Background Information
Wiikwemkoong Islands Specific Claim – September 2015
__________________________________________________________________________________________
Introduction
The following information has been gathered to aid Council in their discussions of the
Wiikwemkoong Islands Specific Claim. It is meant to provide a starting point for understanding
the historical and current context of the Claim in relation to Municipal concerns, as well as the
potential challenges and opportunities that may arise if the currently proposed land settlement
is ultimately offered to and accepted by the membership of Wiikwemkoong Unceded First
Nation.

Summary of Killarney’s history
For centuries, Killarney was known as Shebahonaning, an Ojibwe phrase indicating a safe
passage for water travel. To date, the earliest written reference to Shebahonaning is found in
the journal of Henri Joutel. Recording his experiences traveling in what is now Canada, with the
explorer la Salle during the year 1688, Joutel notes: “We proceeded to Chebonany the 30th of
June, and the 3rd of July, enter’d the French River…”.
In 1820, a Northwest Fur Trade Company post was established by Etienne Augustin Rocbert de
la Morandiere, who is regarded as the founder of the village. When de la Morandiere settled at
this location, he brought his wife, Josephte Sai-sai-go-no-kwe (“woman of the falling snow”).
She was an adopted niece of Chief Kitchi Bashigigan (Big Gun) and a near relative of Chief
Tecumseh. A small permanent village of Native people grew around the trading post, and by
the 1830s, the Jesuit missionaries stationed at Holy Cross Mission in Wiikwemkoong were also
serving Shebahonaning. It was on the main route of travel, and as the number of explorers,
mining and logging companies, government officials, business operators, settlers, and others
increased their presence in the area, the village became an important stopping point.
Throughout its history, the majority of Shebahonaning’s permanent population continued to
intermarry with First Nations people, primarily from communities that are known today as
Wiikwemkoong Unceded, Henvey Inlet, Wahnapitae, and Sagamok First Nations. There were
relatively few white settlers in the village, but some of them played a large role in its business
affairs before they eventually moved on to other locations. Shebahonaning/Killarney has
consistently been described in numerous government and Catholic Church records, private
diaries, books, newspaper articles, and other publications as an “Indian village”. Although
widely recognized as a Native settlement, when the government signed a treaty with the
Ojibwe Bands located along Lake Huron, Shebahonaning was left in a unique situation that
influenced its development and its sense of identity.
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The Robinson Huron Treaty of 1850
In 1849, the Governor General of Canada appointed two Commissioners to investigate
complaints from the Ojibwe Bands along Lakes Superior and Huron that white settlers were
continually encroaching on their lands. They were Alexander Vidal, Deputy Provincial Surveyor,
and Thomas G. Anderson, Superintendent of Indian Affairs. As joint Commissioners, Vidal and
Anderson met with the various Bands to discuss land issues. Their report notes (in part) that
“...long established custom, which among these uncivilized tribes is as binding in its obligation
as Law in a civilized nation, has divided this territory among several bands each independent of
the other, having its own chief or chiefs and possessing an exclusive right to and control over its
own hunting grounds, the limits of these grounds, especially their portages on the Lake, are
generally well known and acknowledged by neighbouring bands; in two or three instances only
is there any difficulty in determining the precise boundary between adjoining tracts...”.
Vidal and Anderson’s report included a map, which named and identified the limits of each
Band’s territory. The map shows the settlement of Shebahonaning as “Shebawwenanin”. An
excerpt is shown below (capital letters have been added for clarity):
A
St. Joseph’s Band
B
Mississauga Band
C
Serpent Band

D
Spanish River and La
Cloche Band
E:
Shawwawnesseway
or Shebawwanawnin
Band
F
French River Band
G
White Fish Lake Band
(Excerpt from the original map in Library and Archives Canada)

