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Chapter 1

Introduction: Local Governm ent in  O ntario and at the Lakehead

The am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur in  1970 was 

the result o f many A ctors. It  had been a goal o f some citizens o f both  

cities tor alm ost as long as the two cities existed. However, these 

am algam ation supporters did not realize th e ir goal u n til the late  1960s 

when it  became apparent that local governm ent a t the Lakehead 

needed to  be reorganized in  order to  m eet the challenges o f 

urbanization. These challenges included provision o f services, 

increased suburbanization, and fhture growth. Under leadership 

provided by local politicians, and business and labour leaders, the 

Lakehead underwent a local government review. The resulting  

recomm endation o f to ta l am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur 

and the annexation o f the townships o f N eA ing  and Ifch ity re  to the 

new city  was quickly acted upon by the O ntario government. A  new  

city. Thunder Bay, was created on January 1, 1970.

W hile th is thesis w ill focus on the situation a t the Lakehead, it  is 

im portant to realize th at the structure o f local government a t the 

Lakehead was determ ined by O ntario's M unicipal Act. This chapter 

w ill provide a b r i^  history o f local governm ent in  O ntario and its
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reorganization in  the 1960a and 1970s. Local governm ent at the 

Lakehead was d irectly affected by the actions o f the O ntario  

governm ent, and the problem s th at the Lakehead feced were quite  

sim ilar to those in  other parts o f the province. In  the end, the 

solutions to  these problem s were s im ilar as w ell.

A B rig f H istory o f Local Governm ent in  O ntario

The M unicipal Act o f 1849, commonty referred to  as the Baldw in  

Act, set up a system o f local governm ent in  O ntario th at rem ained in  

place u n til the provincial authorities began a  series o f local 

governm ent reviews in  the m id  1960s. Com m unities throughout 

O ntario were established in  accordance w ith  the Baldw in Act, and 

throughout the next century aiqr changes to  m unicipal boundaries were 

accomplished through e ith er am algam ation or annexation.^ These 

changes were sought for a variety o f reasons, depending upon the  

circum stances o f the m unicipalities. Some reasons for boundary 

changes included the need fo r im proved services, room fo r expansion.

K . G rant Crawford explains the difference be tween these two 
processes in  his book ramadimm M ntileipal Govem m ^trt (Toronto: 
U niversity o f Toronto Press, 1954), p . 70 . “Annexation consists o f 
adding a part o f one m unicipality, am algam ation consists o f jo in ing  or 
merging the whole o f two o r more m unicipalities."
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an increased base, o r control o f planning fonctions.’  I f  annexation 

or am algam ation was not desired by the m unicipalities in  question, 

th ^  often made ad hoc agreements to resolve the problems th at one or 

both o f them  were experiencing. This was common in  securing w ater 

supply, sewage disposal, or roads.’

However, by the 1960s large-scale urbanization and 

suburbanization had shown th at the Baldw in Act system  o f government 

was not w oA ingw cH  fo r some parts o f O ntario. The provincial 

governm ent's im tla i response was to begin a series o f local governm ent 

reviews which would deal w ith  specific areas or r^ o n s  at the request 

o f a ll the m unicipal governments in  those areas.* The local 

governm ent reviews were comprehensive studies o f local government 

structures in  the area under review, involving public consultation and 

input, and resulting in  the review commissioners making 

recommendations fo r both the provincial government and affected

’  K .G . Crawford, “Urban Growth and Boundary Readjustm ents", 
Canadian Pwhlln Adm inlattatio n . VoL 3  (BfUCh 1960), p . 3 .

’ Niagara Region Review Commission, Report and 
Rennmmnndationa CToronto: Queen's P rin ter for O ntario, 1989), p. 18.

*Lionel D . Feldm an, “Provincial-M unicipal Rdations in  O ntario: 
An Exam ination o f Selected Aspects" in  L .D . Feldm an and M .D . 
G oldrick, eds., Pnlitiea and ftnvnm ntent n f TTd>an Canada- Selected 
Reading* 3 "* ed ition  (Toronto: M ethuen Publications, 1976), p . 260.
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m unicipal gonnm mmita to  consider.’  DT the O ntario government fe lt 

there was enough support fo r the proposals, th q r introduced special 

legislation to create the new local government structure. As a result, 

m any new and different local government structures appeared on the 

O ntario landscape by the early 1970s.

The Baldwin Act set up systems o f local government that were 

different in  northern and southern O ntario. La southern O ntario the 

county system was used, w hile northern O ntario was divided into  

districts. The county m unicipalities included a ll the territo ry w ithin  

the county except that area contained w ith in  any c ity  or separated 

town. The county was divided in to  townships, which were the basic 

units o f ru ra l government.’  The township councils consisted o f a reeve 

and four councillors or a reeve, deputy reeve and three councillors if  

there were m ore than 1,000 electors. The reeves and deputy reeves 

also sat as members o f the county counciL County councils had 

ju risd iction  in  specific m atters pertaining to the whole county (except

’Henry J . Jacek, “R ^ o n a l Governm ent and Development: 
A dm inistrative Efficiency versus Local Democara^", Donald C. 
MacDonald, ed. am i Politics o f O ntario 2"’  edition
(Toronto: Van Nostrand Reinhold LtcL, 1980), pp. 152-153.

’ Crawford, Carmadian M unicipa l G ovem i"*m*- p. 64 . Crawford 
notes that in  northern O ntario there are unincorporated townships 
which are te rrito ria l subdivisions, not m unicipal units.
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fo r areas w ith in  a c ity), such as upkeep o f m ain roads or maintenance 

o f ja ils . However, townships looked afte r local m atters and were not 

subject to  control by the county.̂  This was a tw o-tier system o f 

governm ent, but srith powers and responsibilities for the

county. Also, cities were not part o f the county system, and had th e ir 

own councils.

TnafmaH o f being divided into  counties, northern O ntario was 

divided in to  ju d ic ia l districts.’  Although, most o f its  area was not 

organized fo r m unicipal purposes, most o f the population lived in  

areas w hich had some form  o f local governm ent.’  This included rural 

m unicipalities, townships, villages, towns, and cities. Despite not 

having a county system, northern O ntario's local government 

structures were quite sim ilar to  those found in  the southern part o f the 

province, in  th at they had the same purpose and had the same powers 

given to  them  by the provincial government.

^Ibid.

’ Gordon Brock, The Province o f Northern O ntario (Cobalt: 
Highway Book Shop, 1978), p. 5 . Brock states th at “I t  has been 
generally claim ed th at Northern O ntario's southern boundary follows 
the French and M attawa Rivers to Georgian Bay; however, it  is 
occasionally described as including the D is tric t M unicipality o f 
M uskoka."

’ Ib id .. p. 23.
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In  both the county *««# d is trict systems, m unicipal boundaries 

could be through annexation or am al^unation. This was done

in  areas o f increasing urbanization and suburbanization for a variety o f 

reasons, depending upon the situation. Some suburbs demanded 

annexation to a neighhouring c ity  because th e ir town o r township 

could not afford the fu ll services being sought by residents. ’  The city  

would often be w illin g  to surrounding te rrito ry  because the

residents in  the suburbs w ere benefttting from  using m any o f the city's 

services w hile paying low er taxes." Also, the c ity  was often interested 

in  how the surrounding area was being planned. The subdivisions on 

the edge o f m any cities were often not w ell planned, tnakfag ft d ifficu lt 

fo r the c ity  to service the a re a ."  As a result, cities annexed parts of 

the townships or towns surrounding them  or w ith  the

entire township or town, so th at the area's growth could be better 

controlled and the area could be fu lly  serviced.

I f  annexation or am algam ation was not desirable, a m unicipality

"N ia^ura Region Review Commission, Reoort and 
Rgcmimiendations. p . 18.

" Ib id . Also see Crawford, “Urban G row th and Boundary 
Readjustm ents", pp. 54 -55 .

"N iagara Region Review Commission, Reoort and 
RgcnmmmadatlftnS. p . 19.
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could negotiate to arrive a t an ad hoc agreement w ith  a neighbouring 

c ity  or town to get specific services. Agreements concerning w ater 

supply, sewage disposal, and fire  protection were most common. ’  

However, ad hoc agreements tended not to  w oik very w ell and, lik e  

annexation and am algam ation, did not solve the basic problem s o f 

planning and th at rapid  urbanization was creating. *

A fter W orld W ar H , the demand for services increased 

dram atically, creating a need fo r m ore provincial government 

assistance. M unicipalities had to extend and im prove the “hard” 

services, such as sewers, w ater, and roads, as w ell as the social 

services, which included schools, hospitals, child care and protection. 

This demand fo r increased and im proved services, as w ell as new  

consideration fo r the urban environm ent and pollution, put large 

demands on local governments. As a result, the O ntario government 

experienced a five-fold increase in  M unicipal Unconditional grants 

from  1953 to 1961 to  help m unicipalities meet these demands. ’  

M unicipal government’s trad itional service delivery role was

" Ib id .. p. IS .

*Ib id .. p. 19. Annexation and amalgamation may have increased 
the c ity ’s tax base, but the tax base o f the county shrank.

’L ionel D . Feldm an, “Provincial-M unicipal Relations in  
O ntario”, p. 259.
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nhatigiwg as society increasingly became urban in  character. The 

p o litical dimension was becoming m ore complex because local 

governments were increasingly dealing w ith  potentially controversial 

Issues beyond taxation and the application o f regulations. 

Developments in  the area o f transportation provide an example:

Tim e was when a m unicipality could decide to  build an 
expressway or a nw jor arteria l road on the basis o f 
techfriftsl and fjnancial criteria. B ut these grounds alone 
are no longer sufficient. I t  is now essential th at not onty 
the decision to construct such a  A cB ity but its  location 
m ust be considered in  term s o f probable effects on 
dem ents o f a d ty s  economy, the probable increased 
vehicle use In  residential neighbourhoods and the possible 
aesthetic consequences. ’

As O ntario became more urbanized, local governments had to change 

to m eet the complex challenges th at they fkced.

The firs t step towards altering local government to meet the  

challenges posed by increased urbanization took place in  1954 w ith  

the establishm ent o f the M unicipality o f M etropolitan Toronto. "  The 

O ntario government passed legislation which created a tw o-tier

’ The Institu te o f Local Governm ent, iTrhan Population Growth 
and ns«nicipai Oyganizatlon (Kingston: The Institu te  o f Local 
Governm ent, Queen's University, 1973), p. xiv.

"N iagara Region Review Commission, napnrt and 
Recommmidatfnug. p. 1 9 . The legislation was passed in  1953, coming 
into  effect January 1, 1954.
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m etropolitan governm ent consisting o f the C ity o f Toronto and the  

surrounding tw elve suburban m unicipalities. This m eant th at the  

m unicipalities in  the m etropolitan area would continue to  

exist. They would provide local services such as d istribution o f w ater, 

sewage collection, garbage collection, local streets and sidewalks, 

police and fire  protection, local education, public health, social work 

services, housing, local parks; th ^  would also have local planning  

boards th a t were expected to  plan in  accordance w ith  the overall 

m etropolitan plan. ’  The m etropolitan government was responsible for 

area-wide concerns such as collecting, treating, and distributing w ater 

to the area m unicipalities, providing a m etropolitan sewage

disposal system to collect from  a ll the m unicipalities, establishing and 

tnaiw taiiiing an arteria l system o f highways, providing public 

transportation, coordinating educational facilities in  the m etropolitan  

area, provision o f homes for the aged, and providing a courthouse and 

ja fl.

This form  o f local governm ent was a compromise between those 

who favoured to ta l am algam ation o f a ll m unicipalities and

those who wanted to rem ain as separate, independent m unicipalities.

"A lb ert Rose, Gamsming M etm pnH*a« Toronto: A  8oc<a1 ««d 
P o litica l Anatvaia 1953-1971 OBerkelqr: University o f C alifornia Press, 
1972), pp. 25-27.
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I t  was necessary because the existing structure o f local governm ent in  

the m etropolitan area was not capable o f providing for th e  urban  

com m unity's physical needs. ’  The compromise meant th a t elections 

fo r council would continue in  each o f the m unicipalities. The 

M etropolitan Council consisted o f an twenty-four representatives, w ith  

tw elve from  the C ity o f Toronto and one from  each o f the tw elve 

suburbs. I t  was sim ilar to the county system in  that there was no 

direct elections to the M etropolitan Council; the elected heads

o f the m unicipalities also sat on the upper-tier counciL Therefore, th is  

approach to  the problem  o f M etropolitan Toronto was innovative, but 

not en tire ly radicaL”  This would b d p  contribute to its success.

It  would be over a decade before the O ntario governm ent would 

introduce a sim ilar ^ s tem  o f local government elsewhere. By the  

1960s there was increasing pressure to reform  local governm ent 

throughout the province. The provincial government responded by 

producing studies on the M unicipal A ct and Related Acts(the Beckett 

Com m ittee) and on taxation (the Sm ith Com m ittee).’  ̂ These studies 

saw a need for larger units o f local government. The Sm ith Com m ittee

" fo id ., p. 12.

’ ’A id ., p. 24.

’  Jacek, “Regional Government and Development**, pp. 152-153.
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Report, released in  1967, went as A r as to recommend the division o f 

southern O ntario in to  twenty-nine tw o-tier regions w hich would not 

necessarily be based on county boundaries." W hile th A  

recomm endation would have some influence on the outcome o f many 

local government reviews, the provincial government had already 

begun a process o f altering local govemmente in  O ntario.

In  A p ril, 1965 the M inister o f M unicipal A lA irs , J.W . Spooner, 

announced that regional studies would be commencing. The in itia l 

idea was th at a ll m unicipalities which were  to  undergo review would 

have to agree that a study was needed." A t thA  tim e, a  study was 

already under way in  Ottawa-Carieton (begun in  1964), and soon other 

areas were in itia tin g  studies. The Lakehead made ito  request in  1965, 

even before Spooner’s announcement. O ther areas, such as Niagara, 

Peel-Halton, B rant, W aterloo, Ham ilton-W entworth, Muskoka, and 

Sudbury would be reviewed in  the years to come.

The O ntario government's approach to local government reform  

resulted in  m unicipal structures designed to be responsive to each 

region which was studied, h i other words, there was no comprehensive

"N iagara Region Review Commission, Report
RecommeiHatiftŵ . p. 21.

