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WHY ARE WE BEING KEPT IN THE DARK (AGAIN)? 



Meeting 

 

- Bit of history 

 

- Strengths and weaknesses of SFN claim 

 

- Possible responses 

 



TRUST??..................OR DISCLOSURE?? 



2014 

• deal with SFN was cooked up behind closed 

doors 

 

• residents kept in the dark 

 

• could have lost beach 

 

• only stopped because one council member 

leaked the news  

 

 

2016 

 

• in the dark again   



Situation 

 

• 1854 treaty defined saugeen reserve  

 

•162 years the northern terminus has been at main street 

 

•1995 lawsuit SOFN vs. TSBP and others – claim to about 7th 

street 

 



“federal government always decides in favour of the first nations so 

we’ll lose so why are we putting so much time and effort into this?” 

 

 

Two types of claim: 

 

1. Administrative – federal government decides 

 

2. Lawsuit – a judge decides (ours is a lawsuit.) 

 

 

• Decision on who gets the beach will be made by unbiased judge 

 

• Not by the federal government. 

 

• Decision will be based on facts and law. 



• We feel SFN have a weak claim. 

 

• We feel that the facts and law are on our side. 

 

• So were putting a lot of effort in. 

 

 



Four claims by SOFN: 

 

1. Treaty Promised 9 ½ miles of shoreline – 9 ½ miles 

is 7th street 

 

2. Rankin map indicates northern terminus lot 31 

about 7th street 

 

3. Rankin journal indicates northern terminus lot 31 

about 7th street 

 

4. Rankin field notes indicate northern terminus lot 31 

about 7th street 
 



1. Treaty Promised 9  1/2 miles of shoreline  - gives to 7th 



SOFN claim: 

 

 This is a simple case, based on the plain text of 

the treaty and the rightful entitlement of the 

saugeen first nation to the lands promised by 

the treaty 

……. 

 

The Saugeen first nation was promised “about 

9½ miles” of frontage along Lake Huron… 

 

(paragraph 6 December 12, 2012 amended 

claim) 

 



 

 

An order of mandamus that a survey be produced that 

accurately reflects the language of the treaty, specifically 

that the boundary is 9 ½ miles from a spot on the coast as 

described Treaty No. 72: 
 

 

SOFN 2012 pleading para 1 d) 

 

 



Charles Rankin planted a post at a spot 

approximately 9 ½ miles up the coast and marked 

that post ”NE angle< Indian Reserve” 

 

(paragraph 12 December 12, 2012 

amended claim) 



The 1854 Treaty 

“we reserve all that block of land bounded on the 

west by a straight line running due north from The 

River Saugeen at the spot where it is entered by a 

ravine immediately to the west of the village and 

over which a bridge has recently been constructed 

to the Shores of  Lake Huron –on the East by a line 

drawn from a spot upon the coast at a distance of 

about nine miles and a half from the western 

boundary aforesaid and running parallel thereto 

until it touches the aforementioned northern limits 

of the recently surrendered strip -….” 



 

• The treaty does not say 9 ½ miles of shoreline,  

 

• The treaty does not say 9 ½ miles of coastline,  

 

• The treaty does not say 9 ½ miles of anything 

similar to a coast 

 



The treaty says only: 

 

 

 

a spot upon the coast at a distance of about nine 

miles and a half from the western boundary 

 

 

Question:  Where is that “spot upon the coast?” 



Assumption: 

 

“at a distance of about nine miles and a half from the western 

boundary”  

 

means a straight line distance from the western boundary 

 

 

Ambiguity?? 

 



3. A spot upon the coast at a 

distance of about nine miles 

and a half from the western 

boundary aforesaid 



3. A spot upon the coast at a 

distance of about nine miles 

and a half from the western 

boundary aforesaid 

Assume start from bottom of 

western boundary 

Puts northern terminus 

“about” main street 



Assume top of western 

boundary – sauble river 3. A spot upon the coast at a 

distance of about nine miles 

and a half from the western 

boundary aforesaid 



4. on the East by a line drawn 

from a spot upon the coast 

running parallel [to western 

boundary] until it touches .. 