The Commissioners met with Shawwawnesseway, who they claimed was the Chief of
Shebawwenawnin Band, and their map shows a large section of territory that they labeled
“Shawwawnesseway or Shebawwanawnin Band” (marked in the map above by a capital “E”).
The line drawn down the middle of it is dotted, unlike the solid boundary lines between other
territories shown on their map. An indication, perhaps, that there was some question in their
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minds about whose territories these were and/or the boundary line between them. In fact,
Shawwawnesseway was not the Chief of Shebahonaning Band, and he did not sign the
Robinson-Huron Treaty of 1850. Shawwawnesseway was originally from the Saugeen. He was a
signatory to the treaty of 1836, which created a “general reserve” on Manitoulin Island and the
surrounding islands, and he moved from the Saugeen to Manitoulin Island shortly after that.
The only mention of Shebahonaning in the Robinson Treaty’s schedule of Reserves is in the
description of a tract of land allotted to Wabekekik and described as “three miles front, near
Shebawenaning, by five miles inland, for himself and band”. Wabekekik was part of
Shawwawnesseway’s family, but the wording of the Treaty (“near Shebawenaning”) suggests
that Wabekekik's tract was not meant to include Shebahonaning. Today, that tract is the
territory of Whitefish River First Nation. There is no historic genealogic connection between the
Whitefish River Band and the people of Shebahonaning, and there is no evidence that
Shebahonaning was included in any other reserve lands dealt with by the Treaty.
Change in Post Office name: from “Shebahonaning” to “Killarney”
The federal government’s records state that the post office Shebahonaning was scheduled to
open in 1853, three years after the signing of the Robinson Huron Treaty, but the appointed
postmaster suddenly refused the job and returned all the postal equipment. The office opened
a year later, in 1854, with the same postmaster, under the name Killarney. George Ironside,
Indian Affairs official and a witness to the Robinson Huron Treaty, is cited in postal records as
the source of this information, but no reason is given for the name change. Lady Dufferin, wife
of the General Governor of Canada, is often cited as the person responsible for the name
change, but her husband did not become Governor General until almost twenty years later, in
1872, and they did not visit Killarney until 1874.
Continued involvement of Indian Affairs
Although Shebahonaning was not included in the 1850 Robinson Huron Treaty, the government
and the Department of Indian Affairs remained involved in many of its activities and often
treated the community as a Reserve. The people of Shebahonaning were included in the
paylists being administered under the Treaty, Jesuit missionaries typically mediated issues
between the people and Indian Affairs, and Indian Agents often intervened or resolved disputes
or other matters. A few examples of how the government viewed the community are included
below.
In 1874, the Governor General of Canada visited Killarney, arriving aboard the steamer Chicora.
Lady Dufferin, the Governor General's wife, recorded their experiences in letters later published
under the title My Canadian Journal. She describes arriving in Killarney and the distribution of
knives, pipes, tobacco and beads. A newspaper correspondent, traveling with the Governor
General’s party, provided additional information about their visit:
Between nine and ten o’clock on Thursday morning, we arrived at the Indian
settlement of Killarney, and were received with a “feu de joie” and the cheers
from some 200 half-breeds...His Excellency then said it was the desire of their
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Great Mother and Queen that they should possess all the rights of British subjects
equal with the white population. He...expressed the pleasure he experiences upon
receiving such highly satisfactory reports regarding them.
The 1883 Annual Report of the Department of Indian Affairs includes a short general
description of the Bands under its Superintendency on the North Shore of Lake Huron, and
provides a list of Indian reserves under its management, including (in part), “…White Fish River,
Point Grondine and Shebanawaning”.
In 1899, Inspector MacRae, Inspector of Indian Agencies and Reserves, visited Killarney. He
submitted a report to Indian Affairs containing his investigations and recommendations
regarding the Robinson Treaty annuities for the Parry Sound and Manitowaning Agencies. In it,
he recommends that some Killarney families be dropped from the Treaty paylists because they
are not living “in communion with” other Indians (i.e., not living on Reserve). Some people are
dropped from the paylists and some are later reinstated.
In 1907, W.M. Wooster, acting on the instructions of the United States’ Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, travelled to various communities in Wisconsin, Michigan, and Canada, to complete a roll
of members and descendants of members of the Potawatomis of Wisconsin. Wooster visited
Killarney and recorded the names of more than 60 persons who were entitled to be included on
the Roll. Indian Affairs, using the Wooster Roll as the basis for its claim, eventually contracted
with a lawyer to present the claim of the "Canadian Branch of the Potawatomis of Wisconsin"
to the United States government on behalf of the Canadian government. Any monies paid over
to Canada were to be held in trust for the Canadian Branch of the Potawatomis of Wisconsin,
and administered by the Superintendent General of Indian Affairs. The claim was never settled
and remains active today.
In 1923, representatives from Killarney met with ministers and other officials to begin the
process of lobbying the government for road access. In 1929, the township of Rutherford and
George Island was incorporated. Also in the late 1920s, Killarney men began to "sell their
status" to the federal government. At that time, those who gave up their legal rights as Indians
were supposed to receive a share of their Band’s assets, along with the shares of their wife and
children (if a man’s application was accepted, his wife and children automatically lost their legal
status). They could more easily obtain jobs if they were no longer recognized as Indians, and
many people in the community badly needed money. Women who married non-status Indians
were automatically stripped of their legal rights, as were their children. The process of “selling”
Indian status accelerated during the Great Depression of the 1930s. This era also marked the
last few years that Ojibwe was widely spoken in the community. Once the elders of that time
passed away, the language was lost.
In 1951, hydroelectric power came to Killarney, and in 1962, the Killarney Highway officially
opened. Killarney Provincial Park was created soon after. Tourism continued to flourish. In the
1970s, a local branch of the Métis and Non-Status Indian Association was formed and some
land claim research was done (the Association is no longer operating). In 1985, Bill C-31 came
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into force, allowing those people who sold/lost their legal status as Indians to apply to the
Department of Indian Affairs to have it reinstated. To date, over 400 Killarney people have
regained their legal status as Indians, and are typically registered with one of four First Nations:
Wiikwemkoong Unceded, Henvey Inlet, Wahnapitae, or Sagamok.
Community development
During the time that all of the above events were happening, Killarney was also developing its
own economy, based firstly on blueberries, commercial fishing, and logging, and later on the
mining and tourism industries. Its people were making decisions about their own social,
religious, and cultural activities. These practices would not have been allowed to continue if
Killarney had been an “official” Indian Reserve. Killarney people experienced some of the same
domineering and sometimes malicious intrusions by Indian Affairs into their personal lives. For
more than a century they, like many Reserve communities, were largely isolated from the
“outside” world. They shared, with on-Reserve Natives, some of the same customs, practices,
and ways of thinking about our relationships to each other and to the land. But for Killarney
people, life experiences were not consumed by Indian Affairs in the same way as those who
lived on official Reserves.
Laws enforced by the Department of Indian Affairs were aimed at limiting or removing any
competition with non-Natives that originated from economic activities of Natives, as well as
controlling any other influence that Natives might have on the non-Native community. Any
financial benefits resulting from the natural resources on Reserves were managed by Indian
Affairs, sometimes with disastrous results. Land ownership was prohibited. Natives were not
allowed to enter into a contract. Band Councils and political activities in general were tightly
controlled. Natives could not leave the Reserve without a “pass” from the Indian Agent. Until
1920, Natives were not allowed to vote in federal and provincial elections. Until 1951, First
Nations were not allowed to hire a lawyer to pursue a land claim, and customs like the potlatch,
along with “festivals and gatherings”, were outlawed. And so on…
The Native people of Killarney village have always enjoyed a friendly relationship with the
people of Wiikwemkoong, and a mutual respect has been built over many years. There is a
strong genealogic connection between the two, not just the commonality of Native ancestry.
However, unlike many Reserve communities, today the people of Killarney are affiliated with
four different First Nations. And the population of non-Natives within both the village and the
Municipality has grown over the last twenty years. Everyone values the timeless rugged beauty
of the land around us and feels a personal connection to it. Many of those Native people who
are not Band members of Wiikwemkoong Unceded Indian Reserve will share with their nonNative neighbours, with cottagers, and with long-time visitors to this area, a deep sense of loss
when the Islands Specific Claim is finally settled, no matter which islands are included in it.
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Historical timeline of the Islands
Specific Claim

The specific claims process and the
Islands Specific Claim

1760s
Anishnabek control Lake Huron region.
Royal Proclamation recognizes “Indian”
Lands, setting out treaty-making process.
The Treaty of Niagara ends Pontiac’s War,
promises Crown protection, and begins the
government practice of giving “presents”.