"Feldm an, “Provincial-M unicipal Relations in  O ntario”, p. 260.
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legislation th at would deal w ith a ll o f O ntario's local governments at 

once.’* This eventually resulted in  single-tier local governments at 

the Lakehead and Tim m ins; tw o-tier systems, w hich had varying  

d^rees o f regional responsibility, in  the o ther areas th at were 

reviewed; and little  or no changes to the other local governments in  

O ntario ." This m eant th at the solutions recommended fo r one local 

government were not necessarily applicable fo r another. Bach was 

devised so th a t the d riivery o f services would be the least expensive 

and most efficient possible, so that economies o f scale would be 

achieved, and so th at each area would have a specialized and 

professional c iv il service."

Local Governm ent a t the

Local governm ent a t the Lakehead evolved in  a  sim ilar pattern to  

that o f m any other comm unities in  O ntario. The d istinctive feature o f 

local government a t the Lakehead was the emergence o f two adjacent

’ *Norm an Pearson, “Regional Governm ent and Developm ent”, 
MacDonald, ed.. G o v e r n m e n t  a « d  Politics o f O ntario (Toronto: 
M acm illan Compaiqr o f Canada Lim ited, 1975), p. 185.

" A id .

"H en ry J . Jacek, “Regional Governm ent and Developm ent”, 
p. 146.
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cities. Port W illiam  and P ort A rth u r."  T h ^  were s im ilar in  size and 

population. Although rivals, the two cities frequently discussed 

amaigamartwg to form  a  Single c ity  a t the Lakehead. Nonetheless,

THE LAKEHEAD

these two cities devrioped next to  each other fo r most o f a century 

before being amalgamated in  the form ation o f Thunder Bay in  1970.

Fort W illiam  and P ort A rthur were rivals alm ost from  th e ir 

creation. The eaiiiest issue th at p itted  the two com m unities against

"C raw ford, “Urban Growth and Boundary Readjustments**, p. 54. 
Crawford uses Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur as an exam ple o f a 
continuous urbanized area.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



14

each other was the location o f the Canadian Pacific Railw ay term inas 

at the Lakehead." Port W illiam  was chosen as the term inas, leaving  

Port A rthur leaders angry and upset. I t  was a blow to  th e ir b e lie f th at 

th e ir com m unity was going to  be the m ajor centre in  Northwestern 

O ntario. W hile Fort W illiam  enjoyed this in itia l victory, both areas 

benefitted from  the railw ay. Both comm unities developed th e ir own 

ports, allowing them  to access Lake Superior, and nnaHUng them  to  act 

as transshipm ent points, co n v^ in g  goods between the east and the 

west. Despite the riva lry  and continued political separation o f Fort 

W illiam  and Port A rthur, m any visitors came to see the two cities as 

one u n it, referred to as th e  Lakehead." Some Lakehead citizens 

believed that the riva lry  be tween the two cities was m ore problem atic 

than helpfeL They argued th a t am algam ation o f the tw o cities would 

m ake it  easier to attract industry to  the Lakehead. Despite th e ir 

arguments, the riva lry  between Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur was ever

present, and made it  d iffic u lt fo r local politicians to w ork towards

"E lizabeth  A rthur, "introduction", Bav D is tric t 1821-
1892; A  Collection o f Docum ent* (Toronto: University o f Toronto  
Press, 1973), p. zc i.

" Ib id .. p. zc iiL  Also see R utyard  K ipling, Letters o f Travel. 
1892-1913. Volum e X X IV  (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1920), 
pp. 173-174. K ip ling w rites th a t “Some day they m ust un ite, and the  
question of the com posite nam e they shall carry alreaity vexes them .”
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am algam atiiig the two cities.

The long history o f local attem pts to amalgamate Fort W illiam  

and Port A rthur demonstrates ju s t how intense the rivalry was between 

the tw o cities. The results o f the 1920 and 1958 plebiscites showed 

th at a m ajority o f Port A rthu r citizens supported am algam ation and a 

m ajority o f Fort W illiam  citizens opposed amalgam ation in  those 

years ." The results o f these plebiscites were affected by disagreem ent 

on the meaning o f the p lriiis c ite  question, an in ab ility  to  agree to  a  

comprehensive s tu ty  on the possible benefits and problems o f 

am algam ation, and the riva lry  and distrust th at existed between the  

two cities. For exam ple, the Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur councils did  

not agree on what the p lebiscite question m eant in  either 1920 or 

1958.’  ̂ Fort W illiam  councils chose to  see it  as a question o f w hether 

there should be a stuity o f th e benefits and problems o f am algam ation. 

Port A rthur councils interpreted the plri>iscite as being s tric tly  on 

w hether to amalgama»^, o r not. The question posed in  each plri>iscite

"Joseph Mauro, Thunder Bav: A History (Thunder Bay: Lehto  
Printers Lim ited, 1981), pp. 290 , 357.

’ 'C ity  o f Thunder Bay Archives (hereafter CTBA), Port A rthur 
C ity C lerks Files, TEA 2403 , Box 8 , "Amalgamation - Fort W illiam  &  
Port A rthur ft Adjacent Areas", T .F . M ilne to (unknown), Nov. 22 , 
1919. Also see Fort W illiam  n a liy  Tim aa^Jonm ai. A p ril 18, 1958, p. 
23.
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supported Port Arthur's interpretation . However, the lack o f a  

comprehensive stucty on the benefits and problems o f am al^unation

the voting public was not able to  m ake an inform ed decision, h i 

1958, th is situation, combined w ith  strained relations between Fort 

W illiam  and Port A rthur councils, made it  easier for Fort W illiam  

citizens to  vote fo r the status quo rather than for am algam ation w ith  

Port A rthur and uncertainty. In  other words, many fe lt there were no 

com pelling reasons fo r am algam ation o f the two cities to  take place at 

th a t tim e.

By the la te  1950s, lik e  m a iy  other urban areas in  O ntario, the  

Lakehead's m unicipalities were beginning to have problems associated 

w ith  urbanization. Port A rthur was concerned w ith uncontrolled urban  

growth in  the portion o f Shuniah which bordered the northern part o f 

Port A rth u r." Shuniah's attem pts to  have Port A rthur annex th is  area, 

known as M cIntyre, A iled  because Port A rthur could not afford it. As 

w ell. Port A rthur was beginning to A ce the prospect o f running out o f 

residentiaUy-zoned land. Fort W illiam  Aced the same problem , and 

was interested in  acquiring the area on its  western boundary in  the

"T h A  spillover phenomenon was common to urban centres. The 
availab ility  o f cheap land th at was close to  the city was attractive. See 
David Siegel, “Local Governm ent in  O ntario”, in  Graham W hite, ed.. 
The G o v e m««<w»* a«d P o U H c s  o f O ntario. 4 th  Edition (Scarborough: 
Nelson Canada, 1990), p. 144.
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Township o f Nedbing. Both cities were concerned because residents in  

the surrounding m unicipalities were ei^oying m any city- services but 

were not paying for them .

Port A rthur’s M ayor. Saul Laskin, provided leadership in  asking 

the provincial governm ent fo r assistance in  reviewing local government 

at th e  Lakehead. In  1964. Laskin requested the assistance, but was 

to ld  it  was not possible unlrffft the other Lakehead m unicipalities also 

m ade the request. By F d iru ary  1965 M ayor Laskin had convinced the  

m ayor o f Port W illiam  and the reeves o f Shuniah. NedHng, and 

Paipoonge to support his request fo r a local governm ent r eview.”  The 

O ntario government was now fovourable to  P ort A rthur’s second 

request because a ll the m unicipalities had agreed to  it, and it  was 

being supported by the Lakehead Cham ber o f Commerce and the Port 

W illiam -P ort A rthur and D is tric t Trade CounciL M ore im portantly, by 

the m id-1960s the provincial governm ent had also recognized that 

local governm ent structu res needed to be reorganized throughout the 

province to deal w ith  the increased responsibilities m unicipalities

” A.W . Rasporich and Thorold «J. Tronrud, "Class, E thn icity and 
Urban Com petition**, in  Thorold J . Tronrud and A . Ernest Epp, eds.. 
Thunder Bay: From  R ivalry to  U nity (Thunder Bay: The Thunder Bay 
H istorical Museum Society, 1995), p . 2 2 4 . Also see the Port W illiam
n a flv  T lnmea-rnnfnal TdbtVUay 3 , 1965, p . 1.
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fiBced and to use tax revenue m ore efficiently.”  Consequently, the 

provincial government appointed an independent review  

comm issioner, Eric Hardy, and set out the Lakehead Local 

Governm ent Review s term s o f reference.

The Lakehead m unicipalities had decided on a course o f action  

th at would result in  changes to the Lakehead’s local government 

structures. These changes would be based on both a  comprehensive 

review  o f local government a t the Lakehead and on public  

consultation. This studty was on a much larger scale than proponents 

o f am algam ation had urged, but not received, p rio r to  the 1958  

plebiscite in  Port A rthur and Fort W illiam . The review process 

followed a t the Lakehead was the same as th at followed in  other areas 

where local government reviews were to take place.”  D ata was 

collected and published fo r the public. Form al w ritten  submissions 

from  m unicipal officials and public hearings followed. F inally, the 

review commissioner published the recommendations which he would

” AUan O’Brien, "Father Knows Best: A  Look a t the Provincial- 
M unicipal Relationship in  O ntario", in  MacDonald, ed.. Government 
and Pniltics o f Ontario (1975), pp. 154-155. Henry J . Jacek, "Central 
Governm ent Planning versus C onflicting E lites: Regional Government 
in  Ham ilton-W entworth", in  M acDonald, ed.. Governm ent and Politics 
o f O ntario (1975), p. 48 .

38J a c ^  "Regional Governm ent and Developm ent", pp. 152-153.
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subm it to the provincial government fo r consideration.

E ric Hanty, conuniaaioner o f the Lakehead Local Government 

Review, heard several different recommendations from  the local 

m unicipal governments. Port A rthur fovoured to ta l amalgamation o f 

the m unicipalities to  create one city. Port W illiam , Ned>ing, Shuniah, 

and Paipoonge each proposed different forms o f tw o-tier local 

governm ent during public h earin g  held in  1966. The r^ o n a l 

governm ent being advocated by the provinciai government was tw o-tier 

in  nature. Nonetheless, in  his 1968 report, E ric  Hardy firm ly  

recommended to ta l am al^unation o f Port A rthur and Port W illiam  and 

the inclusion o f the suburban fringes in  Ned>ing and Shuniah to create 

a new Lakehead city.

Am algam ation o f Port A rthur and Fort W illiam  was achieved w ith  

the creation o f Thunder Bay in  1970. The Ontario government decided 

there was enough local support for Hanty*s recommendations and 

worked quickty to create a new local government a t the Lakehead, 

passing the necessary legislation in  1969. hr creating Thunder Bay, 

the provincial government was continuing the reorganization o f local 

government in  O ntario. I t  also resolved an issue th at had been 

debated fo r alm ost as long as the two com m unities existed. 

Am algam ation was reality.
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Amaigamatfftw »t the Lakehead: The H iatnricai L iteratu re

The story o f th e am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur 

has received the atten tion  o f local w riters in  several contexts. Joseph 

Mauro, in  his book Tlwwidar Bay: A  H istory, describes the event in  two 

pages and gives few details.”  The latest history o f Thunder Bay, 

Thunder Bay: From  R ivalrv to  U nitv. does give a treatm ent o f 

amalgam ation, p articu larly  in  the last section.”  However, there is no 

comprehensive exam ination o f how and why am algam ation 

about. Ih is  is understandable because the focus o f the book is not on 

local government structures o r am algam ation, but on the broader topic 

o f the Lakehead as an urban com m unity. Nonetheless, Bav;

From  R ivalrv to  U n ity provides valuable anatysis o f the history o f the 

Lakehead’s economy and population growth.”  S im ilarly , M itr.hrfi 

Kosny*s doctoral dissertation "A Tale o f Two C ities: An Evaluation o f

” Mauro, T b « « d *r Bavr A  H istory, pp. 363-365 .

” Tronrud and Epp, eds., Bav: From  R ivalrv to U nity
The last section, en titled  Section Five: Politicians and Planners has 
two articles: A .W . Rasporich and Thorold J . Tronrud, "Class E thnicity  
and Urban Com petition", pp. 204-225 and M itchell E . Kosny,
"Thunder Bay A fte r A  Q uarter Century", pp. 227-242 .

” fo id . See Jam es Stafford, "A Century o f G rowth a t the  
Lakehead", pp. 38 -53 ; Bruce M uirhead, "The Evolution o f the 
Lakehead’s Com m ercial and Transportation In frastruc ture", pp. 76-97; 
and Thorold J . Tronrud, "Building the Industrial C ity", pp. 99-119.
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Local Governm ent Organization Theory and its  Im plications fo r 

M nnicipal Reorganization in  Thunder Bay, O ntario" is valuable for its  

exam ination o f how the new C ity o f Thunder Bay was o^an ized  and 

the im plications o f m unicipal reorganization in  Thunder Bay.”  

Although he does w rite  b riefly about the history o f the Lakehead, the  

focus o f his stu<tyis not on the history o f am al^unation.

Newspapers, contem porary publications, and archival m aterials 

were instrum ental in  reconstructing the events decisions 

surrounding the am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur. The 

newspapers. F ort W illiam ’s t im * Ttm ga-Jonm al Port A rthur’s The 

News-Chronicle. provided details on the cities’ council meetings th at 

were not recorded in  th e ir council m eeting m inutes. Comments and 

statem ents made by alderm en and the mayors both during and after 

th e ir meetings were often reported, often revealing the atmosphere o f 

these meetings . The newspapers also ed itorialized  against the 

am algam ation o f the Lakehead cities and were viewed by some local 

citizens as "a continuing divisive force w ith in  the Lakehead

” M itch ell Kosny, "A Tale o f Two C ities: An Evaluation o f Local 
Governm ent O rganization Theory and its  Im plications fo r M unicipal 
Reorganization in  Thunder Bay, O ntario", Unpublished Ph. D . Thesis, 
U niversity o f W aterloo, 1978.
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com m niiity."”  Nonetheless, the newspapers gave accnrate accounts o f 

the events, and were extrem ely helpful when offic ia l records were 

incomplete.'*^

The o ffic ia l records le ft by the cities o f Port W illiam  and Port 

A rthur were invaluable resources although not always com plete. They 

were im portant in  determ ining what occurred when Shuniah asked 

Port A rthur to  annex M cIntyre, as w ell as providing iwurfght in to  the 

1920 and 1958 am algam ation pld>iscites. The correspondence that 

took place during the Lakehead Local Government Review proved 

indispensable because the same m aterials located in  the O ntario  

Archives were not organized and easily accessible.^ This was largely 

due to the fact th at the period in  question is fa irly  recent. Another 

problem  encountered during archival research was the incom plete 

nature o f the cities’ records. For example. Port W illiam ’s financial

^Lakehead Local Government Review, awH
Rgcnmmendationa CToronto: Departm ent o f M unicipal A flhirs, 1968), 
pp. 57  58 . E ric  Hardy researched the claim  that the papers were a 
divisive fbrce and found that each paper had very low  circulation  
numbers in  the other city . T h q f could onty be purchased at the m ajor 
hotels in  the other city . Also, news coverage emphasized the events 
w ith in  the paper’s own city.

