with any issue concerning the 

authority of the other Directors to suspend him. The allegations were personal to him. There was no 

connection between the legality or propriety of the purported suspension and what those Discipline 

Hearings were constituted to address. In our view the only relevance of the unlawful suspension to the 

Discipline Hearings would have arisen following a finding of misconduct against Billings on one of the 

nine pre-February allegations; and would merely have constituted a mitigating factor in determining an 

appropriate sanction flowing from a finding of misconduct.  

Billings also says that his failure to attend the scheduled Discipline Hearings is excused by his 

apprehension of bias that he would receive a fair hearing. In our view a reasonable apprehension of bias 

is justification or a defence available to Billings in answer to this allegation. Billings is not required to 

prove actual bias (although some might well contend there was actual bias in the circumstances of this 

case).   
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In our view a reasonable person in Billings' position would reasonably apprehend that the scheduled 

Discipline Hearings were biased. Without reviewing the entire chronology of what transpired from the 

time of his purported suspension, we so conclude from the following. 

1. There was a failure to disclose the full particulars and the evidence in support of the nine –

pre-February allegations, even as late as the moment of the second scheduled Discipline 

Hearing, notwithstanding repeated written requests by Billings for such disclosure.  

2. The Chair of the Discipline Committee refused to disclose to Billings what, if any, 

relationship there may have been between the Chair and Charpentier. 

3. The Chair refused or neglected to respond to a reasonable request to provide the authority 

by which the Chair had been appointed. 

4. The Chair purported to limit the time of the Hearing to two hours.  

5. The Notice of Hearing suggested that there was a dual purpose of the Hearing, which was 

inconsistent with earlier representations made to Billings by the remaining Directors. 

Moreover, and as it turns out there were direct relationships between members of that Discipline 

Committee and the other Directors which might well have affected the formers' ability to decide 

independently and on the evidence alone; the Chair exceeded his jurisdiction by conducting his own 

investigation by interviewing persons about Billings conduct in matters not related to the nine pre-

February allegations; and, to the extent that it may have considered itself an investigating committee, 

the Discipline Committee failed to interview the 2009 Directors who had not contributed to the Innes 

Binder and who might reasonably be expected to be able to contribute to the investigation.  

In our view, if the scheduled Discipline Hearings were not a sham, they certainly have an appearance of 

a sham. As such Billings had a reasonable excuse for not attending them and this complaint is dismissed 

for that reason. 

 3. Commenced and Maintained Litigation 

The third complaint is in the following terms:  

You contravened Article 32 of the ASA By-Laws by initiating and continuing a dispute with the 

ASA to a court of law and failed to submit disagreements to the jurisdiction of the ASA.    

Billings admitted that factually he did breach Article 32. 
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In his defence to this allegation Billings relies upon the same grounds this Discipline Committee applied 

in dismissing the complaints against three of the ASA members in ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer 

Association et al.    

As noted, Article 32 which has allegedly been contravened states: 

 Article 32 – Administration of Disputes 

A member’s affiliates, registrants, leagues, clubs, players, referees or officials shall not refer 

disputes with the Association or any other soccer association to a court of law but shall be 

required to submit any disagreements to the jurisdiction of the Association. 

1. Prohibition Against Litigation Inapplicable to Billings  

In ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al we said:    

"Article 32 of the A.S.A. By-laws does not prohibit “member associations” from the proscribed 

conduct; it only prohibits the affiliates, Registrants, leagues, clubs, players, referees or officials 

of a member association from the proscribed conduct. Of that there is no ambiguity.  

Even if there were ambiguity about whether ‘member associations’ can take matters to a court 

of law, which ambiguity does not apply here, since the proscribed conduct is misconduct and 

therefore subject to sanction, that ambiguity would have to be resolved in favour of the 

member association rather than the A.S.A. 

It is plain that those who are proscribed are those under the umbrella or the jurisdiction of a 

member, those over whom the member might be thought to have some control. It is not the 

member who is proscribed. “Members” are defined under Article 4 of the A.S.A. By-Laws: Active 

Members (consisting of District Associations and Provincial Leagues), Associate Members and 

Life Members.  