After submission of a land claim by an Aboriginal
community, various ministries assess the claim by
researching relevant history and issues related to
the claim, conducting a legal review, and
consulting with other ministries to determine
what interests could be affected by the claim.

1836
Bond head Treaty reserves 23,000 islands,
making them property of “Indians” who
shall reside there.

If the claim is accepted, negotiations begin, to
seek resolution of the claim. The parties involved
in the negotiations are the Aboriginal community,
the Ontario provincial government, and the
government of Canada. The negotiations start
with agreement on a framework of rules, which
outlines, for example: issues to be addressed,
timelines, confidentiality, public consultation, and
any studies, reports, or land appraisals that need
to be conducted.

1862
Wikwemikong refuses to sign the
Manitoulin Treaty. Eastern portion of Island
is declared an “Unceded” reserve.
1862-1890s
Wikwemikong repeatedly objects to
encroachment on the fishing grounds by
non-native fishermen and leasing of islands.
1984
Specific Claim to 41 Islands is submitted,
referring to 1836 Treaty and promised
“protection” of Crown.
1990s
Court case filed for the original reserve of
23,000 islands, seeking return of unsold
islands and compensation for sold islands.
2006
Canada agrees to negotiate the Islands
Specific Claim, also called the 41 Islands
Claim, without prejudice to the court case.
(The court case for 23,000 islands is on hold
until the Islands Specific Claim is settled.)
The above is based on an information sheet
compiled by Wiikwemkoong.

When and if an agreement-in-principle is
reached, it sets out the general elements of a
settlement, and work progresses toward a final
detailed agreement. Once signed, the final
agreement is a legally binding document, and
further work begins to settle any outstanding
issues and implement its terms.
The Islands Specific Claim
This claim is in the public consultation phase.
Following the close of public consultations, the
parties will continue the negotiation of major
issues, and the proposed settlement agreement
(agreement-in-principle) will eventually be
drafted. Wiikwemkoong’s Band members will
vote on whether or not to accept the agreement.
If they vote to accept it, a final agreement is
created and signed by both parties and the
implementation phase begins.

Discussions between Wiikwemkoong and the Municipality of Killarney about the land claim
have taken place numerous times over many years. Negotiations are a different matter. Only
the provincial and federal governments have the legal authority to negotiate land claims issues

7
with Aboriginal communities, because only those levels of government have authority over the
lands, resources, and legal matters involved in the claim. The public consultation process that is
being overseen by the Ontario Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs (OMAA) is the Municipality’s
opportunity for having concerns about the land claim taken into consideration, since it is the
OMAA’s responsibility to seek out and consider the views of the people of Ontario, whether
those views come from an individual, an organization, or a municipality.

Municipal development of Crown land on George Island
The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) no longer actively sells Crown land for private
recreational or residential use. However, the Ministry may make Crown land available to
municipalities at market value to support local economic development. Many of the municipal
applications for Crown land that have successfully gone through the approval process involve
lands that have been developed into cottage lots. A suggestion has been made that the
Municipality could approach the Province about leaving at least some of the Crown land on
George Island out of the claim settlement agreement, and make it available for the Municipality
to purchase for the development of cottage lots.
The process that municipalities must complete before Crown land is transferred to them is
complex and expensive (archaeological, environmental, and other studies are required). The
Municipality would need to meet the requirements of the Ministry of Transportation, Municipal
Affairs and Housing, Ministry of the Environment, Ministry of Northern Development and
Mines, Ministry of Culture, the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans, and possibly the
District Health Unit. In addition, MNR is legally obligated to consult with First Nations
governments prior to transferring any lands.
According to the Crown Land Use Policy Atlas, part of the Crown land on George Island extends
to the Killarney Channel near the east end of the Island, while another isolated piece of Crown
land is on the west end of the Island but does not front on Killarney Channel (refer to the next
page for a map of George Island, from the Crown Land Use Policy Atlas).
One Council member was told that there are also surveyed lots on George Island that are
“available”. If this information is accurate, then it appears that the lots are private properties,
not Crown land. Crown land is held by the provincial or federal government in the name of the
Queen. Even if the land is in the name of a government ministry, the land is no longer “Crown
land”. It has become private property.
Crown land use policy relating to George Island
George Island is located in the township of Rutherford and George Island, and therefore is
subject to the provincial land use policies that have been developed for that township. The
current policy is that no Crown cottage development is permitted. In addition, as noted above,
MNR must consult with First Nations before approving an application for such lands. Given that
George Island’s Crown land is already included in the proposed settlement lands for the Islands
Specific Claim, any municipal application for Crown land would be fruitless.

George Island
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Wiikwemkoong development of Philip Edward Island and of Crown land
on George Island
There is no requirement for Wiikwemkoong to provide information to anyone about plans it
may have for use of the lands included in their claim. As the Ontario Ministry of Aboriginal
Affairs has noted: “the goal of negotiated settlements is to provide First Nations with fair
compensation; to right past wrongs; to honour outstanding legal obligations”. However,
through informal discussions with some of the Band members, it appears that hiking trails and
campsites on Philip Edward Island, as well as the maintenance of the current hiking trail on
George Island, have been, and may still be, part of their development plans. More information
about this topic can be found in the section of this report that deals with public concerns about
the Islands Specific Claim.