* W hen possible, newspaper accounts of events were compared 
w ith  o ffic ia l accounts and other published reports.

*^The inform ation located in  the Ontario Archives was duplicated 
in  the C ity o f Thunder Bay Archives’ m aterials.
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records date from  1903, inform ation for the years 1906, 1914,

and 1916. ”  On the other hand. Port A rthur's flnancial records date 

from  only 1934.”  W hile the existing records were im portant in  

determ ining the Wnanniai health o f cities during the 1950s and 1960s, 

it  is d ifficu lt to  do the same fo r earlier periods.

The m aterials published by the Lakehead Local Government 

Review provide an excellent profile o f the Lakehead during the m iddle 

o f the 1960s. The thoroughness o f the Local Governm ent Review's 

Report aif|«f y<KwmfnawHa*iong surprised maxty local officials when it  

was released.”  Eric H anty provided comprehensive analysis o f the 

local government situation a t the Lakehead and explained his 

reasoning for the recommendations he made in  his report. These 

recommendations, w ith  some m inor changes, were acted upon by the 

O ntario government and resulted in  the creation o f Thunder Bay.

There have been two articles that have focused on specific 

aspects o f am al^unation a t the Lakehead. G coffir^ W eller's artic le on

” CTBA, Series 104, Town and C ity o f Port W illiam  Financial 
Records.

” lb id .. Series 105, C ity o f Port A rthur Financial Records. Port 
Arthur's records are migning fo r the years before 1934, 1938 to 1941, 
1946, and 1947.

” D TJ. A prfl 18, 1968, p. 4 .
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"The Politics and A « lm fa < « » ra H n w  nf A m a lg a m a rtn w ; The CaSC O f

Thunder Bay” is p rim arily  concerned w ith  the period a lte r Thunder

Bay was created, but does provide an argum ent th at the riva lry

between Port A rthur and Port W illiam  d id  not benefit th e ir citizens.

W eller argues th at

the history o f m unicipal developm ent a t the Lakehead is 
one o f riva lry  th at led to  a r e la tiv e  low  level o f both hard  
and soft services, wasteful duplication o f those services 
th at d id  exist and a  parochial and petty com petition which  
led to  a low er rate o f economic developm ent th at might 
otherwise have been the case.”

He then w rites th at am algam ation was the solution, in  the ^ e s  o f 

many citizens and the provincial governm ent, and "that it  probably 

required strong outside intervention to  produce a long run  

advantageous result.*” ^

Ken M orrison, in  his artic le "The In te rc ity  Developm ent 

Association and the Wafcing o f The C ity o f Thunder Bay", provides a 

different perspective on wlqr am algam ation o f Port W illiam  and Port 

A rthur came about. H e asserts th at W orld W ar H  and the technological 

changes th at foUowed reduced the opposition to  am algam ation and

“ Geoffrey R . W eller, "The Politics and A dm inistration o f 
Am algam ation; The Case o f Thunder Bay”, Laurw H am u«iveggitv 
Review. VoL XVH (2 ), Fdkruary 1985, p . 6 9 .

” n>id.. p. 72.
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tnade» it  possible to  bilxig about a change in  the nranicipal p o litical 

structure at the Lakehead.”  He argues, however, that these favourable 

conditions were not enough. To make am al^m ation  a reality  a  

catalyst was needed. M orrison then proceeds to demonstrate how the  

In te rc ity  Developm ent Association, or ID A , was this catalyst. Several 

members o f the ID A  did take prom inent roles in  the Lakehead 

Cham ber o f Commerce, which led the business com m unity in  

cham pioning the am algunation o f Port W illiam  and Port A rthur.

Published in  1995, the T l|««d er AmalgamaHon Oral Htetorv 

Project is a valuable resource for anyone interested in  the events

to the am algam ation o f Port A rthur and Port W illiam  and the 

early history o f Thunder Bay. The collection includes taped interviews 

of m any o f the participants in  the process th a t led to  am algam ation, 

juniiid ing alderm en, mayors, reeves, councillors, businessmen, and 

m unicipal employees.”  Although they may not remember a ll the 

details o r the sequence o f the events, the respondents allow  the

“ Kenneth L  M orrison, "The In terc ity  Developm ent Association 
and the w airing o f The C ity o f Thunder Bay", t b h m s  Parrers and 
Records. Volum e IX  (1981), pp. 23-24.

“ Peter Raffo, David B lack, and Cara Yarzab, The Thunder Bay 
Attiaigawnatinii O ral H intnrv Project (Thunder Bay: n .p ., 1995). There 
is a catalogue and guide to  the collection o f interview  tapes: Peter 
Raffo, Aeiaiyam iation 1970: An Oral H istory (Thunder Bay: n .p ., 1995).
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lis tener to understand better the underlying feelings about 

am algam ation.”  The in terviews also reveal some o f the differences 

between Port A rthur and Fort W illiam , particularly the way each 

council conducted its  business.*^ Such insights help explain why the 

cities rem ained separate for as long as they did. As a  collection, these 

in terviews allow  us to  gain knoidedge o f the personalities involved in  

the creation o f Thunder Bay.

W hile a ll these articles and books provide im portant in^ght in to  

the relationship between Fort W illiam  and Port A rthu r, there has been 

no comprehensive exam ination o f why am algam ation did not occur 

u n til 1970. This thesis wiU show th at the liv a liy  between the two 

cities was a m ajor im pedim ent to those who advocated amalgam ation 

o f Port W illiam  and Port A rthur and th at the lack o f any 

comprehensive review o f local government at the Lakehead made it  

d ifficu lt fbr pro-am algam ationists to  demonstrate the need for unity.

As suggested above, however, by th e 1960s the Lakehead was facing 

problem s associated w ith  urbanization. L ike maqy comm unities in  

O ntario, Port W illiam  and Port A rthur were running out o f room w ith in

“ Ib id .. PR-6, "Interview  w ith  T .B . ('Bones’) McCormack. This is 
one example.

" Ib id .. PR-9, "Interview  w ith  W allace B. Bryan".
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th e ir cities to expand and the suburban fringes in  the neighbouring 

townships were growing. Port A rthur's Mayor, Saul Laskin, provided 

the leadership in  seeking a  solution to  these problems. He convinced 

Port W illiam . Shuniah, Paipoonge and Ned>ing to support a resolution  

Miciwg provincial assistance for a  review o f local government a t the 

Lakehead. The O ntario government was w illing to assist because 

reform  o f local governm ent in  O ntario was becoming necessary. Rapid  

urbanization had dem onstrated the problems associated w ith  poor 

urban planning, as w ell as the need fo r effective and efficient local 

governm ent. As a result, the O ntario government provided leadership 

in  reorpm izing local governm ent in to  larger units. The am algam ation 

o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur was finalty achieved in  1970 because it  

was necessary for good local government a t the Lakehead at the tim e 

and fo r the future.
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CHAPTER 2

The Evolution o f Local Governm ent a t the Lakehead: 
Creating a Tradition o f Local Décision m aking

This chapter w ill exam ine the evolution o f local governm ent a t 

the Lakehead, beginning w ith  the form ation o f the M unicipality o f 

Shuniah in  1873, prfwwAiwg to the eventual division o f Shuniah in to  

separate m unicipalities and the growth o f Port A rthur and Port W illiam  

as separate cities. The movement fo r am algam ation in  the la te  1910s 

w ill be studied, as w ell as Charlie Cox's unique attem pt a t 

am algam ation in  1948. It  wiU be dem onstrated th at a trad itio n  o f the  

local electorate deciding the issue o f am algam ation through a 

pld»iscite was established early in  th is  century by Port A rthur and Fort 

W illiam  Councils, w ith  the result th a t the Lakehead's citizens 

continued to expect that am algam ation o f the two cities would 

eventually be achieved in  th is fashion. As w ell as exam ining the 

movement fo r am algam ation, th is chapter analyses the reasons for the  

riva lry  between Port A rthur and F ort W illiam  and the im pact o f th a t 

riva lry  on local governm ent issues.

The EstahHshmm#n t o f Lo«al A t Thm W ĥ#h#%ad

The Lakehead had one m unicipal governm ent in  the beginning.

28
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Although Fort W illiam  was a name synonymous w ith  the Lakehead 

because o f its  im portance during the fu r trade era, particu larly as a  

trauffffhipm ent post fo r the N orth W est Company un til 1821, Prince 

A rthur’s t^m diug became the firs t village in  1872. A  year la ter, in  

1873, the M unicipality o f Shuniah was created by the O ntario  

government. The new m unicipality was made up o f the townships o f 

Blake, Crooks, Nedbing, Paipoonge, M cIntyre, McGregor, McTavish, 

Thunder Cape, T«ia«d W ard, and Prince Arthur's L an d in g / W ith in  the  

m unicipality were several areas o f concentrated settlem ent, most 

notably Prince A rthur’s T^anHing,̂ whose prom inence was due to  its  port 

and its  relative proxim ity to the silver m ines.

A decision by Alexander Macdcenzie's Liberal government in  1875  

began the riva lry  th at characterized the relationship between Port 

W illiam  and P ort A rthu r, as Prince Arthur's Landing was la ter 

renamed. Port W illiam  Town P lot, located several m iles up the 

KamiwinHqiila R iver, was choseu to  be the term inus o f the railw ay to 

be b u ilt westward . Prince Arthur's Landing's citizens were very

Elizabeth A rthur, "Introduction", Thunder Bav D is tric t 1821- 
1892: Thorold «J. Tronrud, ftnardtana o f Progress: Boosters, A  
Bnnaterlam i n  Thnnder Bav. 1870-1914 (Thunder Bay: Thunder Bay 
H istorical Museum Society, 1993), p. 3; M itchell Kosny, "A Tale o f Two 
Cities", p. 160. Th is is also the firs t tim e the area is referred  to  as the 
sub-district o f Thunder Bay, part o f Algoma D istric t.
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disappointed, believing that th eir harbour was much better and, 

therefore, th at th e ir village should be the te rm in u s / Many at the 

Landing attem pted to change the government’s decision in  th eir 

fovour. Suspicion was cast by the SentineL a  Landing newspaper, on 

individuals who had interests in  the Port W illiam  Town Plot, and who 

seemingly m ust have had influence on the governments in  Toronto and 

Ottawa."

Residents o f The Landing believed th at not being the term inus 

was a m ajor setback and attem pted unsuccessfully to  rectity the 

situation. The managed to get the M unicipality o f Shuniah to

support financially a seven-m ile railw ay lin k  to  connect w ith  the 

Canadian Pacific lin e  a t the Town Plot. However, the connection was 

refused." The location o f the term inus was a  m ajor concern for the

"Arthur, "Introduction", p. zc. I t  was the delegation from  
Shuniah th at had convinced the federal governm ent th at Thunder Bay 
had a longer shipping season than Nipigon Bay, the other site being 
considered. A rthu r m aintains ft was the knowledge possessed by those 
living in  the P ort W illiam  area that helped the cause and exerted 
influence in  Ottawa.

"Ib id .. p . xcL Also, at this tim e. Prince A rthur’s Landing had the 
only port on Thunder Bay. See J .J . W ells, "History o f Port W illiam ", 
The Thunder Bay H istorical Society, Fm irtii Awwnai Report (Papers o f 
1912-13), p. 16.

"Arthur, "Introduction", p. xcL This railw ay was called the Prince 
Arthur's Landing and Kam inistiquia Railway.
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area, because m any inhabitants believed th at the location chosen 

would th rive th at th e other could not rem ain a separate, urban 

entity." Nonetheless, the C .P.R . was looking after its  own interests. It  

had acquired Hudson's Bay Company lands in  Port W illiam ," and 

W illiam  Van Hom e viewed th e Thunder Bay harbour as a  single u n it. 

H istorian E lizabeth A rthur argues th at, as a result. Van Hom e "seems 

to have been an early proponent o f am algam ation o f the two 

com m unities."'

Although m any Lakehead citizens believed there could onty be 

one urban centre, the r e a l i t y  was an increase in  p o litica l 

fragm entation. In  1881 the Townships o f B lake, Crooks, Pardee, 

Paipoonge, Nedl>ing, and McKeUar W ard were allowed to  w ithdraw  from  

the M unicipality o f Shuniah. These townships then fbrm cd the 

M unicipality o f Nedblng. J .J . W ells, in  his 1925 history o f Port 

WOUam, attributes tbim move to  the growing im portance o f West Fort

"Elizabeth A rthur, "In ter Urban R ivalry in  Port A rthur and Port 
W illiam , 1870-1907", in  Anthony W . Rasporich, ed., W estem  CawHa» 
Paat aiMt Present (C al^ny: M cClelland and Stew art W est, 1975), p. 59. 
Such concerns occupied the o f citizens in  other urban areas
such as W innipeg and S elk irk . Each believed th at having the C.P.R. 
locate in  th e ir com m unity as a necessity fb r fu ture growth and 
dominance.

"Ib id .. pp. 60 -61 .

'A rthu r, "Introduction", p . zciiL
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W illiam  as a term inal po in t and the growth th at came as a  result.® 

A rthur also makes the po in t th at, later, amalgam ation was unlikely  

la te r on because "the m em ory o f the m inority position held [by Port 

W illiam ] in  the old united  m unicipality was s till fresh."® W hile Prince 

A rthur's Landing was unhappy about Fort W illiam ’s being chosen as 

the C.P.R. term inus. Port W illiam  did not want to be a p art o f the 

larger Shuniah because Prince Arthur's Landing had m ore 

representation.

Shuniah continued to  shrink in  the ISSO’s iMren Port A rthur (as 

Prince A rthur’s Landing had been renamed at the request o f the C.P.R .) 

was incorporated as a  tow n in  1884. Port A rthur prospered in  the 

1880's, enjoying the new railw ity which passed through th e ir town.

Also, because it  had a  breakw ater. Port A rthur became a term inus fo r 

the C .P.R . lake steam ers. Its  status as a town, as w ell as its  prosperity, 

helped to  contribute to  Port Arthur’s b elie f th at it  was to be the  

dom inant urban centre a t the Lakehead.

