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June 8, 2026  PLEASE REPLY TO EDMONTON OFFICE

SENT BY E-MAIL

Sent via Email 
Bobbi.McDevitt@albertacourts.ca 

Court of Appeal of Alberta 
Main Floor, Law Courts Building 
1A Sir Winston Churchill Sq NW, 
Edmonton, AB T5J 0R2 

Attention: Bobbi Jo McDevitt, LL.B. 

Re: Sawridge Trusts: 
Court of Appeal File Number 2503-0193AC  

We are counsel to the Sawridge First Nation (“SFN”), an intervenor on the above noted appeal 
scheduled for hearing on June 11, 2026.  We are writing to respond to the Panel’s request for 
submissions in relation to the recent request for participatory rights by Dr. Potskin. 

We are on the eve of the appeal.  Our client does not wish to see this matter adjourned.  The 
SFN is represented by firms out of Edmonton and Quebec.  Quebec counsel will be in the 
process of transit to Edmonton and/or arrived by the time the panel issues a decision on Dr. 
Potskin’s participation.  As such, the cost to our client of an adjournment would be significant 
and would result in thrown away costs for travel, along with preparation time that would 
need to be duplicated -- we estimate thrown away costs to amount to at least $20,000.00.   

Dr. Potskin is one of the Sawridge Trustees, the collective group of trustees is a respondent 
on the appeal.  We understand that Dr. Potskin is in the process of filing an application for 
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what seems to be standing at the appeal and which seeks permission for him to rely on a 
personal affidavit and factum at the scheduled appeal.  These materials have been shared 
with the parties to the appeal and are appended to this correspondence for clarity of 
reference.  Despite the late application of Dr. Potskin for independent standing as a Sawridge 
Trustee, and on the basis that his proposed involvement relies upon the materials shared 
with the parties, as appended to this correspondence, in the interest of allowing the appeal 
to proceed as scheduled, our client would not take issue with Dr. Potskin relying on these 
materials and being allotted speaking time, in the discretion of the panel.   

We alert the Court that Dr. Potskin’s proposed application advises of a returnable date in 
morning Chambers, on the same date and time as the scheduled appeal.  If this application 
is filed and scheduled in morning Chambers, this will require counsel to potentially be in 
different courtrooms at the same time.  We alert the Court so the sitting Chambers Justice is 
aware that the application affects a concurrently scheduled appeal hearing. 

Yours truly, 
 
 
 
 
CRISTA OSUALDINI 
CCO/sw 

Encl. 
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TRIAL COURT FILE NUMBER:

REGISTRY OFFICE:

PLAINTIFF/APPL]GANT:

STATUS ON APPFAL:

STATUS ON APPLICATION:

DE FEN DANT/RESPONDENT:

STATUS ON APPEAL:

STATUS ON APPLICATION:

DOCUMENT:

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE AND
CONTACT INFORMATION OF PARTY
FILING THIS DOCUMENT:

COURT OF APPEAL OF ALBERTA

2503-0193AC

1103 14112

Edmonton

Dr. Jonathon Potskin, Trustee

Respondent

Appticant

Roland Twinn et at. (See Schedute
A: Service List)

Respondent

Appticant

APPLICATION OF
Dr. Jonathon Potskin

Dr. Jonathon Potskin
Setf Represented
P.O. Box 972
Stave Lake, Atberta
Tet: 235-334-8232.
TOG 2AO

Form AP-3

[Rule 14.53]

f, :,a.rt1:1, ,1, ti '".i,:, l,l'

and

CONTACT INFORMATION OF ALL
OTHER PARTIES:

Schedute A: Service List

NOTTCE TO RESPONDENT(S): The Respondents to this apptication are the parties tisted in the
attached Schedule A: Service List (incorporating the counsel of record
identified in the December 4,2A25, letter from the Case Management
Officer). Ptease see the attached Schedute A for the status and contact
information for each party.

WARNING

lf you do not come to Gourt on the date and time shown below either in person or by your lawyer, the Court may
give the applicant what it wants in your absence. You will be bound by any order that the Court makes. lf you intend
to rely on other evidence or a memorandum in support of your position when the application is heard or considered,
you must file and serve those documents in compliance with the Rules. (Rule 14.41 and 14.43)
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NOTTCE TO RESPOiTDENT(S):

You have the right to state your side of this matter before the Court.