Municipal services and Wiikwemkoong development plans
Concerns have been expressed that if the government’s current settlement proposal is
approved, Wiikwemkoong’s use of their newly acquired lands could negatively affect the
Municipality’s infrastructure and services, in particular the Killarney village landfill and the
Killarney Health Centre.
Waste management services
The issue of waste management on First Nation lands has been discussed with an MOE Senior
Environmental Officer. He confirmed that MOE has no jurisdiction on such lands, and therefore
cannot require First Nations to follow any provincial environmental regulations or policies that
relate to waste management. However, if a First Nation wanted to transfer waste off their lands
to a municipal landfill, they would require a Waste Management ECA.
Wiikwemkoong has not requested access to any municipal services in relation to new lands that
they may obtain through a land claim settlement. In addition, municipalities are not obligated
to provide services to other municipalities, First Nations, or anyone else who is not a ratepayer
of the municipality.
Waste management services for Point Grondine Reserve
Members of Wiikwemkoong’s Point Grondine Reserve, located along Highway 637, have been
using the Killarney village landfill for many years. Recently, Wiikwemkoong also opened the
Point Grondine Park, which currently includes hiking trails. It may also be generating wastes
that need to be dealt with and could increase in volume in the future.
Although this situation is not directly related to the Islands Specific Claim, the Municipality may
wish to address the matter at this time, either by prohibiting the Reserve’s access to the landfill,
or by instituting an annual fee for the service.
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If the Municipality establishes an annual fee, it may also be prudent to notify the
Wiikwemkoong Band administration of the following:
1) the annual fee covers only use of the landfill by residents and operations on the Point
Grondine Reserve,
2) the population on the Point Grondine Reserve will be required to participate in the
Municipality’s blue box recycling program,
3) wastes from Wiikwemkoong’s other Reserves/lands will not be accepted under any
circumstances,
4) use of the landfill by Point Grondine Reserve will be reviewed annually, and if the
Municipality becomes concerned about the volume of waste that is being deposited,
access to this service may be withdrawn
Medical services and the Killarney Health Centre
The Killarney Health Centre is a public facility funded by the province and is meant to be used
by anyone in need, not just ratepayers. It currently provides health care to visitors from other
countries, other provinces, other municipalities, and First Nations.
At this time, there does not appear to be any reason to assume that the numbers of people
accessing the Health Centre’s services will increase significantly if the proposed land claim
settlement becomes a formal agreement. If an increase does occur, the Killarney Health Centre
Board/Municipality may wish to call the Province’s attention to the need for additional
staffing/funding. If it can be shown that the increase in use is due to a higher population of
Aboriginal people in the area, the Health Centre may also be eligible for additional funding
through the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs.

Public concerns about the proposed settlement lands
To date, the most frequently heard concerns about the proposed settlement lands for the
Islands Specific Claim are that:
(i)

the general public will no longer be able to camp or to moor vessels for free on the
Crown land that is included in the proposed land settlement, particularly on Philip
Edward Island, and

(ii)

some property owners are worried that they will no longer have road access to their
land once a final agreement has been signed.

The latter concern is being addressed by the Province, who has included easements across land
wherever a property-access issue is involved. The former concern, about the use of Crown land,
is being expressed by a wide variety of people, including area residents, boaters, and cottagers.
The end of free use of Philip Edward Island
The public’s free use of Philip Edward Island is coming to an end even if it is not included in the
final land claim agreement. Ontario Parks has already proposed a waterway park for the

Proposed Killarney Coast & Islands Waterway Park
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peninsulas and islands adjacent to Killarney Provincial Park, to be called “Killarney Coast and
Islands Park” (see previous page – a large area shown in green). The new Park will include the
Georgian Bay shoreline and offshore islands, McGregor Island, Philip Edward Island, Badgeley
Point, and Fraser Point. The Policy relating to the new Park’s operation allows “commercial
tourism”. Based on the information below, it appears that not only will the proposed Park offer
remote camping, but its operations will be financed entirely through user fees.
Beginning around 2009, Wiikwemkoong Unceded Indian Reserve participated in discussions
with Ontario Parks relating to their hiking and camping developments on the Point Grondine
Reserve, and the proposed Killarney Coast and Islands Park. In a 2011 document, the Sudbury
District MNR Office and the (then) Superintendent of Killarney Provincial Park, suggest to the
Wiikwemkoong Lands Department that their First Nation become a partner in the operation of
the proposed new Provincial Park, which will offer remote camping, and whose operational
expenses will be paid by user fees. Wiikwemkoong would be contracted to run the new Park’s
operations, while Ontario Parks would run a joint Ontario Parks/Wiikwemkoong permit and
reservation service. A requirement of the proposal was that Wiikwemkoong agree to continue
operating the lands as a public park even if their land claim was successful (i.e., even if the lands
were turned over to them). The proposal also stated that any lands not included in the final
land claim agreement that fall within the boundaries of the new Killarney Coast and Islands Park
would continue to be administered by Ontario Parks.
The proposal includes a number of opportunities funded by Ontario Parks, aimed at training
Wiikwemkoong administration and staff in park management and site planning as well as
training for their park superintendent and wardens…etc. Assistance with the development of
camp sites and trails development on the Point Grondine Reserve is also offered. See the
attached document for details.
[The MNR proposal document referred to in this section and attached to this report, although
marked “Confidential”, was already revealed by the Municipality at a Public Meeting held in
May of 2011, during which the (then) Chief of Wiikwemkoong Unceded Indian Reserve advised
that Wiikwemkoong had not yet accepted it.]

Future economic development opportunities
If Wiikwemkoong’s land holdings in the area increase, there may be renewed interested in
partnering with the Municipality to complete various projects that provide economic
development benefits for both communities. Tourism in particular would be an area of mutual
interest. One such example is the ferry project, which was investigated during the late-1990s
and early-2000s, and is described below.
Killarney – Wiikwemkoong ferry project
During the late 1990s, the Municipality of Killarney partnered with Wiikwemkoong Unceded
Indian Reserve to determine the feasibility of establishing and operating a ferry that would run
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between the two communities. The ferry’s suggested capacity per trip was 50 vehicles, 1 tour
bus, and 200 passengers, and potential users of the service included:
•

visitors and regular travelers to and from Manitoulin Island;

•

pedestrian traffic from tourists, campers, and hikers who want to make a day trip
to/from Manitoulin Island;

•

Wiikwemkoong Band members who want to visit friends and family in Killarney, Point
Grondine Reserve, or in Wiikwemkoong;

•

Killarney residents/cottagers traveling to other points on Manitoulin Island;

•

motor coach tours;

•

RV tours; and

•

business owners and service providers who are making deliveries to Killarney, Point
Gondine, or Wiikwemkoong.

By 2001, extensive detailed reports had been compiled, by The Mariport Group Ltd., which
indicated that the project had the potential to bring significant numbers of tourists and other
travelers to both communities. There remains a high level of interest in this project among the
people of Killarney village and of Wiikwemkoong Unceded Indian Reserve, although the costs of
implementing it have been viewed as a significant challenge.