The C .P.R . once again contributed to the fortunes o f Port W illiam  

by m airifig plans to  bu ild  the firs t one-m illion-bushd grain elevator

"W ells, p . 16.

"Arthur, "Introduction", p. zcvL
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near the site o f the originai Port W Uliam  trading post.”  By the late  

1880's Port W illiam  was selected as the divisional point, w ith  the m ain  

yards and shops to be bnBt in  M cK dlar W ard, also known as East Port 

W illiam . Many Port A rthur citizens fe lt that th is happened because 

P ort A rthur had angered the C.P.R. by seizing several ra il cars and an 

engine u n til a tax b ill was paid by the C.P.R. However, A rthur 

concludes th at there was no d irect cause-and-effect relationship  

between these actions and Port W illiam  being a divisional

p o in t."

W ith  the C.P.R. investing in  Port W illiam  and the fortunes o f 

Port A rthur waning. Port A rthur citizens began tiiinfcing about 

aim exation. A t th is tim e Port W illiam  was part o f the M unicipality o f 

Nedking and not a separate po litical entity. Indeed, Port A rthur was 

m ost keenly interested in  a««A%#«g McKcUar W ard, this section being 

closest to Port A rthur.”  Port W illiam  resented such plans, and this  

became the root o f Port W illiam 's la te r suspicions when the issue o f 

am algam ation arose. The question o f am algunation a t th is tim e feded

"Arthur, Tnter-Urban Rivalry", p. 61.

" Ib id .. pp. 61-62.

” "An Eariy Attem pt at Amalgamation", A rthur, ed.. Thunder Bay 
D istric t, p. 225.
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when Fort W illiam  was incorporated as a town in  1892, continuing the 

po litical fragm entation begun a decade earlier.

Now that Fort W illiam  was established as a town and was 

enjoying its own rapid  development, the competitio n  and conflict 

between the two com m unities intensified. Port A rthur presented itse lf 

to  the outside w orld as a beautiful location, possessing a  much 

health ier environm ent than its  rivaL”  Its  citizens believed Fort 

W illiam  to be a breeding ground fb r disease because it  was situated on 

swamps. They argued they were im m une because o f th e ir location on 

the hffl- Another exam ple o f Port Arthur's perception o f its  superiority  

and b rillian t future was, as E lizabeth A rthur states.

the b elie f th at Port A rthur possessed not only the  
more salubrious location but also the more enterprising  
inhabitants. Fort W illiam  was portrayed as the  
creature o f a railw ay company, tam ely subm itting to  
monopoly - unim aginative, acquiescent, as lethargic as 
the water standing in  its  swamps. *

Although these myths may sound ridiculous to the m odem  ear. Port 

A rthur boosters wanted to attract people and industries to  th eir town. 

However, such bdiefb  also contributed to the continual separateness o f

" Ib id .. p. 65 . 

" Ib id .. p. 66 .
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the two com m unities as p o litica l units. As a resu lt, these m yths, as 

w ell as Port Arthur's future p o litica l actions, contributed to Fort 

W illiam 's suspicions o f its  neighbour's intentions, particu larty  

regarding any overtures fb r am algam ation.

Port Arthur's fbrtnnes im proved at the tu rn  o f the century, 

particu larly when the Canadian Northern Railw ay located its  term inus 

at Port A rthur in  1902. A t the tim e, the populations o f P ort A rthur 

and P ort W illiam  were 3 2 1 4  and 3997  respectiv^y, giving Fort W illiam  

an edge it  had not had during the la tte r part o f the nineteenth  

cen tu ry ." The towns used the population figures as indicators o f th e ir 

success. W ith  Port A rthur slightly behind, the decision o f the  

Canadian Northern Railw ay would be quite significant in  the  

com petition between Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur fbr supremacy in  

the area.

Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur’s 1906 applications to  be 

incorporated as cities were surrounded by con troversy  th a t had an 

im pact on future attem pts to am algam ate the two cities. Rumours 

began circulating th at Port A rthur had a clause in  its  application that

"S ee Appendix A: Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur: Population  
Growth 1881 to  1966.
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would give it  the right to annex Fort W illiam .”  Adding to Fort 

W illiam  s concern was the loss o f its  «wP^^cation. This situation  

dragged on in to  1907, when F o rt W illiam 's application had been 

located and Port Arthur's was shown to  not m ention annexation a t a ll. 

Nonetheless, Port A rthur representatives continued to try  to convince 

Fort W illiam  th at am algam ation o f the two towns into one large c ity  

was the rig ht course o f action . F ort W illiam  representatives d id  not 

agree, and both sides pressed the issue in  Toronto.”  Am algam ation 

d id  not occur, and both P ort A rth u r and Fort W illiam  became cities on 

^ r f l  20 , 1907.

W hile the forces o f am algunation were once again held a t bay, 

the idea never died. V isitors often praised the two cities and 

rem arked on th e ir separate developm ent. A  very fomous vis ito r, 

Ructyard K ipling, had some te llin g  observations o f the relationship  

between Fort W illiam  and P o rt A rthur when he wrote o f his v is it:

"Joseph Mauro, a  H tetory  o f ThMTfd̂ M* «ay CThunder Bay: Lehto 
Printers, 1981), p. 216.

'Ib id . This situation seems very bewildering, but it  is clear Port 
A rthur was in  fovour o f am algunation and Fort W illiam  was not. Also, 
although it  was shown th at P ort A rth u r had not tried  to  annex Fort 
W illiam  through its  application, the damage was done and the issue 
would be used as evidence o f Port Arthur's schemes in  the future. J .J . 
WeUs d id  not m ention the issue in  his "BHstory o f Fort W illiam ", p. 23  
when he dealt w ith  Fort W illiam 's incorporation as a city.
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they hate each other w ith  the pure, poisonous, passion
ate hatred which makes towns grow. I f  Providence w iped  
out one o f them , the survivor would pine away and d ie - 
a matrJess hate-bird. Some day they m ust unite, and 
the question o f the composite nam e th q r shall carry 
already vexes th em ."

The two com m unities may have despised each other but the idea o f 

am algunation would not go away. K ip ling  believed they would unite, 

but he d id  not predict when th is would occur.

The am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur ceased to be a  

central issue during the decade after th e ir incorporation as cities, for 

both concentrated on attracting industry and expanding th e ir 

populations. Port W illiam 's population grew rapidty from  3 ,9 9 7  in  

1901 to 16 ,499 in  1911, w hile Port A rthur’s increased from  3 ,2 14  to 

11,220 over the same p erio d ." This rapid  growth was due to local and 

national factors, particularly the federal government's effort to  attract 

im m igrant» to  the wcst. Local increases were encouraged by boosters 

in  both cities, who equated growth w ith  progress and stagnation w ith

"Rudyard K ipling, Letters o f T ra v e l 1892-1913, VoL XX IV , 
p. 174.

"C hris Southcott, "E thnicity and Com m unity in  Thunder Bay”, 
Pucci and Potestio, eds.. Polyphony, pp. 18-19. Also, see Appendix A
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fidhire.”  W ith  two separate cities vying fo r every potential factory, 

business, or government office, the com petition between Port W illiam  

and Port A rthur was b itte r and intense. A ttracting businesses was seen 

as v ita l to  the suprem ai^ o f one over the other.̂ ^ This situation was 

ripe for industries and businesses seeking bonuses. Often the c ity  that 

"won" d id  so a t the taxpayers' expense. Bonusing le ft them  w ith  a 

heavy tax burden. A fter 1914 th is situation became much m ore 

d ifficu lt because property values declined by fifty  per cent or m ore, 

thus camAttg a loss o f tsx rcveuues fo r the cities.

The F irst P lebiscite

Although it  was not in  the headlines, the issue o f jo in ing  the two 

cities d id not en tirely disappear during the 1910s. Interested in  

encouraging businesses and industries to  locate a t the Lakehead, the 

local boards o f trade were arguing that it  made m ore sense to provide a 

united front, using the resources o f the two cities combined. I t  would 

also be m ore im pressive to claim  a  com bined population o f 27 , 719 in

“ See Thorold J . Tronrud, OwawHan» o f Progress. This book 
depicts the prom oters, explaining the im pact th ^  had on the cities. 
Also, boosters tended to use m aterial growth as the onty indication o f 
progress. Population was an easy and accessible measure o f growth 
and success.

31'Ib id .. pp. 54-56.
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1911 than the two populations separatety. In  Decem ber, 1910, a  Jo in t 

Com m ittee rep resenting the councils o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthu r 

presented a resolution to the council o f each city. This resolution  

urged the submission o f

a plebiscite to the electors on the question o f a  
federation o f the two C ities w ith  local antononqr 
and in te r-c ity  Council and M ayor to  deal w ith  m atters 
o f m utual concern, the members o f said Council to  be 
appointed by the Council o f each C ity and the M ayor o f 
the in ter-c ity  Council to be elected by the electors o f 
both C ities.”

M ayor P e ltier o f Fort W illiam  and M ayor Matthews o f Port A rthur 

moved and seconded this resolution, suggesting they believed th at 

some o f th e ir m unicipal concerns could be better dealt w ith  by a  

federative m unicipal governm ent than by th e ir own councils.

However, the taro c ity  councils were not ready to  put com plete 

am algam ation to  a public vote, preferring to  m aiiitain  th e ir local 

autonom y. The rapid growth o f the Lakehead during the firs t decade 

o f the tw entieth  century kept th e m unicipal governments busy. This  

growth resulted from  the p ra irie  wheat boom, transcontinental railw ay

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity C lerk's Files, TBA 2403 , Box 8 , 
"Am algamation - Fort W illiam  &  Port A rthur &  Adjacent Areas", 
Decem ber 17, 1910 Letter from  J .M . McGovern, Chairm an o f Jo in t 
Com m ittee to the Mayors & Alderm en o f the C ities o f Fort W illiam  &  
Port A rthur.
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construction, and the expansion o f the Canadian economy.”  The two 

cities competed against each other fo r manufacturers by offering  

bonuses in  the form  o f cash, loans, and bond guarantees. This 

com petition was b itte r and divisive, m aking it  u n lik ^  th a t the  

m unicipal councils would seriousty consider am algam ation o f the two 

c itie s ."  Also, w ith  the Lakehead economy booming, proponents of 

amalgamating Port William and P o it A rthur did not pursue th e ir cause 

w ith  any urgency.

The economic depression th at affected Canada beginning in  

1913 halted the boom w hich th e Lakehead had been experiencing for 

the past decade. Port William and Port A rthur experienced a loss o f 

population from  1914 to  1917 due to the closure o f factories and the 

enlistm ent o f citizens fo r m ilita ry  service during the w ar years.”  Also,

“ Stafford, **A Century o f Growth a t the Lakehead", in  Tronrud 
and Epp, eds.. Thunder ̂ ay pp. 42-44.

"Tronrud , "Building the Industrial C ity", in  Tronrud and Epp, 
eds.. Thunder Bav. pp. 108-109. Port A rthur's representative, J .J . 
C arrick, M .P ., proposed am algam ation o f the two cities when it  became 
apparent in  1912 th at Port William was going to get the Canadian Car 
and Foundry Comparty. H e thought they could share the p lant in  the 
In terc ity  area. F ort W illiam 's M ayor, S.C. Young, "shot down the idea 
and did his best to blacken P ort A rthur's name among M ontreal 
investors."

“ Stafford, "A Century o f Growth a t the Lakehead", p . 44 . For 
exam ple. Fort W illiam 's population went from  2 7 ,00 0  in  1914 to 
21 ,000  in  1 9 1 5 ,1 9 ,0 0 0  in  1916, and 18,000 in  1917, before it  began
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real estate values declined in  the cities by fifty  per cent during tw »  

decade.”  This economic decline lik e ly  prompted the pro- 

am algam ation forces to begin to pursue the union o f F ort W illiam  ««d 

Port A rthur to form  a  single Lakehead city.

The issue o f am algam ating Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur finally  

came to the forefront a t the end o f the decade when the Port A rthur 

Board o f Trade w rote to the Port A rthur Council th at they had passed a 

resolution at th e ir General M eeting on January 22, 1918. This 

resolution stated th at they fd t it  was in  the best interest o f both cities 

th at th ^  form  a "Joint Board or M etropolitan Association."”  The Port 

A rthur Board o f Trade's resolution does not suggest am algam ation o f 

the two cities so much as the creation o f a body that would promote 

the Lakehead area as a single economic un it. I t  suggests th at the Joint 

Board or Association consist o f two members from  each C ity Council, 

two members form  each Board o f Trade, and two members from  the 

Rotary Club.

to grow again.

“ Rasporich and Tronrud, "Class E thnicity and Urban  
Com petition", in  Tronrud and Epp, eds.. Thunder Ray p . 215.

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Files, TBA 2403, Box 8 , 
"Amalgamation - Fort W illiam  & Port A rthur ft AcQacent Areas", Jan. 
24 , 1918, Jos. Z . F inzel, Secretary o f the P«A Bd. o f Trade to P A . C ity 
Council ft  the Mayor.

1
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They believed th at th is new board would increase the s p irit o f 

cooperation and show how im portant unity was in  attracting  business 

and industry. The Board o f Trade argued that

in  the m atter o f statistics alone this co-operation is 
vita l that the com bined figures o f our population, our 
Clearing House Returns, our tonnage and grain  shipm ents 
could be given out to  the W orld as firom one place and 
we would create a m uch w ider interest in  our situation . 
One C i^  here o f iarty  to  fifty  thousand people would  
have an enorm ously increased drawing power.”

The businessmen a t the Lakehead wanted some way to  prom ote the 

Lakehead as one economic u n it, b u t not necessarily one p o litica l un it.

The Port A rth u r C ity  Council responded quickly by paM<««g a 

resolution that Port W illiam  Council, or a com m ittee representing  the 

council, meet w ith  its  counterpart from  Port A rthur and discuss the 

possible union o f the two cities.”  Port A rthur C ity Council w ent 

b ^ o n d  the resolution o f the Port A rthur Board o f Trade in  wanting to 

discuss the union o f the two cities, indicating in  th e ir resolution that 

the "merits and dem erits" o f such an action had been discussed both

” lb id .