Assume top of western 

boundary – sauble river 



Top assumption puts northern terminus at silver lake road 



If straight line assumption is valid: 

 

•Northern terminus is either main street or south of main street 

 

•treaty did not promise 9 ½ miles of shoreline 

 

•Treaty did not promise to 7th street 



Alternative assumption: 

 

the treaty writers meant a distance along the shore of about 9 ½ miles 

starting from top of western boundary and following the contours of the 

shoreline 

 

Claim is -  if you follow the contours for 9 ½ miles you get to 7th street 



 

reply  

 

Depending on how closely follow contours: 

 

• About 9 ½ miles could be to mouth of sauble (following not closely at 

all) 

 

• about 9 ½ miles along the coast could be to 7th street (following the 

coutour very loosely) 

 

• “About 9 1/2 miles” could be main street. 

 

• About 9 1/2 miles could be well south of main street (follow contours 

as closely as possible). 

 

• So even if the treaty makers had meant 9 ½ miles of shoreline contour  

it doesn’t put the northern terminus at 7th street 

 



• The language in the treaty describes the northern terminus but it does 

not define it.    

 

• northern terminus was actually defined by: 

 

starting from the south east corner at what is now highway 21 

proceeding due north until that line intersected with the coast 

 

by Rankins: 

 

• maps (including the draft map) 

• field notes 

• journal,  

 

the point where the eastern boundary running north from highway 21 

intersects the coast is: 

 

main street 
 

 

 

 

 



The NE corner of the reserve would be fixed 

where the eastern boundary, running north, 

intersected with the shore of Lake Huron.  

The resulting distance [of about 9 ½ miles] , 

measured along the shore, would be the 

result of having those 2 points fixed along the 

shore – by other means – rather than the 

determinant of where the NE point should be 

fixed.   
 

xxx page 9 

 

 

 

 

Who is XXX???? 



 

 

With either the “Straight line” or the  “follow contours” 

assumption  

 

 

 

 

The treaty does not promise 9 ½ miles of shoreline and does not 

put the northern terminus at 7th street 



SOFN Claim 2 - Rankin map indicates northern terminus near 

7th street 

 

 

 

 



 

 

… Charles Rankin planted a post at a spot approximately 

9 ½ miles up the coast and marked that post “NE angle < 

Indian Reserve”  

 

SOFN claim Para 12:  

 

 

 



First note: 

 

The rankin notation on his draft map says: 

 

“N E < Ind. Res.”  

 

The notation does not say: 

 

“NE angle < Indian Reserve”  

 

The distinctions are important.  The SOFN claim is a misrepresentation. 

 

 

Second note:   The notation appears only on Rankin’s rough draft map. 

 

It does not appear on the final maps. 

 





Official  

1856 

Rankin 

map 

(Federal 

government 

deny the 

existence of 

this map) 

Terminus 

main street 

Nothing near 

seventh 



Actual 1856 

Rankin 

map 

blowup 

main 

Terminus 

Main St. 



Official map – no 

post or reserve or 

notation at seventh 

street 

6th 

7th 



Rankin 

Draft Map 

1855 



Post and 

notation at 

seventh 

street 



reasons why the “post in lot 

31”  (the “post”) cannot 

plausibly mark the northern 

terminus: 

 

•No angle 

 

•Not on the coast 

 

•Not distance of about 9 ½ 

miles from the western 

boundary 

 

•Not a closed parcel- no 

traverse to the coast.  

 

•Tiny ‘triangle’ between sixth 

and seventh not marked on 

any plan as reserve. 



The 1854 Treaty 

“we reserve all that block of land bounded on the 

west by a straight line running due north from The 

River Saugeen at the spot where it is entered by a 

ravine immediately to the west of the village and 

over which a bridge has recently been constructed 

to the Shores of  Lake Huron –on the East by a line 

drawn from a spot upon the coast at a distance of 

about nine miles and a half from the western 

boundary aforesaid and running parallel thereto 

until it touches the aforementioned northern limits 

of the recently surrendered strip -….” 



reasons why the “post 

in lot 31”  (the “post”) 

cannot plausibly mark 

the northern terminus: 

 

•‘Triangle’ sixth to 

seventh not in field 

notes, not in journal 

 

•Treaty gives only a 

single block of land 

 

•No post or reserve on 

official maps 

 

•Post is not mentioned 

field notes traverse 

south to the eastern 

boundary 

 



 The post notation  - The David Dobson theory 



Post and 

notation at 

seventh 

street 



First Nation 

claims this 

is northeast 

Boundary of 

Saugeen 

reserve 



D. Dobson 

claims that it 

refers to 

Chiefs Point 

Reserve 





Red - Chiefs point east 

boundary - 13 degrees west  

Or 347 degrees true 

(about North by west) 

Blue - Northeast  

(45 degrees) 

Notation  

“N E < Ind. 