Conclusion
Some local businesses are concerned that Philip Edward Island will be included in the final land
claim agreement, because they make use of it for shore lunches and excursions that their
customers greatly enjoy. Others fear that no longer being able to camp or moor a boat for free
on that Island will negatively affect the number of tourists who visit the area. But if the Island is
not included in a land claim agreement, camp sites and a user-fee system will be developed by
Ontario Parks. Regardless of the land claim’s outcome, business owners will need to re-think
their options. They will have plenty of time to do so if the claim is resolved in Wiikwemkoong’s
favour. It will likely take well over a decade for the land to actually change hands.

______________________________

Adele Loosemore
Project Manager
Sept 15th, 2015

Background Information – Part B
Wiikwemkoong Islands Specific Claim – October 2015
__________________________________________________________________________________________
Introduction
The following information has been gathered to aid Council in their discussions of the
Wiikwemkoong Islands Specific Claim. This report will focus on: i) summarizing the public’s
concerns, points of view, and suggestions, and on ii) providing further information about
related legal and research issues that have been raised by members of the public.

Concerns, points of view, and suggestions
The summary below relates to comments that members of the public conveyed to Council
about the land claim, through correspondence and/or through the Public Meeting held by the
Municipality on September 16th, 2015.
Access to private property
The Municipality has received letters from some ratepayers who are concerned about
maintaining access to their properties, which currently are reached by roads which lie on land
that may become part of the final land claim agreement. At the end of one of these roads is
also the only boat launching area on the lake. The details of these situations will be provided to
Council separately. The Municipality may wish to include these matters in its official response
to the proposed land claim settlement, to ensure that access issues are not overlooked by the
Ontario Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs (OMAA).
Environmental concerns
The public is expressing concern that Provincial building codes and environmental regulations
for septic systems are not enforceable on Native lands. Some are asking the OMAA to make
compliance with such regulations a condition of any transfers of Crown land to Wiikwemkoong,
particularly in relation to Philip Edward Island. Wiikwemkoong has an annual water quality
testing program and a Cottage Lot Policy, both of which relate to some of the environmental
concerns being raised by the public. Although there is much talk that transferring the Island to
Wiikwemkoong will damage its pristine condition, it should also be noted that the general
public’s use of Philip Edward Island has already resulted in significant amounts of garbage being
left on its shores every summer, to the extent that a local non-profit association has often
organized groups of people to travel there and clean it up.
The attachment of environmental regulations to a transfer of Crown lands is an issue that can
only be addressed at the Provincial level. However, the Municipality may wish to express to
OMAA its belief that the natural beauty of the entire area deserves to be maintained for those
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who call it home during the summer or year-round, for future generations who have yet to
appreciate it, and for the economic well-being of the Municipality.
Loss of recreational use of Crown lands
This topic is the most frequently mentioned concern in the correspondence that the
Municipality has received. Some people have written very moving descriptions of their
sentimental attachment to lands where they have spent so many happy times with family and
friends. In many cases, their relationship to the islands has been built over several generations,
but even those who are new to the area, or have limited experience with traveling through it,
have expressed their disappointment over the potential loss of public access to them, in
particular Philip Edward Island. Some people have written very angry letters, and there appears
to be a feeling amongst them of being betrayed by the Province.
In a recent informal meeting with Wiikwemkoong, the Municipality was assured that the Band
Council will be open to discussions and proposals for use agreements of Philip Edward Island
once the Land Claim is resolved. Even if Philip Edward Island is ultimately left out of a final land
claim agreement, the Province will move forward with its plans for Killarney Coast and Islands
Park, which the Province’s Land Use Policy states will allow for “commercial tourism”. It seems
inevitable that free use of Philip Edward Island will end.
Potential loss of economic revenues
Some cottagers fear negative effects on the local economy if the public is no longer able to
moor a vessel or camp on Crown land for free, yet very little correspondence on the topic has
been received from local tourist operators. Those who have contacted the Municipality refer to
specific effects, such as the inability to continue bringing guests to Philip Edward Island for
shore lunches. The Municipality may wish to encourage affected business owners to approach
Wiikwemkoong to discuss the possibility of a use agreement.

Research and legal issues
This section relates to particular issues that have been raised by some members of the public,
who maintain that they warrant a significant extension of both the public consultation period
and the negotiation phase of the land claim process, so that they can be properly resolved
before a final agreement is reached. The issues are presented below, along with information
that may aid Council’s understanding of them.
The settlement of Shebahonaning/Killarney village
Some people are asking the Province to re-examine historical research about the village,
because they maintain that Shebahonaning, now known as Killarney, was first settled in 1820
by “European people”.

3

Complaints often resulted if Killarney
Natives received any benefit or
authority viewed as rightfully belonging
to non-Natives. In December 1880, the
Manitoulin Expositor newspaper
published a letter protesting that “some
changes have been made here in the
light house employees, the lights having
been taken from Mr. Proulx and given to
one Lamorandiere, an Indian…We
cannot see how any Government
could…give the situation to an Indian
who receives Indian pay from year to
year and therefore must be a minor
under the very Government which
appoints him to the position”.
Later that month, the newspaper
published a response from Pierre Regis
de Lamorandiere, a grandson of
Etienne: “Your correspondent makes a
great mistake in giving the name of the
appointee. His name is not
‘Lamorandiere, an Indian’, but Pierre
Regis de Lamorandiere…I have a perfect
right to receive any money that belongs
to me by inheritance from the Indian
funds in payment for the purchase of
our lands and do not consider it any
disgrace to receive what is justly due me
from my patrimony nor do I consider it
disqualifies me from holding any
position with which I may be
entrusted…”

As stated in the previous background report
provided to Council (dated September 15th), in
1820, a Northwest Fur Trade Company post was
established at Shebahonaning by Etienne Rocbert
de la Morandiere. His wife was Josephte
Saisaigonokwe (“woman of the falling snow”).
Etienne is considered Métis by various researchers.
Genealogy published by Pierre-Georges Roy in
1905 states that Josephte was a close relative of
Tecumseh and a member of the Odawa Nation.
A small permanent village of Native people grew
around the trading post. The several Native/white
intermarriages that took place later did not
transform the community from a Native one to a
European one. Genealogic data shows that each
generation descending from the first families of
Shebahonaning intermarried almost exclusively
with other Natives. The people of Shebahonaning
self-identified as Indians (see example at left) and
were included in the paylists being administered by
the Department of Indian Affairs, for the Robinson
Huron Treaty of 1850. The majority remained on
the paylists until a large number were enfranchised
by Indian Affairs, beginning in the 1930s (they lost
their legal status as Indians).