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity  Clerk's Files, TBA 24 03 , Box 8 , 
"Amalgamation - Port W illiam  &  Port A rthur & Adjacent Areas", Jan. 
30, 1918, T .P . M ilne to  A . McNanghton. Re: Res. 50 15  o f PJL Councfl. 
M ilne was Port Arthur's C ity C lerk and McNanghton held the same 
position in  Port W illiam .
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pnblicty and privatety fb r a num ber o f yearn. Port W illiam  d id  not 

im m ediately respond to  th is resolution. Instead, the resolution was 

refer red to  th e ir In ter-C ities Com m ittee, and Port A rthur was inform ed  

th a t they would be advised o f the comm ittee’s actions.”

L ittle  resulted from  th is correspondence, so the Port A rthu r 

Board o f Trade continued to  press the issue in  Decem ber, 1918. T h e ir 

le tte r to  the Port A rthu r Council the Board o f Trade, w ithout being  

specific, indicated th a t there had been difficu lties because o f the  

riv a lry  between the two cities. Instead o f fighting each other, they  

suggested the two cities "get together and realize our common enemy  

was W innipeg.”̂ *̂  However, rather than a Jo in t Board o r M etropolitan  

Association, the Board o f Trade now urged a plri>iscite be held on the 

union o f the two cities a t the m unicipal elections th at were to  take  

place soon in  both Port W illiam  and Port A rthur.

Port A rthur C ity  Council quickly replied to the Board o f Trade's 

request. T h ^  to ld  the Board o f Trade that it  was too late to organize a

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Piles, TBA 2403, Box 8 , 
"Am algam ation - Port W illiam  & Port A rthur &  Adjacent Areas", Peb. 
16, 1918, A . McNanghton to  T .P . M ilne.

**Ib id .. Decem ber 21 , 1918, Jos. Z. PinzeL Secretary-Treasurer 
o f the PJL Board o f Trade to  T.P . M ilne, C ity C lerk.
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plébiscite in  both cities because the elections were so soon.”

However, rather than ignore the issue. Port A rthur C ity Council 

requested Fort W illiam  C ity Council to  inform  them  i f  they were 

ikvourable to  a p l^ is d te  on the issue at some tim e in  the future. H  

F ort W illiam  did agree, they were asked to form  a com m ittee to  work 

w ith  Port Arthur's com m ittee on the wording o f the question. On 

January 15, 1919 Port W illiam  sent a l^ te r  to  Port A rthur stying that 

the issue had been referred to th e ir Inter-C ities Com m ittee.”

Correspondence a t the end o f the year shows th at discussions 

had been carried out between Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur councils. 

On November 11, 1919 Port Arthur's C ity C lerk wrote to  his Port 

W illiam  counterpart th at his council was in  favour o f union o f the two 

cities and that it  had passed a resolution inform ing Port W illiam  th at it  

wanted a plri>iscite on the question "Are you in  fkvor o f the union o f 

the two cities" to take place on January 6 , 1920.”  Port W illiam  and 

P ort A rthur did come to an agreement at a meeting o f the Jo in t

” Ib id .. Dec. 28 , 1918, Letter from  C ity C lerk to Board o f Trade 
and Port W illiam .

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Piles, TBA 2403, Box 8 , 
Am algam ation - Port W illiam  fr Port A rthur & Adjacent Areas", Jan. 
15, 1919, A. McNanghton to  T.P . MUne.

” lb id .. Nov. 11, 1919, T .P . M ilne to A . McNanghton.
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Com m ittee o f the Intercities Com m ittee o f the C ities on November 21. 

1919. A t th is meeting th ^  recommended "that a  vote be taken at the  

election on Jan. 6 , 1920. on the question, "Are yon in  Ikvor o f the 

Union o f the C ities o f Port A rthur and Port W flliam  under term s to be 

m utually agreed upon."”

This proposal was because it  suggests union would

occur i f  the dectorate voted in  the affirm ative on the question.

Instead, th is would only be the firs t o f two votes, w ith  a second vote 

being required "on any agreement th at m ay be drawn up to put the  

union in to  cfibcL"”  h i a  sense, the vote on January 6 , 1920 would be 

a vote on whether or not to negotiate term s o f union th at would, i f  the  

p ld iisc ite  was passed, then be subject to  another plebiscite. I t  is not 

clear th at the public was inform ed o f th is.

Not surprisingly, as the vote approached, the electorate were 

presented w ith  conflicting views. Those in  fkvour o f union argued that 

one c ity  would be more capable o f com peting for industries against 

other cities. Also, thqr could m ore effectively b attle W innipeg 

interests who were allegedly trying to  "transfer the bulk o f the grain

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity C lerk s P iles, TBA 2403, Box 8 , 
"A m al^m ation - Port W illiam  & Port A rthur & Adjacent Areas", T.P. 
M ilne to  (unknown), Nov. 22, 1919.
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trade from  Thunder Bay to the M anitoba capitaL"^^ This was a view  

held by th e Port A rthur Board o f Trade. Nonetheless, those opposing 

union believed there were no such benefits to  be derived.

The result o f the plebiscite indicated  th at the issue was foiled for 

the m om ent, but was not going away. In  Fort W illiam  the unionist 

hopes were dashed by a  vote o f 1 ,375 against and 1,032 for.”  In  Port 

A rthur those in  fitvour o f union num bered 1,184, w hile 740 were 

opposed. A  m q{ority o f Port A rthur citizens continued to believe 

there should only be one Lakehead city .

A  le tte r from  A.W . Rpbarts, President o f the Port A rthur Board o f 

Trade, to  Port A rthur C ity Council suggests some reasons why Fort 

W illiam  citizens opposed union o f the two cities. This le tter, w ritten  a  

m onth before the plebiscite, shows concern about the criticism  and 

p ub lic ity  Port A rthu r received in  the Mmamda l Post concerning the 

condition o f the City's sinking ftm d.”  The Board o f Trade wanted a 

statemen t from  the C ity A uditor to  counter any impression "that the

” M auro, A m «tnry n f TlmiMlm- Bav. p . 290.

M auro points out th at i f  the vote o f the two cities were 
com bined, the pro-union forces would have won by 101 votes.

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity C lerk s Files, TBA 2403, Box 8 , Dec. 1, 
1919, A .W . Robarts, President, The Port A rthur Board o f Trade to  
M ayor and Councfl.
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finances o f the C ity are not in  a healtlty condition."”  Although this  

was not m entioned as a fector in  the defeat o f the plri>iscite* it  may 

have added to  Port W illiam s existing suspicions th a t Port A rthur was 

trying to  im prove itse lf a t Port W illiam 's expense.

W hen i t  came to the question  o f am algam ation, a pattern  was 

beginning to emerge by 1920. A  m inority o f P ort A rthur citizens were 

in  fkvour o f am algam ation, bdieving  it  inevitab le and the best way to  

attract industry business to the area. Port W illiam  citizens, on the 

other had suspicions about Port A rthur's m otives and were not 

in  fkvour o f union o f the two cities. This d id  not mean th at Port 

W illiam  Councfl would not consider the question, but th at any 

question o f am algam ation o f the two cities had to  he put to a vote in  a 

p l^ is c ite  a t the m unicipal Sections. This was the beginning o f a 

trad ition  o f having the citizens decide the fkte o f th e ir cities.

AmaigatnaHftw nftai-jie Cox'S W ay

During the 1920s the Lakehead's econonqr and population  

experienced new growth. Canada became the largest exporter o f wheat 

in  the w orld, the Lakehead could boast o f having the largest grain

” n>id.
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elevator capacity in  N orth America.'*^ Perhaps m ore im portantly, the  

Lakehead also benefited firom the demand fo r new sprint in  the U nited  

States. The firs t production o f pulp and paper a t the Lakehead 

occurred in  1918 a t th e  P ort A rthur Pulp and Paper Company.”

During the 1920s the expansion o f the pulp and paper industry came 

to dom inate the Lakehead s m anufkcturing sector so th at by 1929 it  

**produced 57%  o f the c ities ' to ta l value o f production."”  Although the  

Lakehead's economy grew, its  expansion was m ostly in  the extrac tion  

of resources. By contrast, the m anufacturing sector was slipping in  

im portance in  the local economy.

Fort W illiam  and P ort A rthur experienced high unemployment  

and factory closures during the Depression o f the 1930s. By June 1, 

1931 the unemplpymerd rate at the Lakehead was 28% , a rate much 

higher than com parable Canadian urban centres.** Newsprint prices 

had declined to  new lows, resulting in  the closure o f Thunder Bay 

Paper M iU at Port A rth u r in  1930, and the A h itib i Pulp and Paper Bffll

‘‘^Stafford, "A  Century o f Growth at the Lakehead", p . 49.

” Tronrud, "B uilding the Industrial C ity", p . 111.

”n>id.

” lb id .. p . 113. I t  was the highest rate in  Northern O ntario, and 
was 10% higher than the average for urban Canada.
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in  Fort W flliam  in  January 1931.”  By 1933 the unemploym ent rate in  

m anufacturing was above fifty  per cent.”  It  would not be u n til the  

Second W orld W ar th at m anufacturing production and em ploym ent 

levels would return to  pre-Depression levels.

Despite the economic depression th at the Lakehead was 

experiencing, am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur was not 

being strongly advocated as it  had been during the late 1910s when 

economic conditions had worsened. In  an ed itorial on M arch 7 , 1936  

in  the Port A rthur News-Chronicle. the editor explained why the paper 

had not been advocating am algam ation.”  The editor took the position  

th at the question was moot « « tfl the land that was between the settled  

areas was filled , and th at am algam ation should have taken place when 

the communities were established. The editor then argued th at 

am algam ation would be im practical a t th is tim e because o f the existing  

riva lry  and the near equality o f the two cities. Rather than Join the  

cities, which would s till result in  squabbles over which side was

” Staflbrd, **A Century o f Growth at the Lakehead", p . 4 9 .

” Tronrud, "Building the bmdustrial C ity", p. 114.

” Mauro, a  m story o f Thunder Bav. p. 331. The ed ito ria l is 
printed in  its entirety here. Apparentty people had been occasionally 
asking when the paper "is going to  take up advocaxty of the proposal or 
why it  doesn't."
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benefiting or being ignored, the ed itor argued quite sincerely

th a t the best chance to  continue in  harm onious and 
friendly relationship is to  carry on as a t present, as 
friend ly neighbors, each one acting as neighbor to  the  
other but engaged, m eanwhile, in  working out individual 
problem s when they arise as such and co-operating on 
every occasion when the interests o f the two are 
jo in tly  affected.”

For m any, there was no need to press fb r am algam ation. Also, the  

d ifficu lties the Lakehead cities were experiencing during th is tim e  

would not be solved by the p o litical union o f the two cities.

The Depression had an im pact on the Lakehead’s p o litica l scene. 

There was a defin ite p o litical sh ift to  the le ft, as labour representation  

grew in  both the Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur councils.”  The L iberal 

party dom inated the Lakehead’s federal scats by 1935, when Dan  

M clvor won the F ort W illiam  riding and C D . Howe won the Port A rthur 

rid ing. In  1935 Charles W . Cox, Port A rthur’s Mayor won the Port 

A rthur rid ing  for the provincial Liberals using questionable tactics.”  

Cox, a tim ber contractor, proved to  be a colourful and somewhat

” Quoted in  M auro, A H istory o f Thunder Bav. p. 331 .

” Rasporich and Tronrud, "Class E thn icity  and Urban 
Com petition’*, p . 217.

“ ib id .. pp. 218-220. Apparently he bribed and bu llied  “rivals in  
his party and others’* to w in th is seat.
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con troversia l po litic ian  a t the Lakehead during the 1930s and 1940s. 

He was a  popular p o litic ian  a t the Lakehead even though his po litical 

foes, including those w ith in  th e L iberal party, desperately tried  to  

defeat him .

The Lakehead voters continued to  support labour candidates 

in to  the 1940s. D uring the 1943 O ntario provincial election, the CCF 

managnjd to w in a ll the Northern O ntario scats firom Kenora to  North  

E)ven C harlie Cox lost his provincial seat by a substantial 

num ber o f votes. Port WiUiam*s COP provincial representative,

G arfield Anderson, was also the mayor o f Port W illiam . This situation  

rem ained despite attem pts by p o litica l fees to discredit the CCF as 

anti-socialist feelings grew after the end o f the war.

Am algam ation became an issue during Port W illiam 's 1948  

m unicipal election, although not in  a m anner seen before. Charlie 

Cox, long-tim e m ayor o f Port A rthur, had recently been elected as the  

Mem ber o f the Provincial Legislature fo r Fort W illiam , defeating  

G arfield Anderson. H e then decided to  file  papers to run fo r M ayor o f 

Fort W illiam  as welL”  Cox openly stated that he was in  fovour o f

 ̂ fo ld ., p . 221.

“ Ib id .. pp. 351-352 . Also see M orrison, T h e  In te rc ity  
Developm ent Association and the M aking o f The C ity o f Thunder Bay", 
p. 25; Anthony W . Rasporich, T w in  C ity Ethnopolitics: Urban R ivalry,
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amalgamation o f the two cities, and that voting for him  to  be m ayor 

would be a step towards union o f Port A rthur and Fort W illiam .

Despite his popularity, C harlie Cox was unable to achieve 

amalgamation by being mayor o f both cities at the same tim e. H ubert 

Badanai, an autom obile dealer and long-tim e Port W illiam  alderm an, 

ran against Cox. This election was very im portant to Fort W illiam 's 

electorate, indicated by the record turnout o f 74.4% . Charlie Cox's 

unprecedented attem pt to be m ayor o f the Lakehead was lost when 

Badanai won the élection, 6 ,2 32  votes to  Cox's 4 ,890 . Am algam ation, 

C hariie Cox s t^ e , had foiled a t the hands o f the voters, but, as a  

testam ent to  the popularity o f C hariie Cox, the vote was reasonably 

close.

Conclusion

On the northwestern  shore o f Lake Superior two separate cities  

developed side by side. Port W illiam  and Port A rthur competed 

against each fo r alm ost everything, including railways and foctories.

E thnic Radicalism  and Assim ilation in  the Lakehead, 1900-70'*, 
H iatnry Review. VoL XVÜL No. #  February, 1990), p. 220; and A.W . 
Rasporich, " C all M e C harlie'. Charlie W . Cox: Port Arthur's Populist 
Politician", The Thunder Bay H istorical Museum Society Papers and 
Records. VoL X IX  (1991), pp. 16-17. Cox was mayor o f Port A rthur 
from  1934 to 1948.
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The space between the two cities began to shrink as they grew, but 

th e ir com petitive s p irit rem ained. Port A rthur’s and Fort W illiam ’s 

development depended upon th e ir natural resources. Despite efforts 

to diversity th e ir economies, the two cities increasingly became re lian t 

on the extraction o f raw  m aterials. M ining, pulp and paper, and 

transportation o f grain  employed m any workers. Th is m eant th at they 

were deeply influenced by economic and p o litical forces beyond th e ir 

controL”

Am algam ation o f the two cities was considered p rim arily  when 

the fortunes o f one com m unity (or both) were threatened by outsiders. 