To do so, you must be in court when the application is heard as shown below:

DATE: June 11,2A26

TIME: 10:00 AM

\ultERE: Law Courts Buitding, 1A Sir Winston ChurchitL Square, Edmonton, Atberta

BEFORE: Q single judge of the court (Rule 14.37)

@ panel of the court {Rule 14.38)

Haturc of Applicetion and Relief Sought:

The Appticant, a Trustee of the Sawridge Trust, seeks an Order setting aside the
dectaration of the Honourabte Justice J.S. Littte in the Threshold Decision, a Declaration
that the 1985 Sawridge Trust modifications are structuratty invatid as they offend pubtic
policy, and an Order that the administration of the Trust revert to its foundationat 1982
fixed ctass of beneficiaries.

2. The Case Management Judge committed an error of law and mixed fact and law by
typecasting the 1985 Sawridge Trust framework as a standard "Private Trust," thereby
shietding it from pubtic pol.icy scrutiny.

3. The 1985 modifications were expticitty instituted as a temporary, reactive measure to
address tegistative uncertainty regarding Bitt C-31, rather than a permanent
administrative foundation.

4. The Respondents have formatty admitted that the "number one objective" of the 1985
modifications was to intentionalty exctude specific tineage [ines, rendering the
operationa[ framework structuratty invatid and discriminatory.

5. The 1985 framework has resutted in a 4O-year administrative deadtock with zero
distributions, faiting the foundationa[ trust requirement for certainty of objects.

6. The originat trust assetswere settted in 1982, estabtishing an uncorrupted, fixed class of
beneficiaries that represents the onty tegatty sound basetine for equitabte trust
administration.

7. An Order setting aside the dectaration of the Honourable Justice J.S. Littte regarding the
Threshold Question.

1
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8. A Declaration that the 1985 Sawridge Trust modifications are structural.ty invatid as they
offend pubtic poticy and breach foundationat fiduciary duties.

9. A Dectaration that the trust administration must revert to its originat, tegatty sound
foundation: the 1982 fixed ctass of beneficiaries.

10. An Order directing the parties to return to Case Management sol.ety to imptement the
administration of the trust under the 1982 baseline.

11. Fu[[ solicitorlctient costs to be awarded to the .Appticant from the trust assets.

Grounds for making this application:

12 Error in Law: The Case Management Judge committed an error of taw and mixed fact and
Law by typecasting the 1985 Sawridge Trust framework as a standard "Private Trust,"
thereby shietding it from pubtic pol.icy scrutiny.

13. Procedural lttegitimacy: The 1985 modifications were enacted without adherence to the
format procedural requirements stiputated in the originat Trust instrument, as
demonstrated by the Procedura[ Order of Justice D.R.G. Thomas (Exhibit A to the
Affidavit of Jonathon Potskin).

14. Historical Administrative lnconsistencies: The historical administrative inconsistencies, as
detaited in the Factum of theAppetl.ants inAction 1703-0193AC (Exhibit B to theAffidavit
of Jonathon Potskin), estabtish that the 1985 modifications deviated from the Trust's
originaI intent.

15. Discriminatory Framework: The Respondents have formatty admitted that the "number
one objective" of the 1985 modifications was to intentionat{y exctude specific tineage
[ines, rendering the operational framework structuratty invatid and discriminatory.

16. Administrative Deadtock: The 't985 framework has resutted in a 40-year administrative
deadtock with zero distributions, faiting the foundationaI trust requirement for certainty
of objects.
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17. Basetine Vatidity: The original trust assets were settted in 1982, estabtishing an

uncorrupted, fixed class of beneficiaries that represents the onty [egatty sound basetine
for equitable trust administration.

18. Necessity of Reversion: A reversion to the 1982 basetine is necessary to ensure the
equitable administration of the Trust and to uphold the rights of the foundational
beneficiaries.

Material or evidence to be relied on:

19 The Affidavit of Jonathon Potskin, sworn May 31, 7026, and the bookmarked exhibits
attached thereto, including the Respondents' Factum and the Appettant's Factum fil.ed in
this Appeat.

Applicable Acb, rcgulations and rules:

20. Civit A,ppeat Rutes: This appeat is brought pursuant to Part 14 of the Atberta Rutes of
Court, specifically Rute 14.38 {regarding the appeal^ of a decision of a Case lvtanagement
Judge) and Rule 14.41 (concerning the powers of the Court on appeat).

21. Statutory Authority: The administration of the Trust is subject to the Trustee Act, RSA

2000, c T-8 [as amended], and the application seek to ensure compliance with the
fiduciary obtigations therein.