If it had been intended that the prohibition apply to A.S.A. members, then quite simply the By-

Law should have said so." 

What was said about the ASA's "members" applies to the ASA's Directors. The extent of the proscription 

is clear and it is limited. If it had been intended to apply to the ASA's Directors the By-Law should have 

said so.  

In saying that we note that it was not suggested to us, and there is no evidence, that Billings was at the 

material time an affiliate, registrant, league, club, player, referee or affiliate of one of the ASA's 

members. Nor is it suggested that Billings was an honorary member. 

We note that in ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al we specifically disagreed with the 

CSA Panel's decision in Canadian Soccer Association v. Aab et al which has already been referred to; 

and which deals with a similar charge by the CSA against Aab, Bowie, Hodges and Troke but under the 

CSA's Rules but alleging the breach of ASA Article 32. That CSA Panel would presumably have found 
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Billings guilty of misconduct as well since the charges all rested on the same factual basis (including 

Billings capacity as a Director of the ASA), although Billings may have been much more of an instigator 

than the others. Without repeating ourselves, we continue to disagree with that Panel that "Directors", 

whether legally so or purportedly so, can be included in the ASA's definition of those proscribed under 

Article 32 of the ASA By-Laws or for that matter the Article 52.1 of the CSA By-Laws.        

2. Prohibition Does Not Apply to the Dispute 

 

In ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al we said this.   

"The plain meaning of the prohibition relates to disputes with the A.S.A. or another association. 

This was not a dispute with the A.S.A. or any other association, even though the A.S.A. had been 

named as a party to the litigation. It was a dispute about the Association and to the extent that 

there was a dispute it was with those individuals who claimed the right to be the Directors of 

the A.S.A.  

If it had been intended that the prohibition apply to disputes “with” and “about”, then quite 

simply the By-Law should have said so. Alternatively it could have simply not restricted disputes 

to those “with”, as it appears the equivalent C.S.A. By-Law does." 

That applies in this case as well. This case is a dispute not only within the ASA, but within the ASA Board 

itself. 

In ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al we found that the legal proceedings instituted by 

the three members whose conduct in doing so was an issue, were justified, as determined by the fact 

that the civil courts took jurisdiction with respect to the claims made and relief sought by the three 

member associations. That does not apply in this case because Billings did not seek the relief ultimately 

granted. Indeed, his claims were rejected and he was given no relief at all.     

IX. DISPOSITION 

For all of the above reasons all the complaints made concerning Billings are dismissed. 

However, we think it should be noted for the record what discipline we would have recommended, had 

we concluded otherwise than we have, and why we would have made that recommendation. In that 

regard we find the following particularly germane.  

In our view the nine pre-February allegations are utterly without merit and reflect nothing more than 

the frustration of some of the 2009 Board members, who carried over to the 2010 Board, in their 

interface with Billings.  Many of the complaints amount to nothing more than an attempt to satisfy the 

proverbial "woulda, coulda, shoulda" which we are sure some of the 2009 Directors experienced during 

Billings stewardship as President. Many of those same complaints were clearly already dealt with by the 

2009 Board, and dealt with as they should have been at the appropriate time in the mandate of the 

2009 Board. Their resurrection in 2010 was totally improper and suggests either revenge or an inability 

to move on. 
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In our view the manner in which the 2010 Board as a whole treated Billings was egregiously unfair and 

significantly disproportionate to the pre-February allegations, from the moment some of its members 

decided to initiate the actions which led to his purported suspension through to the scheduled Discipline 

Hearings. The responsibility for that we are sure varies from member to member; only they will know 

the extent of their individual responsibility. We find particularly offensive the correspondence sent by 

one or more of those Directors from time to time, not just to each other but to outsiders as well, 

describing Billings as having "misappropriated" ASA funds. That word has a connotation of dishonesty, 

yet there never was a hint or evidence of same. However aggrieved they may have considered 

themselves to be by Billings' behaviour towards them, none of it justified the manner in which some of 

the 2010 Directors treated Billings. 