Res.” at 

seventh 

street cannot 

possibly 

refer to the 

eastern 

boundary of 

chiefs point 

reserve 

Notation “N E< Ind. Res.”  

N 

N 

w E 

S 



SOFN Claim 3 - Rankin journal indicates northern terminus 

north of 6th street 

 

(Claim not in SOFN pleading but is in Rijke SOFN report) 



Sept. 4, 1855  1 day surveyed, 177 chains: 

 

“Continued the traverse from the mouth of the 

au Sable to the contin of the Indian Boundary 

& continued the Boundary” 

 

    Rankin’s journal page 16 

 

 

 



Break into parts: 

 

1) “continued the traverse from the mouth of the au sauble” 

“to the contin of the Ind Boundary 

 

2)  & continued the boundary 



1)“continued the traverse from the mouth of the au sauble” 

 

 

This is not controversial.   

 

It is the trek from the river mouth to the seventh street “post”.  

It is clear that the trek was on the traverse line that goes due 

south through the lot 31 traverse post. 

 

 



N 

N 

w E 

S 



“to the contin… of the Ind Boundary 

 

“Continuation” is clearly a noun 

 

 

“the contin… of the Ind Boundary” has to mean to the northern 

projection or extension from main street of the eastern 

boundary 

 

 

The extension was measured at 115 chains 

 

 



If those 115 chains were the reserve boundary starting at the 

post Rankin would have said only “to the Indian boundary” 

or “ran the Indian boundary”.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

The inclusion of the words “continuation of” can only have 

one meaning.  He was not traversing the Indian boundary.  He 

started at the post traversing the “continuation”, a noun, 

meaning  

 

He was traversing the northern extension of the Indian 

boundary 



2) …    & continued the boundary 

 

If he were already on the eastern boundary at the post this 

would have been redundant and completely unnecessary 

and out of place.   

 

Only plausible purpose is to record a change at chain 115 of 

transition from the extension of the boundary to the 

boundary itself. 

 

He meant at chain 115 (main street) that he was starting the 

traverse of the boundary.   

 

 



He said  

 

“Continued the traverse from the mouth of the au 

Sable to the continuation of the Indian Boundary & 

continued the Boundary” 
 

 

 

 

If the boundary really started at the 7th street  post he would have 

said simply: 

 

 

“Continued the traverse from the mouth of the au 

Sable to the continuation of the Indian Boundary & 

ran continued the Boundary” 
 



1. traverse from the 

mouth of the au 

sauble to the 

contin… of the Ind 

Boundary (chains 

not logged) 

 

2.  Northern Extension 

(continuation) of the 

eastern boundary (115 

chains logged) 

3. Continued the 

boundary (62 chains 

logged) 



This fits well with conclusion that the “N.E.” on draft map stands for 

“Northern Extension”.  

 

 

N. E. < Ind. Res. is merely shorthand for Northern Extension of the Line 

of the Indian Reserve. 



SFN claim 4 – field notes give to 7th 



Posts 1 c 72 from L. Huron 

10 c 66 S. of post of Ind Reserv 

Field notes traverse of road between lots 30 and 31 



Notation “10 c 66 S. of post of Ind Reserv” does not make the post 

the northern terminus of reserve: 

 

It is a reference to a landmark – not a surveyed boundary 

 

It is not south of the post, but rather is southeast -  but accuracy not 

important as not on traverse of sideroad 

 

Rankin was required to include all boundary markers in his field 

notes. 