22. lnherent Jurisdiction: This Honourable Court possesses the inherent jurisdiction to
intervene where a lower court's Threshold Decision resutts in a fundamentat miscarriage
of justice, particutarty where the equitable and transparent administration of a trust*and
the rights of fixed-ctass beneficiaries-are at stake.

CTS3587 Rev.2019-06 Page 4 of 44



SCHEDULE A: SERVICE LIST 

COURT OF APPEAL OF ALBERTA APPEAL NUMBER: 2503-0193AC 

 

Party / Counsel Name Law Firm Email Address 

M.S. Sestito Dentons Canada LLP michael.sestito@dentons.com 

D.D. Risling, KC McLennan Ross LLP david.risling@mross.com 

C.C. Osualdini McLennan Ross LLP crista.osualdini@mross.com 

D. Schulze Dionne Schulze dschulze@dionneschulze.ca 

N. Dodd Dionne Schulze ndodd@dionneschulze.ca 

D.C. Bonora, KC KPMG Law LLP dorisbonora@kpmg.ca 

P.J. Faulds, KC Field LLP jfaulds@fieldlaw.com 

G.A. Harding, KC Field LLP gharding@fieldlaw.com 

J.L. Hutchison Hutchison Law jhutchison@jlhlaw.ca 

 



Form 49

Albefta Rules of Court
Rulel3.l9

COURT FILE NO. 2503-0l93AC
Trial Court File Number: 1103-14112

COURT Court of King's Bench of Alberta

JUDICIALCENTRE Edmonton

Pt-AlNlFF(s) CATIIERINE TWINN (Appetlant)

DEFENDANT(S) ROLAND TWINN et al. (Respondents)

DOCUMENT Affidavit

ADDRESS FOR
SERVICEAND
CONTACT
INFORMATION OF
PARTY FILING THIS
DOCUMENT

Dr. Jonathon Potskin
P.O. Box 972

Slave Lake, Alberta
TOG 2AO
Tel:236-334-8232

AFFIDAVIT OF

Dr. Jonathon Potskin

Sworn (or Affirmed) on

Mav 3l ,2026
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2503-0193AC

Dr. Jonathon Potskin

of ,{lberta, SWEARIAFFIRM AND SAY THAT:

1. I am aTrustee ofthe Sawridge Tnrst and have personal knowledge of the mafiers hereinafter
deposed to, except where stated to be based on information and belief, in which case I believe
them to be true.

2. I xn familiar with the history of the Sawridge Trust, specifically the transition from the 1982

fixed class of beneficiaries to the 1985 modifications, as evidenced by the historical court
records and trust instruments

3. I make this Affidavit ir support of the Application filed by rne on June 1,2{26, regarding
Appeal No" 2503-0193AC.

4. I have personal knowledge that the Trustees have failed to provide the promised transparency
regarding the Sawridge Trust assets for over 17 years. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit'C'
is a true copy ofthe formal corresponderce dated March 2009 from Judie Bopp, which
explicitly promised a'Package to Beneficiaries'within six months. To date, this promise has

never bsen honored representing a recurrlng pattern of non-disclosure that undermines the
integrity of t}e current Trust administralion.

5. The Respondents maintain that the 1985 rnodifications were properly authorized and legally
effective. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit'B' is a true copy of the Factum of the
Respondents (Sawridge Trustees) dated January I , 2A26 . Specifically, at paragraph 45 , tbe
Respondents admit that the primary objective of the 1985 modification was the intentional
exclusion of beneficiaries. I contend this admission, when weighed against the 1982 Trust dsed,
confirms the modification w,ls an ultra vires act, as it fundamentally altered the'certainty of
objects' required by trust law.

6. Coutrary to that assertion, my review of the trust records indicates that the 1985 modifications
were implemented without the requisite notice to or consensus from the origioal 1982
beneficiary class.

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" is a copy of the Frocedural Order, Justice D.RG. Thomaq 1985
Trust which demonstrates the lack of formal procedural compliance at the time of the trust's
alteration.

8. The 1985 modifications fimdamentally altered the trust's shucture, which I believe is contrary to
the original intent ofthe 1982 Settlor and has resulled in an inequitable distribution of trust
assets.

9, Attached hereto as Exhibit'B' is a &ue copy of the Factum of the Appellan8 in Action
1703-0193AC (Sawridge Trustees). This document outlines the historical inconsistencies in the
trusfs administration, which support the necessity of a reversion to the 1982 baseline for the
trust's operations

10. I am seeking an Order declaring &e 1985 modifications invalid and directing a reversion to the
foundational 1982 fixed class of beneficiaries to eflsure the equitable administation ofthe Trust.

