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May 30, 2022 

 

 

Attention: Deana MacFadyen, Public Complaint Director 

 

Edmonton Police Commission 

Suite 1803 Rice Howard Place, Tower 2 

10060 Jasper Avenue 

Edmonton, Alberta T5J 3R8 

 

 Sent via E-mail: info@edmontonpolicecommission.ca  

 

Dear Madam: 

 

Re:   Complaints by Robert Houle against Commission Members John McDougall and Jodi 

Calahoo Stonehouse 

  
We are counsel for Robert Houle and make these complaints on his behalf against Commission 

members John McDougall (Mr. McDougall) and Jodi Calahoo Stonehouse (Ms. Calahoo 

Stonehouse). Mr. Houle makes these complaints under section 4.2.2 of Edmonton Police 

Commission (EPC) Policy. 

 

Under 4.2.2.1 of EPC Policy, “Procedures” regarding complaints against Commission members are 

outlined. The Procedure refers only to Commission members or the Executive Director as potential 

complainants. It must be the case however that if a civilian is aware of misconduct by a Commission 

member they have the right to complain, or indeed if the misconduct directly relates to and affects a 

civilian, that civilian must have the right to complain. There is nothing in the Procedures explicitly 

prohibiting civilians from making complaints. Regardless, there must be a general duty to process 

complaints by members of the public.  

 

Procedure 4.2.2.2 provides that when the Chair is suspected of a breach of the Oath of Office and/or 

Code of Conduct, the Vice-Chair shall be advised and they will perform the duties required of the 

Chair as set out in the remainder of the Procedures under 4.2.2. As Mr. McDougall is Chair of the 

EPC, the proper procedure is to advise the Vice-Chair, Erick Ambtman (Mr. Ambtman), of these 

complaints.  

 

Regarding complaints against Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse, it would be inappropriate for Mr. McDougall 

to investigate those because he espouses the same opinions about Mr. Houle and Councillor Anne 
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Stevenson as Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse. The complaints should be processed together as they are 

connected. What those opinions are will become evident further on in this letter as they are relevant 

to the substance of Mr. Houle’s complaints. 

 

Procedure 4.2.2.3 provides that where there is a suspected breach, the Vice-Chair shall review the 

allegation with the Commission member who is subject to the allegation and the Vice-Chair shall, if 

they determine it appropriate, initiate such investigations or inquiries as they may deem necessary, 

and, in doing so, the Vice-Chair shall seek the advice of the Commissioner’s Executive Director and 

appropriate City Administration, and is at liberty to engage outside agencies or experts.  

 

Before Mr. Ambtman is tasked with reviewing these complaints, Mr. Houle requests it be determined 

whether Mr. Ambtman shares Mr. McDougall’s and Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse’s opinions about 

Councillor Stevenson and/or Mr. Houle. Mr. Houle requests this as at least two Commission 

members (20% of Commission members) hold biased views about Councillor Stevenson and Mr. 

Houle and therefore it is possible Mr. McDougall’s and Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse’s views are shared 

by other Commission members. Any Commission member holding these views should not take 

charge of investigating Mr. Houle’s complaints as the result will be an investigation tainted by bias 

or the reasonable apprehension of bias. If it is the case Mr. Ambtman is unable to oversee the 

investigation of these complaints, then a Commission member who holds no opinion about these 

matters should be assigned. If that is not possible, then an outside agency should be retained.  

 

Mr. Houle agrees that as the comments he complains about refer to Councillor Stevenson, she 

cannot be assigned to investigate these complaints.    

 

Complaint Particulars 

 

The following is background and contextual information informing the complaints. 

 

It is well known Mr. Houle was a member of the Community Safety and Well-Being Task Force (the 

“Task Force”). The Task Force was created by Edmonton City Council in response to Edmontonions, 

including Mr. Houle, participating in virtual public hearings and communicating experiences and 

perspectives on policing, including those critical of EPS. At the public hearings, Mr. Houle, an 

Indigenous person, described how in 2005 he and his brother were assaulted by EPS officers and 

driven around the city in the back of the van for more than an hour.1 

 

The Task Force was given a mandate to create actionable recommendations for Edmonton City 

Council regarding the future of community safety and well-being in the city that are anti-racist.2 In 

response to this mandate, in March 2021, the Task Force’s report “Safer for All” was released. 

 

In December 2021 Mr. Houle was hired as a strategic advisor to City Councillor Anne Stevenson. 