While we have stated that we disagreed with one aspect of the Panel decision in Canadian Soccer 

Association v. Aab et al, we find the sanction it imposed on January 12, 2011 compellingly sensible in 

the circumstances of this case as well. Accordingly, were we to have found any of the allegations made 

against Billings to be founded, we would have imposed the same sanction; suspending Billings until June 

30, 2012, such suspension being limited to any involvement in any position holding a governance 

function in either the CSA or the ASA; and staying the commencement of the order of suspension until 

others involved as plaintiffs or petitioners in the other litigation described in these Reasons were sent a 

Notice of Hearing relating to their involvement in commencing or continuing that litigation. We note 

that Billings has already effectively been serving that suspension since well before January 12, 2011.   

A number of technical issues were raised by counsel for Billings in answer to a number of the allegations 

made against him. Since we have found that the substantive charges are not founded, we see no reason 

to address them. 

 

X. COSTS  

Billings has asked this Discipline Committee to recommend to the ASA that it pay him costs, not with 

respect to what happened in 2010, but with respect to this Discipline Hearing itself. 

This Committee lacks jurisdiction to order costs. In ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al 

we recognized that, but made a recommendation as to payment of costs of the Discipline Hearing to the 

three member associations whose alleged misconduct we had reviewed. We understand that the ASA 

did accept that recommendation although we are somewhat uncertain as to what costs may actually 

have been paid.  

There are two things to be said against making any such recommendation. First, it is clear that to some 

considerable extent Billings himself contributed to the rupture which occurred within the 2009 Board 

mandate and which burst at the outset of the mandate of the 2010 Board.  
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Second, while Billings retained counsel in preparing for and attending at the Hearing, the ASA did not 

have counsel. 

Indeed there will be those who, because they are unhappy with our findings that the complaints made 

against Billings were unfounded, will blame that result on the failure of the ASA to have provided 

counsel to prosecute the allegations.  

The loudest voices of criticism will no doubt be heard from those members of the 2010 Board who 

vigourously and aggressively forced the removal of Billings from that Board because of those same 

unfounded allegations. We expect that the noise level will be directly proportional to their level of 

activity in that pursuit. 

Others who are familiar with the contents of the Binder and the Minutes of the 2009 Board and EFC 

Meetings in particular, as well as the other material presented to this Committee, and who have read 

and considered these Reasons, will know that it was those same voices who were the first calling upon 

lawyers to support and justify action against Billings; failing at the same time to fully inform those 

lawyers of the full facts behind the allegations and the absence of a Board Meeting discussing any such 

possible suspension.  

Those with what we expect to be the loudest complaining voices will also know that: 

1. The announcement of Billings' suspension was erroneously or misleadingly made on the 

basis that it occurred after legal advice had been sought and received. Not only was that not 

temporally true – those who took action against Billings had already made their mind that 

Billings was going to be suspended before they sought legal advice; even if that decision had 

been made after legal advice, it was disingenuous to imply that there was a causal link - the 

legal advice never did suggest Billings should be suspended.  

2. Some one or more of them frequently used the loaded word “misappropriation” rather than 

the more neutral word “misuse” when making some of the allegations (false as it turns out) 

which they made.  

3. We understand from the material provided to us that they themselves saw no need to 

retain counsel to prosecute at either of the scheduled Discipline Hearings. We can only 

speculate as to why they saw no such need. 

4. They themselves have never been asked to contribute a penny out of their own pocket to 

pay counsel for the legal advice they sought, in the name of the ASA Board, expediting the 

suspension and removal of Billings, prosecuting the legal proceedings they instituted and 

answering the legal proceedings they defended. The related legal expenses we have been 

advised have all been covered by the ASA while they were Board members in an amount 

apparently in excess of $800,000.   
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On the contrary, this Discipline Committee commends the 2011 and 2012 ASA Boards for not retaining 

counsel. Both seem to have recognized that on a cost/benefit analysis there was little or nothing to be 

gained from incurring even more legal expenses in prosecuting these allegations against Billings. There is 

absolutely nothing which this Committee considers could have possibly justified the ASA in continuing 

the financial bleed of its resources by retaining counsel to advance the allegations against Billings, 

having regard to the evidence available to it and the reasons provided in the related case of ASA v. 