In the late 1980s, people began applying to Indian
Affairs to have their legal rights as Indians officially
recognized and restored. Well over 400
descendants of Killarney’s first Native families now
have legal status as Indians. Research on those
descendants who were living in Killarney village in
2007 shows that 112 out of 130 male and female
heads of households (their children were not included in the data) are direct descendants of
Natives who were settled in Shebahonaning prior to the signing of the Robinson Huron Treaty
of 1850. Of the same 130 heads of households, 77 are direct descendants of Natives who were
settled in Shebahonaning prior to the Bond Head Treaties of 1836. The following page is an
overview, by family name, of the ancestral connections of Killarney’s Native families, and their
present-day First Nation affiliations.
Given all of the data that is available about the Native history and genealogy of Killarney during
the almost two centuries of its existence, it is very unlikely that the village’s first, intermediate,
or later inhabitants would be viewed as “Europeans” if the Province re-examined its history.
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SHEBAHONANING/KILLARNEY FIRST NATION AFFILIATIONS, BY FAMILY NAME
ANCESTRAL AFFILIATIONS

PRESENT DAY AFFILIATIONS

Waikemahcai's Band (Now known as Henvey Inlet FN)

Henvey Inlet First Nation

Peshikence (Beauvais, Solomon, Tyson)
Kebutoquai (de Lamorandiere)
Tetepadkwe (de Lamorandiere)

Burke, Hebert/Herbert, Noble,
Pitfield, Proulx, Solomon, Tyson

Shaimahgah's Band (Spanish River Division 3 - Sagamok)

Sagamok Anishnawbek

Saisaigonokwe (de Lamorandiere, Burke, Loosemore, Solomon)
Meawwezhance (de Lamorandiere, Burke, Loosemore, Solomon)
Recollet (Roque, Loosemore)
Akwewok (Roque, Bernard, Loosemore, Pilon)
Beaucage

Beaucage, Burke, Duchesne,
Loosemore, Proulx

Tahgaiwenene's Band (Now known as Wahnapitae FN)

Wahnapitae First Nation

Akwewok (Roque, Loosemore)
Metwikemekenang (Tranche, Tranchemontagne)

Bateman, Roque, Tyson

Manitoulin Unceded (Now known as Wiikwemkoong Unceded)

Wiikwemkoong Unceded

Bemanakinang (Bernard, Beaucage)
Jacko (Green)
Kijikopinensi (Bernard, Proulx)
Kijiasoige (Green)
Manidoshkay/Mendoshkin (de Lamorandiere)
Pangowish (de Lamorandiere)
Recollet (Bernard, Roque, Loosemore)
Sagima
Wawanons/Ningwawanons (Proulx)
Wakegijig
Wendebence

Beauvais, Burke, de Lamorandiere,
Loosemore, Low, Proulx, Roque,
Sagima, Wakegijig, Wendebence

Painoquonaishkung Band (Now known as Magnetawan FN)

Magnetawan First Nation

Nowkwegahbow (Cooper, Hebert/Herbert)

None

Kewaiconce's Band (Now known as Thessalon River FN)

Thessalon River First Nation

Peladeau (Bateman, Roque, Tyson)
Negonahbonaquai (Bateman, Roque, Tyson)

None

Chippewas of Nawash

Chippewas of Nawash

de Lamorandiere
Proulx

None

Chippewas of Sarnia

Chippewas of Sarnia

Wapoose (Prue, Proulx, Bateman, Pitfield, Roque, Tilson, Tyson)
Recollet (Pitfield, Tilson)
Peladeau (Bateman, Roque, Tyson)

Pitfield

Canadian Branch of the Pottawatomis of Wisconsin

Not organized as a separate First
Nation today

Ningwawanons (Proulx)

None
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Use of George Island by Native and non-Native people
George Island, shaped like a large triangle, is located directly across the Channel from Killarney
village, and has many waterfront properties, almost all of which are situated along the side that
faces the village. The remainder of the Island is Crown land that is included in the proposed
land claim settlement.
The Province is being asked by some members of the public to consider three historical events
which support their view that there is a long history of European use of George Island, and that
it is therefore unlikely that after 1820, Natives would have regarded it as solely their land. The
historical events being referred to are discussed below.
i)

documentation exists showing that part or all of George Island was sold in 1882 to a nonNative fisherman