 

 
1 https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/public-hearing-into-policing-in-edmonton-brings-back-painful-memories-

for-cree-brothers-1.5652300  
2 Safer for All, page 3. https://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/city_organization/community-safety-and-well-being-

task-force.  

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/public-hearing-into-policing-in-edmonton-brings-back-painful-memories-for-cree-brothers-1.5652300
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/public-hearing-into-policing-in-edmonton-brings-back-painful-memories-for-cree-brothers-1.5652300
https://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/city_organization/community-safety-and-well-being-task-force
https://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/city_organization/community-safety-and-well-being-task-force
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On May 16-18, 2022, Edmonton City Council (ECC) debated issues surrounding the Edmonton 

Police Service (EPS) budget. The debates occurred as a result of a joint reply by the EPC and EPS 

to the “Safer for All” Report by the Task Force. Stakeholders made presentations before the ECC, 

including Mr. Houle. Mr. Houle argued for a budget freeze or roll back to 2019 levels, and argued 

EPS needs more scrutiny and transparency on its spending and performance.3 In making these 

representations, Mr. Houle spoke on his own behalf and in no way represented Councillor 

Stevenson. On May 16, 2022, in response from an invitation by Councillor Sarah Hamilton to disclose 

Mr. Houle’s employment, Councillor Stevenson stated: 

 

Happy to share that Mr. Houle who presented earlier works as a strategic advisor for me, he 

is speaking on his own behalf, I would never want his work with me to affect his ability to 

speak for our community and to share his opinions, so happy to answer any questions if 

Councillors have questions to that, but he is speaking, speaking his own voice and I 

encourage him to do so.4 

 

It is unknown whether Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse and/or Mr. McDougall were present at the time 

Councillor Stevenson made the above statement, but if they were, that is aggravating. It is also 

aggravating if they were not present, as prior to making their reckless and inflammatory statements 

about Mr. Houle and Councillor Stevenson, Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse and Mr. McDougall ought to 

have ensured they informed themselves as to all discussions surrounding transparency of Mr. 

Houle’s role as strategic advisor to Councillor Stevenson. 

 

Councillor Sarah Hamilton thanked Councillor Stevenson and advised she “just wanted to make sure 

that… everything was transparently understood”.5  

 

On May 18, 2022, Mr. Houle made submissions to the Council and before doing so stated: 

 

I must be transparent I am a strategic advisor in Councillor Stevenson’s office but I am here 

appearing on my own volition and carrying forward my work from the task force…6 

 

It is unknown whether Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse and/or Mr. McDougall were present at the time Mr. 

Houle made the above statement, but if they were, that is aggravating. It is also aggravating if they 

were not present, as prior to making their reckless and inflammatory statements about Mr. Houle 

and Councillor Stevenson, Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse and Mr. McDougall ought to have ensured they 

informed themselves as to all discussions surrounding transparency of Mr. Houle’s role as strategic 

advisor to Councillor Stevenson. 

 

The following relates to Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse. 

 

On May 18, 2022, Commissioner Calahoo Stonehouse stated: 

 

 
3 https://edmontonjournal.com/news/local-news/sparks-fly-as-edmonton-mulls-22-2m-cut-to-police-budget  
4 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hyG5418in0k, beginning at approximately 4:53:30. 
5 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hyG5418in0k, beginning at approximately 4:54:00. 
6 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d7XgB5VVUU8, beginning at approximately 1:06:00.  

https://edmontonjournal.com/news/local-news/sparks-fly-as-edmonton-mulls-22-2m-cut-to-police-budget
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hyG5418in0k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hyG5418in0k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d7XgB5VVUU8
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As well as the level of competency, we have two lawyers on the Commission, we have a 

beautiful and brilliant black woman who runs the accounting at the University of Alberta, so 

she is very familiar with large budgets, Kemi, who’s extraordinary. The piece for me that’s 

very concerning and troubling that has come apparent in the past three days is that you know 

we talk about good governance and being arm’s length away and today you know I’ve learned 

and seen over the past few days Councillor Stevenson who is one of our Commissioners, 

had Rob Houle present, who is her paid staff who has spoken multiple days about this, and I 

find this very troubling and I would urge that she is immediately removed from the Police 

Commission and that another City Councillor is replaced because that is severely a lack of 

trust from Edmontonians, there is a conflict of interest, and I am very disappointed at this. So, 

I think that also needs to be addressed, if we are talking about good governance and 

transparency, there was nothing transparent about that.7 

 

Towards the end of her comments, Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse’s tone was one of obvious anger.  