Port A rthur leaders believed th is to  be happening when the firs t 

railw ay term inus a t the Lakehead was located in  W est Fort W illiam . 

Am algam ation o f the two cities was p u t to  a p lri>iscite in  1920 due to  

the economic and population decline experienced firom 1913 to 1917, 

and the competit ion firom W innipeg fo r the grain trade. Although the  

plri>iscite was defeated, it  was clear th a t the fortunes o f the two cities  

were closely connected.

The Depression brought about a  change in  th e  politics at the 

Lakehead. Federal and provincial Conservative representatives lost

“ Tronrud, “B uilding the Ind ustria l C ity", p . 119.
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th e ir seats a t the Lakehead to L iberals.”  C harlie Cox. already Mayor 

of Port A rthur, took advantage o f the situation  to  become the Liberal 

MLA fo r Port A rthu r in  1935. A ttem pting to  m ake the most o f his 

popularity a fte r becom ing Port W illiam ’s provincial M LA in  1948, Cox 

attem pted to  become m ayor o f both W kehead cities by running in  Port 

W illiam ’s 1948 m ayoralty race. A lthough he lost the election, his 

attem pt showed th a t am algam ation was an issue th a t would not go 

away, despite the intense rivalry  be tween the two cities.

“ Rasporich and Tronrud, “Class E th n ic ity  and Urban 
Com petition", p. 21 8 .
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CHAPTER 3

Failu re o f the 1958 Pldbiacite: R ivalry in  The W ay o f U nity

E arly in  1958, M ayor Eunice W iahart o f Port A rthur and Mayor 

H ubert Badanai o f Fort W flHam publicty declared th at they favoured 

am algam ation and fe lt the tim e had come fo r it  to  happen. W ith  this 

announcem ent m any o f the alderm en in  Fort W illiam  also publicly  

supported the idea, and it  appeared Fort W illiam  citizens were fina lly  

going to  support the union o f the two lAikehead cities. However, 

events be tween the inaugural addresses by the mayors a t the beginning 

o f 1958 and the plebiscite a t the end o f the year illustrated  the 

in a b ility  o f the two councils to cooperate fo r very long.

the riv a lry  between Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur 

strained the relationship between the c ity  councils. Fort W illiam  

Council was unhappy w ith  Port A rthur Council’s refusal to reim burse 

Fort W illiam  fo r the am ount requested for services it  supplied to Port 

A rthur citizens who lived  on a street th at was divided by the border 

be tween the cities. Also, Fort W illiam  Council fe lt slighted when the  

federal governm ent decided to locate new harbour facilities on Port 

A rthur’s w ater fron t. The tension between the two councils made it  

d ifficu lt for am algam ation supporters to advance th e ir cause.

55
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The In te rc ity  Developm ent Association (IDA) was a t the forefront 

in  the campaign fo r am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur.

The ID A  was made up o f businessmen who bad established themselves 

in  the In terc ity  area.^ T h e ir prim ary concerns were the need for 

sewage and road im provements in  the area. They fought for 

am algam ation o f the two cities because Port A rthur, in  w hich most of 

the area was located, had made it  clear it  did not feel it  had the tax  

base to m ake the necessary im provements. These businessmen came 

to believe th a t am algam ation was necessary for the in tercity area to  

develop and th rive. To achieve this end, the ID A  urged the councils o f 

both cities to  have a  study done on amalgamation.

Fort W illiam  Council refused to support any study o f the benefits 

and problems o f am algam ation before the plebiscite took place w hile, 

on the other hand. Port A rthur Council wanted a study so th at the 

voters would have an inform ed opinion. In  the end. F ort W illiam  and 

Port A rthur Councils held plebiscites in  December because they had 

promised to do so a t the beginning of the year. The defeat o f the  

plebiscite in  Fort W illiam  reflected the distrust th at existed between 

the two cities. Once again, the issue o f am algam ating F ort W illiam  and

M orrison, “The In te rc ity  Development Association and the  
Mafciwg o f The C ity o f Thunder Bay”, p. 24.
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P ort A rthur was pushed in to  the future. 

mravnrn Annmiwca Plebiscit*^ AmalgamaHmi

The issue o f am algam ation caught the im agination o f Lakehead 

citizens once again when M ayor W ishart o f Port A rthur and Mayor 

Badanai o f Port W illiam  brought up the possibility during th e ir 

inaugural speeches. H ubert Badanai, in  his inaugural address on 

January 6 , 1958, suggested having a plebiscite on the am algam ation o f 

Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur a t the m unicipal elections to  be h d d  at 

the end o f the year. Badanai referred to the many years during which 

am algam ation o f the two citiea had been discussed. The m ayor, who 

had defeated C harlie Coz a decade before when Coz had prom oted his 

own brand o f am algam ation, revealed the reasons fo r his support o f the  

idea o f having a p lebiscite on the issue:

Federal and Provincial Representatives advanced 
suggestions th a t i t  m ight be an advantage to  the two 
cities. G reater recognition and assistance firom these 
two sources m ight be available in  the way o f harbour 
fiuH lities, larger grants and other advantages i f  such 
an am algam ation took place. I  would therefore suggest 
th at Port W illiam  and Port A rthur hold a plebiscite in  
1958, and le t the people living in  the two cities
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decide the m a tte r/

Badanai's address reveals th a t th e  idea o f am algam ation was being 

encouraged by the upper levd s o f government, but th a t th ^  seemed 

w illin g  to  le t the citizens o f the two cities decide w hether they should 

unite.

In  her 1958 inaugural speech. Port Arthur's recently re-elected  

m ayor, Eunice W ishart, m ade it  clear that she was in  fovour o f 

am algam ation. She stated th a t it  was "too bad we are not one city . 

M any obstacles would be overcome.”  W ishart then gave her reasons 

fo r bringing up the idea o f am algam ation. She argued th a t "I am  sure 

it  could prove more econom ical certainly business interests would

not vie w ith  each city  regarding land values. So, u n til that  day com w  

we w ill have our share o f headaches."*

The ddbate on the issue im m ed iat^r, w ith  support in  Fort

'CTBA, Series 1, TBA 5 3 , Port W illiam  C ity  Councfl M inutes, p. 
4 2 9 , Inaugural Address by H is W orship M ayor H ubert Badanai, 
January 6 th , 1958. Badanai served as a Port W illiam  councillor firom 
1940 to  1948 and mayor firom 1949 to  1952 and 1955 to  1958 , then  
served as a M .P. firom 1958 to  1972 for the Port W illiam  rid ing . I  have 
been unable to  locate any docum entation that would ind icate when or 
where federal and provincial representatives suggested th a t 
am algam ation would be an advantage.

*nafhy TlrngfuJonrwai (hereafter D T Jl. January 6 , 1958, pp. 1, 3. 

*n>id.. p. 13.
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W flliam  seemingly on the rise. The n « fly  Tim çg .jo nm ai did an 

inform al poll which showed eight o f ten  people in  Port A rthur and Port 

W flliam  in  fovour o f am algam ation.” Fort W flliam  C ity Council had a 

vote on the issue to  determ ine th e ir positions publicly. The result was 

eleven alderm en in  fovour and only one opposed to am algam ation.”

The open display o f support was im portant because leadership would 

be needed for am algam ation to  occur. The alderm en in  fovour o f union  

w ith  P ort A rthur seemed pleased th at the issue had been brought 

before the public, even to the extent  th a t some wanted the plebiscite 

sooner than the end o f the year. Alderm an H ubert L im brick, a spirited  

p o litic ian , even w ent as for as to  say "W ell place ourselves in  a 

position to be capital o f a new province w hich is bound to  follow", 

referring to a wish o f some people in  northern O ntario who wanted a 

new province carved ficom O n tario .' The onty opponent to  

am algam ation, Alderm an Alex Anderson, fe lt th a t the rivalry was good 

and he could not see how it  would be any m ore economical to have one 

c ity  rather than the two cities. Nonetheless, w ith  eleven aldermen 

supporting am algamation, it  appeared Port W illiam  voters m ight be

”D TJ. January 7, 1958, p. 1. 

®DTJ, January 8 , 1958, pp. 1, 10. 

'Ib id .. p. 10.
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pem iaded to  vote fb r it .”

U nlike his council. M ayor Badanai was reported to  be reluctant 

to discuss the issue. He wanted to see how Port A rthu r responded to 

U s proposal before th ^  proceeded w ith  the idea. However, he did  

repeat his proposal for a plebiscite in  December, stating "the interval 

wOl give us tim e to  study, inventory our physical assets and prepare 

oursdves should th e public vote in  fovor.”  Rather than  publicly state 

his position on the issue, Badanai wanted the voters to  decide the fate  

o f th e ir cities.

The optim ism  th at foelled the ta lk  o f am algam ation was fonncd 

w ith  speculation th a t the future for the area was bright. On Friday, 

January 24, J.W . Spooner, the M inister o f M ines in  the O ntario  

government, spoke to the Port A rthur Chamber o f Commerce. He 

praised the two cities, citing  nrftifag, the harbour, forestry, and 

m anufacturing as examples o f why they had "two o f the finest cities in  

Canada".”  Spooner continued his speech by stating how he thought o f 

the two cities as one in  m any ways:

A fter a ll, you share a t least one lin e  o f your trans-

”Ib id .

”Ib id .

” D TJ. January 25, 1958, p. 1.
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portation system, your eadiibition ground and a good 
many other things. Just a  week ago I  was reading you 
m ight even be preparing to  share your m unicipal 
governm ent."

W ith in  a  few areeks o f th is w onderfel praise, a report by N od D ant, 

director o f the Lakehead Planning Board, predicted th at the two cities  

and surrounding area would become a m etropolitan area w ith in  a  

couple o f decades.”  Both mayors were in  attendance a t th is m eeting, 

praising the idea o f a jo in t planning board and noting th at it  would be 

heipftal i f  there was an am algam ation o f the cities.

Another example o f the benefits o f cooperation was the recent 

fnnnaHnw mf fhm Plawwiwg RmarH It  COUSistCd o f

representatives from  Fort W illiam , Port A rthur, N ediing, Shuniah and 

Paipoonge, and covered an area from  the United States-Canada border, 

along the shore o f Lake Superior, to  M cTavish Township, situated

" Ib id . Spooner also praised the area fb r its  pulp and paper and 
hydro-electric industries. H e also stated how the Lakehead had a 
"commanding position in  the w orid o f transportation,** declaring “it  
would be d ifficu lt to  overem phasize w hat th is advantage would mean 
when the S t. Lawrence seaway was completed."

” D T J. February 14, 1958, pp. 1, 13. N od D ant b ^ a n  his duties 
a t the beginning o f the year fo r the newly formed Lakehead Planning 
Board, which had representatives from  Port W illiam , Port A rthur, 
Nedbing, Shuniah and Paipoonge. Its  purpose was to  "guide the 
npansion  o f each com m unity so th at it  does not jeopardize fbture  
expansion o f the adjoining m unidpalities." See D TJ. January 3 , 1958,
p. 1.
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north o f S ibley Provincial Parie. The purpose o f th ia board was to 

"foster co-operation and the stuxty o f common problem s, a t an official 

levd ."”  However, i t  was a co-ordinating and advisory b o ^  onty, and 

the m unicipalities m aintained th e ir own planning boards.

Nonetheless, growth a t the Lakehead made it  necessary fo r the  

m unicipalities to  co-ordinate th e ir planning efforts.

R ivalry Between the C ities Dim s the Possib flitv  o f A«waigsm attn«

Despite the early optim ism , the good feelings did not last very 

long, and the riva lry  between the two cities came to  the forefront 

again. This tim e P ort A rthur was upset w ith  the attention Fort W illiam  

received in  a  Toronto newspaper weekly th at featured a four-page 

section devoted to  Fort W illiam . Port A rthur Council was Irrita ted  

because th e ir c ity  was ignored in  the artic le  although the two cities 

were nearly equal in  size and located next to each other. ” They 

blam ed F ort W illiam  Council fo r th is oversight. Also, Port A rthur C ity  

Council attacked M ayor Badanai and Fort W illiam , questioning some 

facts in  the artic le , particularty how it  was determ ined that the

"Lakehead Renewal A uthority, Renewal Studv (n.p.:
1964), p . 7 .

"D T J . January 20 , 1958, p . 1.
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gex^rapbical centre o f Canada was located a short distance west o f Port 

W illiam . M ayor W ishart conducted her own research In  the m atter, but 

no defin itive answer could be found. ”

Port A rthur Council s reaction to  the article showed how little  

they trusted Fort W illiam  and how easily old resentments could 

resurface. Port A rthur alderm en made comments which showed a  

great deal o f resentm ent toward Badanai which extended beyond the 

issue a t hand. For exam ple, A lderm an Edward Anten, the finance 

com m ittee chairm an, argued th a t Fort W illiam  raised the issue o f 

am algam ation, then publicized its e lf w ithout including Port A rthur, 

something Port A rthur should consider when discussing am algam ation. 

Anten then conqilained that he was "tired o f the mayor o f Fort W illiam  

bringing up business pertaining to  Port A rthur and what th is city  

should do w ith  re ^ rd  to changes."”  As a result, the alderm an 

declared th at a com plete study be done o f both cities and the  

am algam ation issue before a plébiscite be held.

Fort W illiam 's response to  Port Arthur's attacks was calm . Mayor

" D TJ. January 21, 1958, pp. 1 ,3 . The publication in  question 
said its sources were the U niversity o f Toronto, the departm ent o f 
transport and a  map survty. Also, Port A rthur was upset because it  
was only m entioned as Fort W illiam 's sister city.

"Bbid.. p . 3 . Some alderm en also suggested th at the Toronto 
publication do a story on Port A rthur.
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Badanai declined to comment on Anten's attack against h im .”  The 

Fort W illiam  newspaper reporter covering the story d id  some research 

and found th at the artic le  on Fort W illiam  had been drafted before 

Badanai advocated a plébiscite on am algam ation, suggesting Anten's 

comments were inappropriate. Nonethéess, th is episode was one 

exam ple o f how sensitive the réadonship between the two cities was 

and how, despite the desire to  a««aiga«ia»<i>, they distrusted the motives 

o f the other. T hq r m ay have been considering union o f th e two é tie s , 

but they s till saw themselves as quite separate.”