 

The post is not mentioned in the traverse from the Sauble river to 

the east boundary of the reserve 

 

So it cannot have been a boundary marker or a survey monument 

 

 



Page 141 field notes: (traverse from sauble river along “extension” 

and then along boundary) 

 

On the sandy beach, at 14 c   to 115 c Lake edge of, at 128 c 

ascent the little sandy bank, from the beach through low sandy 

hills 
 

There was a “post” at 0c  

 

Rankin was required to record all monuments and boundaries in the 

traverses in his field notes.  Yet he did not even mention the post in 

his notes on the traverse south to the post and south from the post.    

 

The inescapable conclusion is that the post did not mark anything, 

not a terminus, not a boundary. 

 

It was just a sighting post in the traverse south. 

 

It could have been placed anywhere between the river and main 

street on the extension of the boundary. 

 

The post has no significance. 



Summary:  none of four SFN claims stands up to intense 

scrutiny 



Other evidence 



Ontario Land Surveyor White (1931) concluded: 

 

“ .. which would bring [Rankin] almost to the north 

limit of lot 25 concession D, Amabel Township. I 

was therefore unable to confirm the Indians’ 

contention that the East boundary took in any of 

the water front north of Lot 25, concession D , 

Amabel.” 



Department of Indian Affairs letter august 9, 1932 

 

“.. it is considered that the boundary is 

correctly located and that nothing can be 

gained by the band spending money in 

another survey….. In re-establishing the line 

Mr. White took particular care to search for 

old monuments and another survey would 

be a waste of money. 



Department of Indian Affairs July 13, 1934 letter: 

 

 

“The Indians claimed that the boundary as 

established is incorrect, and in 1931, Mr. 

W.R. White of this department was 

requested to investigate the matter… He 

recommended that the east boundary of the 

reserve as posted and fenced be confirmed. 

A copy of his report is enclosed. This 

department is not contemplating any further 

resurvey of this line.” 



Boyer report to Indian affairs March 30, 1951 

 

“From the above information there appears to 

be no doubt that the east boundary of Saugeen 

Indian Reserve stopped at the north boundary 

of lot 25 as reported by Mr. White in 1931; it is 

our view that this report should be considered 

as the final settlement of the Indians’ claim” 



Federal Government official J.D. Bradley regarding the Boyer 

memo of March 30, 1951: 

 

 

 

“File this memo; nothing further is required. If the 

matter ever comes up again this memo will be 

sufficiently complete to base a reply that no part 

of the I.R. #29 lies north of lot 25.” 



Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development letter: 

 

" the intersection of PSL Rankin’s line with [the ordinary high 

water mark] in lot 26, concession D, makes the northeast 

boundary." 

 

 

 

 

(Lot 26 is just North of main street) 



Ballantyne 2006 -  main street 

 

 

 

 

Xxxx    2014       main street 



Situation: 

 

Favourable “xxx” report never released to public 

 

July ratepayer group meeting Janice Jackson spoke favourably about 

the David Dobson “N E < Ind. Res.” theory 

 

David Dobson has filed a lawsuit against the town in 2013 – it 

appears he has taken adversarial position against the town 

 

August 13, 2016 council meeting I tried to talk about the land claim 

and was shut down by Janice Jackson 

 

Janice Jackson sent emails around telling people this October 8 

meeting was improper 

 

?????? 

 

 

 

 

 



Some facts: 

 

1. Favourable “xxx” report never released to public 

 

2. July ratepayer group meeting Janice Jackson spoke favourably 

about the David Dobson “N E < Ind. Res.” theory 

 

3. David Dobson has filed a lawsuit against the town in 2013 – [** 

this has been challenged and is pending resolution]  

 

4. it appears Mr. Dobson has taken adversarial position against the 

town 

 

5. August 13, 2016 council meeting I tried to talk about the land 

claim and was shut down by Janice Jackson 

 

6. Janice Jackson sent emails around telling people this October 8 

meeting was improper 

 

7. ***************  inexplicably quashed by Janice Jackson 

 

 

 

 



There is a good,  sound rebuttal of four SOFN claims  

 

(9 1/2 miles shoreline to seventh, map post at seventh, journal 

post at seventh, field notes post at seventh )  

 

But residents do not know what our defence is. 

 

We are in the dark (again) 



Choices:   

 

1)Trust 

 



Choices:   

 

1)Trust 

 

2)Ask for more 

disclosure 



Find this presentation at  

amabelpoa.com 