 

The complaints arising from the above statements are as follows: 

 

1. Code of Conduct section 1 requires Commission members to govern in accordance with the 

EPC Policy Manual. Section 4.2.1.1 of the EPC Policy Manual requires Commission 

members to follow the Commission’s Code of Conduct. As will be explained in the 

subsequent two complaints, Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse’s comments were in breach of 

sections 2 and 3 of the Code of Conduct and therefore she failed to govern her conduct in 

accordance with the EPC Policy Manual, in breach of section 1 of the Code of Conduct.    

 

2. Code of Conduct section 2 requires Commission members to, at all times, conduct 

themselves in a manner that is respectful and courteous of other Commissioners and the 

public. Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse breached section 2 by failing to conduct herself in a manner 

that was respectful and courteous of Councillor Stevenson (also a Commission member), 

and Mr. Houle (a member of the public). Particulars of the various breaches are as follows: 

 
a. Falsely claiming that Councillor Stevenson “had” Mr. Houle “present”. Both Councillor 

Stevenson and Mr. Houle confirmed that Mr. Houle spoke on his own behalf. There 

is no evidence there was any arrangement between Councillor Stevenson and Mr. 

Houle that he would speak, and Mr. Houle denies there was any such arrangement. 

 

b. Falsely claiming Councillor Stevenson was in a conflict of interest. No conflict of 

interest arises from Mr. Houle working with Councillor Stevenson. As a Commission  

member, Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse ought to have known what constitutes a conflict 

of interest. As defined by the EPC Code of Conduct, “A conflict of interest is any 

situation in which a Commissioner’s personal interests (e.g. financial, occupational or 

political) may affect, or appear to affect, their objectivity, judgment or ability to act in 

the best interests of the Commission” (page 4, item 16). It was stated by Councillor 

Stevenson and Mr. Houle that Mr. Houle spoke in his personal capacity, which was 

his right to do. There is no evidence Mr. Houle’s comments gave rise to a conflict of 

 
7 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j_BxFXEqmMo, beginning at approximately 1:06:54. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j_BxFXEqmMo
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interest on the part of Councillor Stevenson. Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse knew this or if 

she did not, she ought to have and was reckless in making the statement.  

 

c. The content of her statements and the tone of her voice, which was angry, supports 

Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse was personally offended by Mr. Houle speaking critically of 

police. That Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse allowed her personal feelings to inform her 

comments was not courteous or respectful.  

 

3. Code of Conduct section 3 requires Commission members to preserve the integrity and 

impartiality of the Commission. Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse’s comments give rise to an 

appearance that she is biased against those who are critical of police. This diminishes 

confidence in her ability to be objective in EPC matters and therefore is in breach of section 

3. It is obvious from her tone that Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse was angered by Mr. Houle’s 

comments; the implication from this and her comments overall is she believes Mr. Houle’s 

personal views, some of which are critical of police, conflict with the views of the Police 

Commission. This is problematic for obvious reasons as the appearance is that Ms. Calahoo 

Stonehouse believes holding critical views on police is at odds with the best interests of the 

Police Commission. As the Police Commission must be objective, Ms. Calahoo Stonehouse’s 

comments damage the integrity and impartiality of the Commission. 

 

The following relates to Mr. McDougall.  

 

At the end of the City Council meeting on May 18, 2022, there was a media scrum where various 

journalists asked Mr. McDougall questions. The following interaction occurred between journalists 

and Mr. McDougall: 

 

Journalist:8 So, do you echo Commissioner Jodi Calahoo Stonehouse’s call to have Anne 

Stevenson, another Commissioner, removed from the Commission? 

 

McDougall: That’s a discussion we’ve not had as a Commission yet and I can appreciate 

her concerns.  

 

Journalist: Well, she said it out loud as a Commissioner presumably for the Commission, 

no? 

 

McDougall: Councillor, or, Commissioner Calahoo Stonehouse has the right to express 

her opinions and her thoughts. As a whole, the Commission has not had an 

opportunity to sit and discuss this as Councillor Stevenson has not until 

Council this week revealed that to the Commission. This was the first time the  

Commission had heard of that. 

 

Journalist: What’s the problem? What’s the problem? 

 
8 Note that we are not aware of the identities of each individual journalist who asked questions, but at least one was 

Duncan Kinney.  
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McDougall: The fact that she has somebody previously undeclared working for her office 

who is absolutely anti-police… 

 

Journalist: Are they a known critic? 

 

McDougall: Anti… 

 

Journalist: Are they a known critic? 

 

McDougall: Are you going to let me finish my statement? 