I 1. Attached hereto as Exhibit'C' is a true copy of a lEtter &orn Judie Bopp, dated March 2009. This
correspondence fonnally outlines the commitment to afi"nsparency package concerning the
administation ofthe Trust, which remains unfulfilled and is central to the issues of equitable
administration in this application.

12. Attached hereto as Exhibit'D' is a true copy of an email correspondence from paul Bujold, dated
i04ay 14,2019, regarding the 'Sawridge Trusts - Information Package for Beneficiaries.' This
dosument is relevantto this application as it evidences the Tnrsfs format aeknowledgement of
my beneficiary status and the administrative procedures in place at that time"

13. Attached hereto as Exhibil'F is a true copy of an email correspondence rec€ived from Mr. paul
Bujold, Trusts' AdministElor/CEO of the Sawridge Tnrsts, on May 6,2026.In fhis
oorrespondence, Mr. Bujold requests that I complete and submit the Beneficiary Application

CIS3B19 Rev. 2010-'1 1 Page 2 rf 4
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Form or the 1985 Trust" noting the Trust's requirernent that all beneficiaries adhere to this

formal application prooess to avoid claims of preferential treatrnent. This correspondence is

relevant to this application as it evidences the Trusfs ongoing effort to finalize the transition

away from the lgS}baseline by compelling apceptance ofthe 1985 frarnework. The 1982

Beneficiaries are their own class ofthe original deed

14. The completed and executed Beneficiary Application Form for the 1985 Trust is attached hereto

as Exhibit G.

15. I make this Affidavit in good faith and for no improper purpose,

2503-0193AC

swoRN (or affiii$&iFEUFOeE@EA' A Comniissioner for Oathson in and forAlboim
at ! : - By l/irtue nf Mufli€ipaf Counc,fllberta

My Commission expires o"torer-iI, eoag i(" !o,_.
(Commissioner for Oaths in and for the Province of Alberta)

n
(Print and Expiry of Lawyer/StudentallaM

Commissioner or JP)
Name)

CTS3819 Rev. ?010-11 Page 3 oi 4
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INDEX OF EXHIBITS 

Court File Number: 2503-0193AC (Ref: 1103-14112) 
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A 1982 Vested Beneficiary Baseline Registry 

B Factum of the Appellants (1703-0193AC) 

C Letter from Judie Bopp (March 2009) 

D Email from Paul Bujold (May 14, 2019) 

E Email from Paul Bujold (May 6, 2026) 

F Beneficiary Application Form (Blank/Template) 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF ALBERTA 
Court File No.: 2503-0193AC 

BETWEEN: 

DR. JONATHON POTSKIN (Applicant/Appellant) 

- and - 

ROLAND TWINN et al. (Respondents) 

 
FACTUM OF THE APPLICANT 
I. INTRODUCTION 

1.​ This application seeks to rectify the administration of the Sawridge Trusts. These are not 
private, discretionary trusts, but are sui generis communal trusts derived from the 
collective assets of the Sawridge First Nation. The 1985 trust modifications were an ultra 
vires act that intentionally disenfranchised a generation of Sawridge women and their 
children. The current administration maintains an accountability vacuum through a 
convergence of corporate, legal, and trust power, systemic non-disclosure, and 
administrative bad faith. 

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 
2.​ Communal Property Origin: The assets forming the 1985 Trust originated from the 

Sawridge First Nation’s Capital and Revenue Account. These funds were not the private 
property of any individual; they were already vested in the 1982 beneficiary class via the 
1982 Trust Deed. By "moving" these assets in 1985, the Trustees unilaterally 
re-assigned communal wealth without consent. 

3.​ Intentional Exclusion: The Respondents formally admitted in their January 8, 2026, 
Factum (para 45) that the "primary objective" of the 1985 modification was the 
"intentional exclusion of beneficiaries." This exclusion specifically targeted women 
married to non-members and their children. 

4.​ Structural Convergence & The Accountability Vacuum: The administration operates 
through a "unified governance" system: 

○​ Political and Fiduciary Convergence: Roland Twinn served as Chief of the 
Sawridge First Nation (2003–2021) while simultaneously serving as a Trustee of 
the Sawridge Trusts, conflating political leadership with trust management. 