The ab ility  o f the two é tie s  to cooperate was tested again w ith in  

a few months. The S t. Lawrence Seaway project had made it  necessary 

to im prove harbour facilities to "increase the general cargo capacity o f 

the harbour, but also to  offer a more modem and e fflé e n t handling  

facility."”  I t  was hoped th at the S eaw ^ would rev ita lize  the local 

economy, w hich had become stagnant, by im proving the Lakehead's

I7 iD T J. January 22 , 1958, p. 3.

” D T J. January 21 , 1958, p. 3 . Apparentty th is was not the firs t 
tim e Port A rthu r had com plained about pubU éty fo r Fort W illiam  
received. A  few years before th is episode they com plained about a 
picture in  a national magazine that must have been "taken during a 
rainstorm " w hile the photx^raph of Fort W illiam  was é e a r.

"G ary Warwixsk, "The Im pax* o f the Opening o f the S t. Lawrenx» 
Seaway on the P ities o f Port A rthur and Fort W illiam , 1959-1969"
( If  A . Thesis, Lakehead University, 1993), p. 54 .
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transportation situation . A nther mmhamcfmg its  ro le as a transshipm ent 

point, and effectively m aking it  a  sea port.”

The Lakehead's economy had experienced some adjustments in  

the preceding decade. M any m anufacturing jobs were lost in  the post- 

W orld W ar n  years, particu larly  those in  the iro n  and steel sector/^  

However, there was an increase in  the num ber o f jobs in  the pulp and 

paper industry, as w é l as in  the service and trade sectors th at more 

than o fb e t th e loss o f jobs in  m anufacturing/^ Nonetheless, the 

Lakehead economy was becom ing less diversified, and more re lian t on 

the export o f raw  and semi-processed m aterials.”  This trend  

continued during the 1950s, w ith  fa rth er loss o f jobs in  the 

manufmcturing sector and growth in  the trade and service sectors.”  By 

1957 the Lakehead was experiencing the recession that was affecting

“ Ib id .. pp. 41 -55 .

^*Tronrud, “B uild ing the Ind ustria l C ity*, p . 116.

“ Stafford, “A  Century o f G rowth a t the Lakehead", p. 52 . The 
m anufacturing sector lost 2 ,5 0 0  jobs from  1941 to  1951. However, 
the pulp and psqxer industry experienced an increase o f 1,000 jobs 
during th is period, as d id  the service sector. The trade sector grew by 
1 ,5 0 0 jobs.

“ Tronrud, “B uilding the Ind ustria l C ity*, p . 116.

“ Stafford, “A  Century o f G rowth a t the Lakehead", p. 52. There 
was a loss o f 1 ,000 jobs in  the m anufkcturing sector. This was o fbet 
by the creation o f 1 ,400 jobs in  the trade sector and 1,300 jobs in  the 
service sector.
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all of Canada.

Transport George Hees came to Port W illiam  on

Pébm ary 20 , 1958 and quickly announced the Progressive 

Conservative federal government was w illing  to spend in  emess o f one 

m illio n  dollars to  im rtaii harbour fec ilities , most lik e ly  a t an in ter-city  

location.”  A ll th at needed to be done was for the two cities to meet 

and nam e a jo in t harbour board, som ething Hees claim ed had taken  

the cities two months to  do so for.

W hile the federal government's intentions were significant fo r the  

Lakehead, Hees Hmmd his announcem ent to  gain po litical fovour. The 

Conservatives, having won a m inority government in  1957, were 

attem pting to w in a m ajority iriie n  th ^  called for a M arch 31 éection . 

M ayor Badanai was playing two roles the next day when he responded 

to Hees rem arks. Badanai, the L ib eral candidate for the Port W illiam  

rid ing , stated th at Hees "had done nothing but offer p ie in  the s ^  

during public appearances in  Port W illiam  Thursday."”  Badanai, in  

the ro le o f Port W illiam ’s Mayor, also offered evidence th at the cities 

were w aiting for some advice fkom th e federal government on how to

” D T J. February 20 , 1958, pp. 1, 13.

'* D T J. Fébruary 21 , 1958, p . 3 . See D TJ. Fébruary 18, 1958, 
pp. 1, 10 fo r the artic le  on Badanai's successful b id fbr the Liberal
candidacy.
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proceed after th ^  had sent to  Heea a copy o f a resolution agreeing in  

princip le to the plan.̂ ^ Heea' annonncement became m ore suspect on 

F ^ m a ry  26 when W .F. E llio t o f the m arine services branch o f the 

Departm ent o f Transport made it  clear th at the one m illion  dollar 

harbour facilities would take more tim e than anticipated. In  fact it  

was revealed th at

There can be no dock u n til a  harbour commission is 
selected. B ut no commission can be selected u n til 
a government is elected and approval given by the 
transport departm ent. Then the commission must be 
incorporated by an act o f parliam ent.”

As he answered questions and criticism s from  the local alderm en.

E llio t had to m ake it  clear he was only a messenger and not 

responsible for government policy.

Nonethdess, representatives o f the two d t j  councils m et to agree 

to set up a harbour commission. The resolution th ^  passed was as 

follows:

 ̂D TJ. February 21 , 1958, p . 3 . The Mayor had letters  
indicating both cities had communicated w ith  Hees and were awaiting 
an o ffic ia l o f the Departm ent o f Transport to advise them  on 
procedure. Hees wrote on February 12 that W .F. E llio t was going to be 
sent on Fdbruary 26 .

” D TJ. February 26 , 1958, pp. 1, 2.
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T hat th is  m eeting o f the councils o f Fort W illiam  and 
Port A rthu r and the harbor com m ittees o f both cities go 
on record th at a laKehead commission be formed and th a t 
it  be recommended to  the respective councils that a  
form al resolution be passed accordingly by each council 
and be forwarded to the federal governm ent.”

The m eeting dem onstrated th a t rivalries could be forgotten, a t least for 

a short tim e, when something would benefit both cities.

The agreement was not even a  day old when it  was announced 

th at Im peria l O il L im ited had exercised its  option and bought 

acres o f w aterftont near in terc ity .”  M ayor Badanai believed th at th is  

would not be a  problem . However, Port A rthur Council critic ized  Fort 

W illiam  over th is issue. They d ^ a te d  w hether they should approve 

the form ation o f a  harbour comm ission, particularty since Fort W illiam  

had a am ftnnt o f land available to  contribute to the project.^'

Despite the uproar, the report o f the joint-m eeting o f the councils was 

adopted by both cities w ith  a realization  th at details would have to  be 

worked out and th at the federal governm ent had not even decided on a 

site.

On August 11, the same day th a t Fort W illiam  Council decided to

” D TJ. February 27 , 1958, pp. 1, 3 . 

” D T J. Frt>ruary 28 , 1958, p . 1.

= D TJ. M arch 4 , 1958.
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go ahead w ith  a plebiscite on am algam ation, the Fort W illiam  alderm en 

showed how d ifficu lt they found it  to  see the Lakehead as one 

economic u n it. The recently elected m ajority Progressive Conservative 

federal governm ent had acted on its  promise and was creating a 

Lakehead Harbour Commission to  adm inister and develop the united  

harbours o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur. The federal governm ent was 

going to  bu ild  a m odem  term inal a t a cost o f between three and fbur 

m illio n  dollars on land given by the two cities.”  Fort W illiam  was 

upset about reports th at the only site being considered was in  Port 

A rthur on land th at Fort W illiam  councillors insisted "was not practical 

for building purposes" and would require extensive dredging as w ell as 

an expensive overpass to  Fort W illiam  Road.”  F ort W illiam

suggested th at the government should investigate land along the 

M ission R iver, as w ell as Island No. 2 . Once again in ter-c ity  riva lry  

was overcoming any feeling o f what was good for the Lakehead as a  

whole.

W ith in  a few weeks it  became clear that the Port A rth u r site was

” D T J. Juty 10, 1958. Also see D TJ. M ay 13, 1958, p . 1, June 
7 , 1958, p. 1, June 17, 1958, pp. 1, 9 , June 26 , 1958, pp. 1, 29, and 
Ju ly  2 , 1958, p. 1 fo r m ore inform ation on the steps taken to  create 
the commission.

” D T J. August 12, 1958, pp. 1, 2 .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



70

going to be chosen. The firm  o f consulting engineers th at the federal 

government had hired said th at the project could be done at that site 

at a "very, very reasonable cost."”  Port W illiam 's objections were dealt 

w ith , particularty th e ir claim s that the Port A rthur site had no bedrock 

near the surface, th at dredging would be required, and that it  would be 

d ifficu lt to  provide access to the site fo r trucks. The consulting 

engineers stated th at the foundation was solid enough and that 

dredging would help reclaim  land so th at P ort A rthur would not be 

required to give up too much o f its  land. T h ty  also pointed out that 

the suggested F o rt W illiam  location was not suitable because o f the 

narrow entrance and that there was T ittle  o r no turnaround area, 

shoals lie  nearby, and it  is not feasible fo r future expansion."”  The 

outcry from  F ort W illiam  had amazed the engineers who were sent to  

investigate the P ort A rthur site, and it  dem onstrated how the inter-city  

rivalry was alive despite ta lk  o f am algam ation.

T h * w q jiam s tree t Dispute

In  early M ay it  became apparent th at another public dispute was

” D TJ, August 23 , 1958, pp. 1, 2.

” lb id .. p . 2 . Fort W illiam  had origlnalty hoped the engineers 
would select a s ite  south o f the in tercity boundary, but frnperial O il 
had bought it  earlie r that year, using its  option on the property.
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going to  place the two C ity Councils on opposing sides, and fu rther 

underm ine the enthusiasm  for amaigamartwg Fort W illiam  and Port 

A rthur experienced at the beginning o f the year. This tim e the 

disagreement was over a b ill for water, sewerage, education, and other 

services provided to  Port Arthur residents on W illiam  Street by Fort 

W illiam .”  The section o f W illiam  Street th at bordered both cities was 

in  the East End, south and east o f the Neebing R iver, and west o f the  

Canadian Pacific Railw ay line. Fort W illiam 's yearty b illin g  was 

regularty protested by Port A rthur. However, in  1958 the escalation o f 

the quarrel would show how d ifficu lt the two cities fbund it  to  resolve 

issues.

Port Arthur's rejection o f the b ill as too high became front page 

news in  early June. Port A rthur wanted the O ntario M unicipal Board 

to arbitrate the m atter, which Fort W illiarn  said it  would agree to as 

long as Port A rthur paid this year's b ilL ”  W hile it  was possible to  

resolve this issue am icably, it  was a potential source o f anim osity, 

particularty when Fort W illiam  C ity Council chose to  pressure Port 

A rthur by resolving th at "if it  is not paid on the date in  October

” D TJ. Mrqr 6 , 1958, p. 1. The cost was $1542 .54 . A rbitration  
was asked fo r in  1957, though nothing was done.

” D TJ. June 10, 1958, p. 1. H  paid sooner than the October 
deadline Port A rthur would receive a discount.
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stipulated we w ill sim ply cut o ff the services."" The Port W illiam  

Council became evasive on th e issue o f am algam ation a t th is  point, 

and the nafly-Tîm a» .lonrnai linked  the W illiam  Street problem  w ith  

the n ^ h tiv e  stance council was tairing on proposals fo r a prelim inary  

sturty’ on am algam ation.”

” D T J. June 10, 1958, p . 1.

” D TJ. May 13, 1958. W illiam  Street had long been a  
controversial issue between th e two cities. Although one side o f the 
street was w ith in  Port A rthur's borders. Port W illiam  supplied water.
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On June 16, Port A rthu r clearly indicated th at it  was not going 

to pay the b ilL  Instead it  was going to  w ait fo r the issue to be settled  

by arb itration . Acting finance chairm an A lbert H inton stated th a t "We 

paid last year under protest, b u t th is year we w ill pay nothing u n til it  

is arbitrated."”

Despite this setback. F o rt W illiam  Council continued to ta lk  

about its  proposal o f a pld>iscite in  December on am al^unation, 

though some alderm en were now expressing doubts. A t an August 11 

m eeting H ubert Badanai stated th a t " If we can't agree on little  

lik e  W illiam  street [sic] how in  Heaven's name can we ever th in k  o f 

som ething as com plex as amalgamation?"*^ An alderm an, perhaps 

referring to Badanai s autom obile businesses, suggested that "it was the 

same as throwing away a new car because o f one bad tire ," and he 

advocated "continued negotiations w ith  the W illiam  street problem  

w hile the public is tested to see i f  am algam ation is desirable."*' In  any 

other year, the W illiam  Street problem  would not have been as 

significant. However, i f  it  continued to grow, the public would also

sewerage, and other services.

*°P T J . June 17, 1958, p . 9 .

* D T J. August 12, 1958, p . 1.

**Ib id .
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b ^ in  to question the ab ility  o f the two cities to atnal^m ate .

The hopes o f those in  favour o f am algam ation were set back yet 

again in  November when Fort W illiam  C ity Council, im patient over 

Port Arthur's refhsal to  pay the W illiam  Street b ill, decided to appty to  

annex the north side o f W illiam  street. Fort W illiam  claim ed th at 

arb itration  had been ruled out by the O ntario M unicipal Board on 

November 6  when it  said it  had no jurisd iction  in  the m atter and 

wanted no part o f it .”  Fort W illiam 's move was backed by a p etition  

by residents o f the street who desired to  be and b illed

directty. Residents o f W illiam  street had reason to  be concerned, 

particu larly when it  was revealed th at Port A rthur collected over two 

thousand dollars in  taxes from  residents o f the north side o f the street 

and was only charged $1 54 2 .5 4  by Fort W illiam .**

Port A rthur C ity Council's reaction to  th is was calm ,

saying they were w aiting fo r an explanation from  the O ntario M unicipal 

Board, even though Fort W illiam  was starting l^ a l proceedings to

” D TJ. November 6 , 1958, p . 1.

**D TJ. November 6 , 1958, p . 1. This report claim ed Port A rthur 
collected $2285.01 in  taxes. The PANG. November 11, 1958 claim ed  
Port A rthur collected $1800.
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collect the m o n ^ .”  A t a m eeting on November 17 Port Arthur's 

council discussed the W illiam  Street issue, deciding th at everything 

was being blown out o f proportion and th at th ^  would defer paying 

the b ilL  M ayor W ishart suggested th at because th is was a sm all 

am ount it  could be th at it  was being played up for p o litical reasons, 

although it  was not clear w hat these were.”  The issue was not going to  

be resolved before the plebiscites took place, and was likety  to have a 

significant im pact on how voters viewed the am algam ation issue.