The story of the selling of part or all of George Island is familiar to many Killarney people. This
Island, so the story says, was originally the
territory of Mary Ann McCuan’s father, who was
one of the Wiikwemkoong Chiefs. Mary Ann
McCuan married John Henry Lowe in 1868 and
they eventually settled on George Island. After
her husband’s death in 1879, she sold the Island
to commercial fisherman Charles Noble. The story
that is being presented to the Province further
explains that, according to family lore, the
Wiikwemkoong Chiefs of that time also made
John Henry Lowe a Chief because he was
marrying one of their daughters. A suggestion is
then made that perhaps the Wiikwemkoong
Chiefs also gave George Island to Lowe as a
wedding present. In support of the story, two
documents are provided to the Province: one
referred to as “Marriage Certificate of John Henry
Low and Mary Ann McCuan, October 11 (sic),
1868” (copy shown at left) and the other referred
to as “Bill of Sale, George Island, June 6, 1882”
(copy shown on the next page).
When viewed in context, the above story does
not have “the ring of truth”, and the available
facts do not support the conclusions being
offered to the Province. The two documents, for
instance, are also in the historical collections of
several Killarney people as well as in the family
history records of many of the Lowe descendants, because they are not originals. They are
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photocopies of typewritten transcripts of originals, which opens up the possibility that errors
were made in transferring information from the originals to a typewritten version. The source
of the original documents is not shown. Even if one assumes that the transcripts are completely
accurate, there are other significant problems with the story.
In 1862-63, the Wiikwemkoong Band expelled from their community two “white” fishermen
and banned them from continuing to use one of their fishing islands. This well-documented
story is more complex than the above statement suggests, but is included here to demonstrate
that the expulsion occurred despite the fact that one of the fishermen was part Native, and that
the other had a Native wife from Wiikwemkoong and had lived with her and their children in
the Wiikwemkoong community for almost thirty years. At the time, the local political situation
was explosive, and hostile to whites and their systems of government. It is not likely that five
years later, in 1868, the Band would decide to give to John Henry Lowe, a stranger and a white
immigrant who was also a fisherman, one of their largest fishing islands simply because he
married a Wiikwemkoong girl, even if she was a daughter of one of their Chiefs.
The 1882 “Bill of Sale” for
George Island names two
sellers: Charles Hammond
and Mary Ann Lowe. They
signed the document, along
with Susan Hammond. Who
was Charles Hammond and
how did he come to “own”
part or all of George Island if
it was given to John Henry
Lowe as a wedding present?
Why did Susan Hammond,
not named in the document
as one of the sellers, also
sign the Bill of Sale?
The 1882 Bill of Sale states
that Charles Hammond and
Mary Ann Lowe are selling
“all our improvements and
claim and right to Georges
Island”. The language in this
phrase is intriguing. The
word “improvements” likely
refers to fences, dwellings, barns, areas cleared for pastures…anything that has improved the
property. But if one has title to a property, why refer only to selling one’s “claim and right” to
it? What claim or right could Charles and Mary Ann have shared to this unpatented land?
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1861 Census: Mary Ann McCuan is living with the
Hammond family, and her age is recorded as 9
years old. Charles Hammond is 51 years of age, a
fisherman, born in the United States. Susan
Hammond, his 41-year-old wife, was also born in
the United States. The Hammonds are shown as
Protestants, while Mary Ann is shown as Roman
Catholic. Place of residence is not specified, but it
was a Census for the Algoma District, and the
members of Hammond’s household are listed
amongst those of known Killarney village
residents of the same time period.
1868 “Marriage Certificate”: John Henry Lowe,
age 19, birthplace Bedfordshire England, is
married in Sheguiandah to Mary Ann McCuan, age
18, birthplace Wikwemikong, Manitoulin Island.
They are both described as Killarney residents.
1871 Census: Mary Ann Lowe is living with her
husband John Henry Lowe and their son Albert, in
Killarney. Also in Killarney are Charles Hammond
and his wife Susan, with 4-year-old Florence
Hammond. The occupations of Lowe and
Hammond are each recorded as “fisherman”.
1881 Census: 30-year-old Mary Ann Lowe is listed
as a widow. She and her five children are recorded
as living with Charles Hammond, age 70, Susan
Hammond, age 60, Florence Hammond, age 14,
and several others, in Killarney.
1882 “Bill of Sale” for George Island: lists the
sellers as Charles Hammond and Mary Anne Lowe,
and states that they live in Sheguiandah.
1887 Headstone: a man named Charles Hammond
died and is buried in the Sheguiandah cemetery.
The headstone records his age as 77.
1891 Census: Susan Hammond, a 71-year-old
widow, and Florence Hammond, her 23-year-old
daughter, are living in Sheguiandah. Listed in the
same household are Albert, Charles, Hannah, and
William Lowe. The occupation of both Albert and
Charles is shown as “fisherman”. The name of
their mother, Mary Ann Lowe, is not included.

Information about the Hammonds and
the Lowes is shown at left, and is based
on the Census of Canada records of 1861
to 1891; on a cemetery headstone in
Sheguiandah, Manitoulin Island; and on
the two transcripts that were submitted
as evidence of the sale of George Island.
The “Marriage Certificate” for Mary Ann
states she was born in Wiikwemkoong, to
James and Mary Ann McCuan. But she
lived with Charles and Susan Hammond
from at least 9 years of age until she
married John Henry Lowe in 1868, and
again after his death. It appears that
Mary Ann McCuan and the Hammonds
had a family relationship, even if Mary
Ann was not related to them by blood.
Some people in Killarney believe that
Hammond and Lowe were also partners
in the commercial fishing industry. If they
were not, they must at least have had a
strong friendship, because one of John
Henry Lowe’s sons was named after
Charles Hammond – Charles Hammond
Lowe, who later dropped the “e” from his
surname and became a well-known and
very successful Killarney commercial
fisherman.
Given all of the above information about
the ongoing relationship between the
Hammonds and the Lowes, is it possible
that Charles Hammond and John Henry
Lowe settled their families on the same
piece of land on George Island? By 1882,
John Henry Lowe had died. Perhaps that
is why Charles Hammond and John Henry
Lowe’s widow (Mary Ann Lowe) were the
ones selling their “improvements” as well
as their “claim and right” to the land. The
historical context of the Bill of Sale and
the language used in it are consistent
with a sale of squatters’ rights, not a sale
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of property. Perhaps any of the adults living at that specific location could have been perceived
as having squatters’ rights, and that is why Charles’ wife Susan Hammond, although not named
in the document as one of the sellers, also signed the Bill of Sale.
In 1882, no individual held or could have sold a legitimate title to part or all of George Island,
because up until 1914, the Department of Indian Affairs and the Province of Ontario had not
come to an agreement about who had the right to manage that Island (evidence to support this
statement is discussed below, in parts ii) and iii) of this section). In addition, after the 1882
“sale” of George Island, people continued to settle there, in locations that are similar to those
of today’s private properties.
Based on all of the above information, it is difficult to view the Bill of Sale document as credible
evidence of a legitimate sale of part or all of George Island.
ii)