○​ Unified Governance: Paul Bujold holds dual capacity as CEO of the Trusts and 
Board member, centralizing policy, executive execution, and administrative 
bottlenecking. 

○​ Conflict and Litigation: Former legal counsel to the Nation (until 2011) and 
former Trustee Catherine Twinn is currently pursuing a $5 million claim against 
the Trusts. Her involvement—as former advisor, former decision-maker, and 
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current active litigant—creates an irreconcilable conflict that insulates the Trusts 
from independent scrutiny. 

○​ Familial Nexus: The current Chief and a majority of the Council are children of 
Catherine Twinn, ensuring that the political leadership of the Nation and the 
historical leadership of the Trusts are functionally a single family unit. 

5.​ Administrative Bad Faith: 
○​ Pattern of Non-Disclosure: For 17 years, the Trustees have failed to fulfill the 

transparency commitment made in March 2009 by Judie Bopp . 
○​ Administrative Coercion: On May 6, 2026, CEO Paul Bujold compelled the 

Applicant to sign the 1985 Beneficiary Application Form under the explicit threat 
that failure to do so constitutes "preferential treatment". 

○​ Performance Failure: Mr. Bujold, serving as CEO/Administrator, has maintained 
a "bottleneck" administration. He has signaled resignation for years while 
retaining executive-level compensation and providing slow, part-time service, 
prioritizing corporate interests over fiduciary obligations . 

○​ Institutional Conflict of Interest: The administration’s failure to maintain 
separation between political leadership and the Trusts is underscored by the 
current $5 million litigation against the Trusts initiated by a former 
decision-maker. This creates an irreconcilable conflict, where the Trusts are 
effectively litigating against the interests of their own former leadership while 
simultaneously insulating these actions from independent, beneficiary-led 
scrutiny.  

III. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 
1.​ Ultra Vires Modification: The 1985 trust modifications were an ultra vires seizure of 

communal assets already vested in the 1982 beneficiary class. 
2.​ Breach of Fiduciary Duty: The Board’s "unified governance" model (merging the 

CEO/Board roles and familial/political overlap) constitutes a systemic conflict of interest 
and an accountability vacuum. 

3.​ Equitable Failure: The systematic exclusion of a majority-female demographic, 
intended as a mechanism of cultural erasure, is contrary to the equitable administration 
of communal Indigenous assets. 

IV. LAW AND ARGUMENT 
A. The "Private Trust" Fiction The Respondents’ defense relies on a legal fiction that the 
Sawridge Trusts are private entities. This is contradicted by the source of the assets—the 
Nation’s communal Capital and Revenue Account. The 1982 Deed was a formal assignment of 
collective rights. The 1985 modification was an unauthorized re-assignment of vested 
communal assets. 

B. The Accountability Vacuum The Respondents cannot claim "no legal or financial 
connection" to the Nation while simultaneously utilizing the Indian Act to define their 
beneficiaries. This is a strategic loophole. By consolidating the roles of political leadership 
(Roland Twinn), executive administration (Paul Bujold), and legal/insider influence (Catherine 
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Twinn), the Respondents have removed the independent checks and balances required for the 
prudent management of communal wealth. 

C. Systemic Disenfranchisement 

The Respondents' admission of "intentional exclusion" of women and children from the 
communal inheritance is the bedrock of this appeal. Courts of equity do not tolerate 
discriminatory trust foundations that serve as mechanisms for systemic erasure. The 
administrative failures—the 17-year delay on transparency, the coerced signatures, and the 
executive's performance failures—are symptoms of an administration that has abandoned its 
fiduciary duty to the beneficiaries. 

V. RELIEF SOUGHT 
The Applicant respectfully requests: 

1.​ An Order declaring the 1985 modifications invalid and ultra vires. 
2.​ An Order directing a reversion to the 1982 foundational class of beneficiaries. 
3.​ The relief sought is not an immediate liquidation or redistribution of assets, but rather a 

curative intervention to restore the transparency, accountability, and fiduciary standards 
necessary for the equitable administration of the Trust in the interest of all beneficiaries. 

4.​ Such further and other relief as this Honourable Court deems just.  

VI. NECESSITY OF ONGOING SUPERVISION. 

1.​ Without structural oversight, the current administrative framework remains 
susceptible to the same 'bad faith' practices that necessitated this application. 
Declaratory relief alone is insufficient to cure the systemic lack of transparency; 
prospective, court-mandated administrative safeguards are required to protect the 
integrity of the Trust. 
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