 

Journalist: Yeah yeah yeah. 

 

McDougall: Then allow me to finish my statement. So, he’s known to be anti-police, anti-

Chief McFee, anti-mayor, and anti-City Council. How can someone who is 

supposed to make decisions on their employee have somebody like that who 

is a strategic advisor in their office, that’s what’s concerning. This person has 

access to everything that goes on in Commission business, or the potential to 

have access to everything that goes on in Commission business.  

  

Journalist: That’s Robert Houle, right? 

 

McDougall: Correct. 

 

Journalist: So, sounds like you do support the removal of Anne Stevenson as a 

Commissioner? 

 

McDougall: We have not set as a Commission to make that decision. 

 

Journalist: But you seem personally very concerned about the fact that Rob Houle is a 

staffer or part-time staffer for Councillor Anne Stevenson. 

 

McDougall: I think there may be a perception but until we sit and have a robust discussion 

around this I’m not going to make a firm stand on what’s right…9 

 

(Media questions move on to unrelated matters) 

 

The complaints arising from the above statements are as follows: 

 

1. Code of Conduct section 1 requires Commission members to govern in accordance with the 

EPC Policy Manual. Section 4.2.1.1 of the EPC Policy Manual requires Commission 

members to follow the Commission’s Code of Conduct. As will be explained in the 

subsequent two complaints, Mr. McDougall’s comments were in breach of sections 2 and 3 

 
9 Audio recording attached with this letter.  
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of the Code of Conduct and therefore he failed to govern his conduct in accordance with the 

EPC Policy Manual, in breach of section 1 of the Code of Conduct.    

 

2. Code of Conduct section 2 requires Commission members to, at all times, conduct 

themselves in a manner that is respectful and courteous of other Commissioners and the 

public. Mr. McDougall breached section 2 by failing to conduct himself in a manner that was 

respectful and courteous of Councillor Stevenson (also a Commission member), and Mr. 

Houle (a member of the public). Particulars of the various breaches are as follows: 

 

a. Falsely stating that Mr. Houle was “anti-police, anti-Chief McFee, anti-mayor, and anti-

City Council”. Making these statements lowered Mr. Houle’s reputation in the 

community.  

 

b. Falsely insinuating that Mr. Houle was, or could, abuse his position as a strategic 

advisor by accessing information on Commission business for an improper purpose. 

Mr. Houle advises me that in fact he intentionally has nothing to do with Councillor 

Stevenson’s work with the Commission. That Mr. McDougall changed his answer from 

Mr. Houle having access to Commission matters to having the “potential” to have 

access to Commission matters indicates that in fact Mr. McDougall has no idea about 

the extent of Mr. Houle’s role as a strategic advisor for Councillor Stevenson, which 

aggravates the reckless nature of his comments.  

 
c. Falsely insinuating that as a strategic advisor, Mr. Houle was advising Councillor 

Stevenson to take “anti-police, anti-Chief McFee, anti-mayor, and anti-City Council” 

positions on Commission matters. There is absolutely no evidence to support this and 

in fact Mr. Houle adamantly denies it.  

 
d. That Mr. McDougall made these comments without evidence indicates his comments 

were informed by his personal opinions on Mr. Houle, and that he was personally 
offended by Mr. Houle speaking critically of police. That Mr. McDougall allowed his 
personal feelings to inform his comments was not courteous or respectful.  
 

3. Code of Conduct section 3 requires Commission members to preserve the integrity and 

impartiality of the Commission. Mr. McDougall’s comments, which were comments not 

backed up by evidence but instead informed by personal feelings, give rise to an appearance 

that he is biased against those critical of police. Mr. McDougall’s comments diminish 

confidence in his ability to be objective in EPC matters and therefore damage the integrity 

and impartiality of the Commission, in breach of section 3.  

 

It is extremely concerning that Mr. McDougall attacked a critic of EPS by labelling him as “anti-police 

anti-Chief McFee, anti-mayor, and anti-City Council”. The impression is Mr. McDougall is using 

polarizing language to silence those with criticisms surrounding police funding. What is aggravating 

in this case is Mr. Houle is an Indigenous man who experienced physical abuse at the hands of EPS 

in 2005, which Mr. McDougall likely knew. All of this diminishes confidence in Mr. McDougall’s ability 

to be impartial, and to be a Guardian of Public Trust by “understanding all sides”.10 

 
10 https://edmontonpolicecommission.com/about-epc/.  

https://edmontonpolicecommission.com/about-epc/