Sunny South District Soccer Association et al. 

By the same token, the lack of any justification for the ASA to retain counsel does not necessarily mean 

that Billings should not have retained counsel. One can well understand why Billings would retain 

counsel to defend himself against the allegations. First, as we have found, there is in terms of the pre-

February 22 allegations no factual basis to them whatever. Second, three of those allegations as they 

were publicized by the ASA in 2010 are a direct and well publicized attack upon his integrity. Third, until 

December, 2012 he not only had no idea as to the contents of the Binder, he had every reason to 

believe that he might once again be in the same situation he was in with respect to the 2010 scheduled 

Discipline Hearings. Fourth, his counsel's submissions and the material filed by his counsel assisted us in 

determining some of the factual underpinnings of some of the pre-February 22 allegations and the 

chronology of how Billings' suspension came about and was continued up to the last 2010 scheduled 

Discipline Hearing.     

Finally, Billings was a member of the Board of Directors who is now found to be not guilty of the 

complaints made against him, and as such should be indemnified, at least in part, for defending himself 

against those complaints. 

In the result, we recommend that the ASA pay costs to Billings related to this Discipline Hearing based 

on the same principles as was eventually paid by the ASA to the three member associations in ASA v. 

Sunny South District Soccer Association et al. 

 

 

XI. RECOMMENDATION 

In ASA v. Sunny South District Soccer Association et al we made a number of comments concerning that 

matter being but the latest of a narrative consisting of many chapters of and flowing from a bitter, 

acrimonious and expensive dispute about control over and who should control the ASA as members of 

its Board of Directors. This is yet another chapter, written about alleged misconduct by the key 

protagonist in the narrative. In that decision we made a recommendation in the following comments. 

"We have no idea of the intentions of either the A.S.A. or the C.S.A. regarding those ongoing or 

even additional chapters.   
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We say simply this. Surely it is time for all to put down their pens and simply move on. To any 

extent that the dispute, the resulting litigation, and/or the consequent disciplinary proceedings 

(whether instituted by the A.S.A. or the C.S.A.) is seen as a victory for anyone, it must surely be 

seen as pyric.  

From the outside, everyone has lost reputation. The dirty laundry has been aired and cannot be 

returned to its airtight container. More disciplinary proceedings only risk the airing of the same 

or even more dirty laundry.  

The A.S.A. has had a significant drain on its financial resources. We expect so too have those 

directly affected – not just members of the A.S.A., but individuals as well.  

Clearly there has been a drain on the human resources of soccer within Alberta. The A.S.A. from 

its Board of Directors down to its employees surely have had to divert energy to the dispute and 

resulting litigation.  

Surely those financial and human resources could have been better used elsewhere promoting 

and developing the game of soccer in Alberta.  

This dispute has caused irreparable harm already to the game in Alberta. The A.S.A. has a new 

and apparently independent Board of Directors. In its representations to the Committee it is 

clear that the A.S.A. wants to move on and leave behind what Mr. Adams termed “the worst 

year of its history”.   

The Committee concurs with that sentiment. Enough is enough. It is time to stop looking back. It 

is time to focus on the future.  

It is time for the A.S.A., the C.S.A. and the F.I.F.A. to all put their pens down. Close the book. 

Start writing something else." 

It is now well past the time. 
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These Reasons for Decision are made with the full concurrence of all the Committee members. 

 

Heard February 4, 2012 at Nisku, Alberta  

Concluded (by determining no further material needed) May 31, 2012 at Edmonton, Alberta 

 Dated June 4, 2012 at Edmonton, Alberta 

 

 

      ________________________ 

       John Maher 

        

      ________________________ 

Ronald Poitras 

 

      ________________________ 

Paul Pierzchalski 
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