cottage development began on George Island in 1906

By 1906, non-Natives had begun building cottages on George Island, and several years later one
of them became concerned about not having proper title to his land. He hired a lawyer, who in
1912 approached the provincial Minister of Lands to discuss obtaining a land patent. In a letter,
the lawyer reported back to his client what resulted from his meeting with the Minister “and
also other Ministers”: that the issuing of patents “for this particular island” depended on
whether or not the Province could come to some agreement with the federal Department of
Indian Affairs, subject to interpretations of the Bond Head Treaty of 1836.
The exact circumstances under which early cottagers on George Island acquired their land is not
known, but the situation described above does not align with most people’s understanding of
the expression “cottage development”, which implies that the Province, or some other agent
armed with the approval of the Province, was overseeing the sale of recreational properties that
had become available. In 1912, years after the first cottage was built on George Island, at least
one of those cottagers recognized the fact that he did not legitimately own the land, and the
federal and provincial governments were still debating, in relation to Indian title, who had the
right to manage George Island.
iii) well before 1914, George Island was being used for farming and the grazing of cattle and
horses
It is not clear why the practice of farming and the grazing of livestock prior to 1914 would be
regarded as a significant point for discussions about Native vs non-Native “ownership” of
George Island. Long before 1914, farming was a common occupation of Native people in areas
of Ontario that were suited for it. Throughout much of the 1800s and beyond, the Department
of Indian Affairs encouraged Native people to farm, so that they would be less dependent on
hunting and fishing for food in their traditional territories. Therefore, there would be no reason
for Natives to regard George Island as non-Native lands or as shared Native/non-Native lands
simply because farming and the grazing of animals was taking place there.
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In 1914, the Department of Indian Affairs and the provincial government agreed, without the
prior knowledge of Wiikwemkoong, that Ontario would administer all of the islands of the
North Channel, including George Island. When the agreement became public knowledge in
1915, the Wiikwemkoong Chiefs wrote to the Superintendent of Indian Affairs, asking about the
agreement and requesting that the government meet with the Indians. No meeting about the
issue was ever held. [Up until 1974, when the federal government established the Office of
Native Claims, the federal and provincial governments had no general policy for dealing with
Native land and treaty claims.]
In the 1915 survey of George Island, the Provincial Land Surveyor recorded on his sketches the
names of those who were situated on each of the “lots” that he had mapped, and in his notes
he referred to them as
“squatters”. Almost half of
the lots were occupied by
Native people of Killarney,
and the notes on the sketches
reveal that some of them
were using George Island for
farming and the grazing of
cattle and horses.
The survey also shows the lot
on which Mary Ann and John
Henry Lowe had previously
lived and on which he was
buried. It is marked with the
name of their son, Charles
Lowe (see sketch at left). This
suggests that the plans Charles Hammond and Mary Ann Lowe made for the 1882 sale of “part
or all of Georges Island” were not carried out.
There are countless cases of governments and their various ministries disregarding treaties that
were made with Natives and ignoring settlement and/or resource development by non-Natives.
The building of cottages on Native lands is one example of the types of non-Native activities
that occurred despite the existence of treaties and the ongoing protests of the Natives with
whom the treaties were made. It is, therefore, quite possible for Natives to have continued
viewing George Island as solely Native land from well before 1820 up until the present day,
even though non-Natives were also making use of it.
Reminder: The transfer of private properties, including those on George Island, will not be part
of any final settlement agreement relating to the Wiikwemkoong Islands Specific Claim, unless
the transfer is made on a willing seller/willing buyer basis. However, compensation for the loss
of those private properties may be included in the final agreement.

10
Use of the fisheries and George Island by First Nations people of Killarney village
The following question relating to compensation for loss of use of certain resources has been
raised in the correspondence received to date by the Municipality: Killarney people today are
Band members of Wiikwemkoong, and their Killarney ancestors were also part of
Wiikwemkoong. If those Killarney ancestors fished and used George Island, how can the Band
today say they should be compensated for not having use of those same things?
Ontario was certainly in the
habit of ignoring Indian title [to
lands]…It was Ontario, after all,
who had jurisdiction over the
white trappers…it was Ontario
who had licensed the surveyors
and mining exploration
properties the Indian people
were complaining about to
federal officials…it was Ontario
which had already given out
timber licenses to lands…If the
incursion of whites was the gun
pointed at the head of the
Indian people, Ontario’s finger
was on the trigger.
From p. 22-23 of Treaty Research
Report, Treaty No. 9, (1905-1906), by
James Morrison, for Treaties and
Historical Research Centre, Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada, 1986

Without a doubt, the people of Killarney village benefited
from the use of George Island, and from the fisheries. And
some, but not all, Killarney people were Band members of
Wiikwemkoong. Money earned through the fisheries was
relied on by Killarney families for decades, to provide
shelter and food, purchase equipment and supplies, school
their children, and so on. However, Wiikwemkoong did not
have control of the fisheries or of George Island. Neither
did Killarney people, regardless of whose Band members
they were. The provincial government took control of the
development and management of those resources,
despite the protests of Native people.
The Province, for example, issued fishing licences, hired
fisheries overseers to enforce its regulations, set and
collected associated fees and fines, ordered land surveys,
permitted sales of land, administered land records, and
settled land disputes.

If the fisheries and George Island are rightfully part of the
territory of the Wiikwemkoong Unceded Indian Reserve,
then these resources have been withheld from their
management for over a century, and they have not received the communal rights and benefits
associated with them.
Ownership of Fitzwilliam Island
Fitzwilliam Island, off the coast of Wiikwemkoong Unceded Indian Reserve, is a very large
property situated within the boundary of the Islands Specific Claim. However, because it is
privately owned, the Province cannot transfer the title of that land to Wiikwemkoong, unless
the landowner is willing to sell, at a price that the Province is willing to pay. The Province has
reported that there will not be a purchase of Fitzwilliam Island. It appears that the owner does
not wish to sell it. After Wiikwemkoong presented evidence of their historical use of Philip
Edward Island, which is similar in size to Fitzwilliam Island, the Province included it in the
proposed alternative land settlement.
Those who oppose the inclusion of Philip Edward Island in a final agreement are not losing their
properties through this process, but some of them are maintaining that the owner of
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Fitzwilliam Island should lose his. At the same time that they are trying to convey to the
Province their emotional attachment to Philip Edward Island and explain the intrinsic value it
has for their families, they are ignoring such sensitivities when it comes to the owner of
Fitzwilliam Island. Instead, they are encouraging the Province to pursue the owner until he
agrees to sell it, or strip him of his land.
It is recommended that Council avoid the appearance of supporting either suggestion.
Encouraging the machinery of big government to intimidate a property owner into selling his
land would not reflect well on the Municipality. With regard to expropriation, the Province has
been reassuring the public for years that private property will be left undisturbed when Native
land claims are settled. If the Province now decided to carry out an expropriation of Fitzwilliam
Island, it could create havoc for future land claim negotiations. No-one would find the land
claims process credible once the government had violated one of their own fundamental
policies.

______________________________

Adele Loosemore
Project Manager
October 21st, 2015