Fort w nitam  Rmfeses tO Ts^ f In  A  Studv o f AmalgamaHnwi

Some groups, such as the h dercity Deveopm ent Ageuty (ID A ), 

were advocates o f am algam ation o f the two cities. The ID A  was 

established in  1953 by businessmen located in  the In terc ity  area to  

pursue common interests and solve the problems the businessmen 

were feeing.”  One d ifilcu lty  was th at Port A rthur was unable to make 

m iyor road and sewage im provem ents in  the in terc ity  area because it

” D TJ. November 11, 1958, pp. 1, 10. PANC. November 11,
1958.

” D TJ. November 18, 1958, p. 1 .. PANC. November 18, 1958.

” Raffo, The Thunder Ray f  f^aigamartnn Oral Htetorv Ptoiect. 
PR 15, feterview  w ith  Donald McEwen. There were 500 businesses 
located in  the area, according to  McEwen.
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fe lt i t  lacked the tax base necessary fo r such an undertaking.”

Another irrita n t was the in a b ility  o f the two cities to  coordinate th e ir 

tran s it systems to elim inate the long w aits a t the transfer locations in  

the in te rc ity  area.”  The ID A  quickly came to the conclusion that 

am algam ation was the only solution to  these problem s. W hen the 

mayors announced th e ir support fo r a  plebiscite on am algam ation in  

1958 the ID A  would advocate th at a stu<ty be done on the problem s 

and advantages o f am algam ation.

The In te rc ity  Developm ent Association held a m eeting to  discuss 

am algam ation o f Port WlHhun and Port A rthur, inviting  representatives 

from  both cities.”  The m eeting o f business people and m unicipal 

officials revealed th at the two mayors had different ideas about the 

purpose o f the plebiscite a t the end o f the year. Mayor W ishart 

believed ttia t the public had to  be inform ed about the benefits o f 

am algam ation i f  it  was to be approved, and th at a  stu<ty o f the  

potential im pact o f am algam ation on the two cities was needed before

” M orrison, "The b ite rc ity  Developm ent Association And The 
Mafctng o f The C ity o f Thunder Bay", p . 24 .

” Kosity, **Thunder Bay A lte r A Q uarter Centursr”, p . 227 .

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Piles, TBA 2403 , Box 8 , 
Am algam ation - Port W illiam  & Port A rth u r ft Adjacent Areas, 1910- 
1969, M arch 31 , 1958 W .J. Troost, President o f the In te rc ity  
Developm ent Association to  A .H . Evans, Port A rthur C ity C lerk.
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the people voted on the Issue a t the end o f the year. However, Bfityor 

Badanai was now tairfag the stance th at the plebiscite was going to  be 

on the issue o f whether or not they should have the study, and not on 

whether the public wanted am algam ation. He stated that "We must 

have vision and determ ination”, suggesting th at there be a plebiscite by 

each c ity  "to ask people i f  th ^  desired the cities to  Investigate the 

m atter. Later a second plebiscite could be h e d  when people knew a ll 

the fects."*^ The end result o f th e m eeting was th at the In te rc ity  

Deveopm ent Association decided to  ask both c ity  councils "to in v ite  a 

firm  o f experts to  come in  and analyse problems and benefits o f 

amalgamation" and to set aside fonds fo r the study.“'

Port A rthur supported the In te rc ity  Developm ent Association’s 

proposaL Port A rthur C ity Council made it  d e a r a t an A p ril 21  

finance com m ittee meeting th a t they wanted an investigation o f the  

costs and benefits o f am algam ation before the vote in  December. They 

wanted Fort W illiam  to cooperate in  fanding the necessary study.”

The Fort W illiam  n afly  Tim ga.j<w irnal reported th at Mayor W ishart

" D TJ. A p ril 18, 1958, p . 23 .

"'Ib id . Also see M orrison, "The In terc ity  Development 
Association and the M aking o f The C ity o f Thunder Bay”, p. 25 .

” D T J, A p ril 22 , 1958, p . 12.
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said that "the people should be to ld  o f a ll points and the cost o f the 

idea”,"* iwHinating the voters would be better able to  make a decision 

once inform ed about the issue.

Fort W illiam  Council rem ained firm  in  th e ir position that the 

plébiscite result would determ ine i f  a stm ty on am algam ation would be 

necessary. T h ty  did not act on the le tte r from  the b iterc ity  

Developm ent Association that asked fo r a study to  be done. Also, 

w ith in  a  areek, a copy o f the A p ril 28 Port A rthur C ity Council 

resolution was received. The resolution read as follows:

That the C ity C lerk in  co-operation w ith  the Lakehead 
Planning Board be requested to obtain inform ation as 
to the sources, types and costs o f survey, which would 
outline procedure and benefits and costs o f eventual 
am algam ation, or other recommendations, and that the 
C ity o f Port W illiam  be so advised, and be requested to 
co-operate.®"

Fort W illiam  acknowledged receipt o f the le tte r and resolution, but its  

Council referred  the issue to its com m ittee which then

"recommended no action a t that tim e other than it  be presented to

"*lb id .

""CTBA, Fort W illiam  C ity Clerk's Files, TBA 993, No. 109, A pril 
29, 1958, A .H . Evans, Port A rthur C ity C lerk to D .M . M artin , Fort 
W illiam  C ity C lerk.
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them  during the m onth o f August."”

Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur councils were on a collision course, 

casting doubt th at an am algam ation plébiscite would be held. Showing 

ttia t they were not going to  cooperate w ith  the wishes o f Port A rthur, 

Port W illiam  C ity Council passed the follow ing resolution in  August:

THAT on the understanding th at the Council o f the  
Corporation o f the C ity o f Port A rthu r is prepared to  
subm it the question o f the am algam ation o f the two 
é tie s  to  its  éectors as a plébiscite a t the fo rth 
coming M unicipal E lection, the Council o f the Corpora
tio n  o f the C ity  o f Fort W Hliam  is prepared to  take  
sim ilar action.

This in  our opinion should be the desired procedure 
rather than th e expense o f a  survey fo r the establish
m ent o f the benefits and costs o f eventual 
am algam ation.”

Port A rthur responded to  this resolution by confirm ing its  own plan o f 

action and asking th at there be a jo in t m eeting o f the two councils 

"with the thought th at a policy acceptable to  both Councils may be 

deéded upon after jo in t deliberations."”  However, Fort W illiam

” lb id .. L etter firom D M . M artin  to  A .H . Evans, June 5 , 1958. 
Also see CTBA, Series 1, TBA 53, Fort W illiam  Council M inutes, p . 472  
(A pril 22 , 1958) and p. 478 (May 13. 1958).

” lb id .. L etter firom D M . M artin  to  A .H . Evans, August 13, 1958.

“ Ib id .. L etter firom A .H . Evans to  D M . M artin , September 8 ,
1958.
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rem ained firm  in  its position and asked the C ity S o licitor to prepare 

the necessary by-law so that a  plébiscite on the issue o f am algam ation 

o f P ort A rthu r and Port W illiam  could take place.”  This issue may or 

m ay not have had a d irect im pact on the plébiscite in  Decem her, but it  

was another exam ple o f how th e  relationship between th e two councils 

was delicate. They could be cooperative when needed, b u t they were 

often fo il o f d istrust and suspicion.

The débate b ^ m  to  heat up during the fid l o f 1958. Fort 

W illiam  had ignored Port A rthur's desire finr a stuity o f the costs and 

benefits o f am algam ation and pushed for a plébiscite on the question 

to see i f  there was support fo r such a measure before com m itting any 

m o n ^  to  a stutty.”  On October 14, Fort W illiam  C ity Council passed a 

resolution instructing the C ity S o lié to r to  prepare a by-law so that a 

vote on am algam ation could be h é d  during the m u n iépal éectio n  In  

Decem ber. W ith  no indication th at Port A rthur was going to  have a 

plébiscite, some Fort W illiam  citizens believed th at Fort W illiam  was 

providing the leadership for am algam ation. The editor o f Fort 

W illiam 's Tbafly Tiineau.T<wirnai was w orried that, i f  the plebiscite was

” CTBA, Series 1, TBA 5 3 , Fort W illiam  C ity Council M inutes, 
October 14, 1958, p. 525.

” CTBA, Series 1, TBA 5 3 , Fort W illiam  C ity Council M inutes, 
October 14, 1958, p. 525.
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snccessfinl, then Fort W flliam  would have to sue Port A rthur for 

unification."^ Rather than discussing amalgamation, the ed itor boldly  

suggested th at the plébiscite should be on the annexation o f Port 

A rthur! The superiority Fort W illiam  fé t  in  relation to its  sister é ty  

was expressed succinctly in  the ed itoria l when the editor commented 

on Fort W illiam 's larger population, its  lower taxes and how Port 

A rth u r would have to conq>lete a "great amount o f public works."”

The editor o f Port A rthur’s daity newspaper, the News-Chronicle. 

also found the situation w orthy o f comment. The ed itorial, reprinted  

in  Fort W illiam 's newspaper, commented on how Fort W illiam  

trad ition ally  had seen Port A rthur as a poor relative and opposed 

am algam ation "because o f Port Arthur's higher tax rate and heavy 

debenture débt."”  The a rtié e  went on to argue th at Fort W illiam  was

" D TJ, October 18, 1958, p . 4 .

” lb id . Also see D T J. October 28, 1958. The newspapers made a 
big deal o f population figures fo r the two é ties . Fort W Hliam , which  
had the lead since the tu rn  o f the century led by 525 people in  1958. 
F ort W illiam 's population was 4 2 , 210 to  Port Arthur's 41 , 685 . 
b iéd en ta lty . Port A rthur’s increase was larger th at year, 2 ,0 64  to Fort 
W illiam 's 1,446. See Appendix A.

” D TJ. October 25 , 1958, p. 4 . The amount o f property tax  
collected per capita was higher in  Port A rthur than Fort W Hliam , but 
not significantly. The débenture débt per capita varied firom year to  
year during the 1950s. In  th is case. Port Arthur’s per capita debenture 
debt was lower than F ort W illiam ’s in  some years. See Appendices C,
D  and B.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



82

pushing the issue o f am algam ation because o f Port Arthur's rising  

fortunes and economic boom th at would soon see Port Arthur's 

population surpassing Port W illiam 's. The ed ito r then went on to  

suggest th at maybe Port A rthur should be cautious about proceeding 

w ith  am algam ation.

W ith  suspiéons growing daity. the O ctober 29 issue o f Port 

W illiam 's n a fly  did farth er damage to  the issue o f

am algam ation. This tim e it  was a front page story on the possibility o f 

Port A rthur annexing Fort W Hliam , som ething the paper reported was 

attem pted in  1907.”  The story was a result o f the cancellation o f a  

Port A rthur CouncH meeting because o f a lack o f quorum. This 

m eeting was necessary to start the process o f passing the required by

law  for a plébiscite on amalgam ation, something Fort W Hliam C ity  

CouncH had done the same night. There w ere suspiéons that if  Fort 

W Hliam  étizen s finroured am algam ation a t th e ir p lébiséte Port A rthur 

would teU the Ontario B funiépal Board that "Port W illiam  wants to jo in  

us so we are going to annex and m ake them  happy."”  As a result o f 

Port Arthur's lack o f action on the plebiscite, the n u jo rity  o f Fort

” D T J. October 29, 1958, p . 1.

“ Ib id . Also see CTBA, Series 1, TBA 5 3 , Fort W illiam  C ity  
CouncH M inutes, October 28 , 1958, Passage o f By-law No. 85  - 1958.
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W illiam  alderm en deéded to  pnblicty oppose am algam ation and, 

instead, were now fevonring a  m etropolitan system  o f governm ent, 

possibly including Neebing and Sbnniah.”  W hile Fort W illiam  saw tbis  

situation as serions, th e ir counterparts in  Port A rthu r found the  

con troversy humorous and silty .”

Port A rthur C ity  Council put to  rest any worries about th is  

particu lar annexation scheme in  eaity November. A t a November 3  

m eeting it  voted in  fitvour o f the p léb iséte question "Are you in  fevor 

o f am algam ation o f the c ity  o f Port A rthur and the é ty  o f Fort W illiam  

as one éty?"”  The vote was éose, w ith  six in  fevour and four 

opposed. Those opposed fe lt th at a stucty should have been done so 

th at the public co éd  m ake an inform ed deciéon. However, since Fort 

W illiam  was going ahead w ith  a p léb iséte, the m ajority o f Port Arthur's 

council fe lt they should hold one as welL

The P léb iséte and Its  Results

The proponents o f am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur

” D TJ. October 29 , 1958, p. 1. Thqr hoped th is w o é d  save 
some money and end duplication.

” D TJ. October 30 , 1958, pp. 1, 3 .

“ D TJ. November 4 , 1958, p. 3 . Port A rthur N ew s-C hroéée  
(hereafter PANC1. November 4 . 1958, p. 1.
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faced the d ifficu lty  o f showing th at am algam ation would benefit

citizens o f both é tie s  w ithout having had a comprehensive study done.

One é tize n  o f F o rt W illiam  w rote to the ed itor o f Fort W illiam ’s

Tim g«.Jnnm al h ist p rio r to  the p léb iséte , stating th at m any people did

not see how am al^unation w o éd  benefit them :

The w riter has spent the greater part o f his life  here and 
has many friends in  Port A rthur and they agree w ith  h im  
that first m ore inform ation is needed to  arrive a t an 
in telligent vote and also th at we can get farther going éong  
w ith  friendly riv a lry  than in te rn é  strife .”

The le tte r w riter then goes on to  state how Port A rthu r is «Mfterewt than 

F ort W illiam  in  th a t "Port A rthur s till wants governm ent to do 

everything and F o rt W illiam  works fo r and provides w hat it  wants", 

and how Port A rthur’s taxes are higher and how it  has n ^ e c te d  its  

streets and sidewalks. W ith o é  an independent, comprehensive study, 

m any people in  F o rt W illiam  and Port A rthur w o éd  continue to believe 

these and other unverified  impressions o f each other’s é ty .”

Fort W illiam  voters w ent to  the polls on Decem ber 1, voting on 

three issues. These inéud ed  the extension o f the m u é é p é  franchise

” D TJ. November 26 , 1958, p. 4 .

” Black, Thunder «ay Amaigamarinn P ré  H la to iy  Project. DB-15, 
In terview  w ith  Bdgnr Laprade, Ju ty 28 , 1994. Edgar Laprade, a Port 
A rthur alderm an, recalled how his w ife é d  not lik e  the idea o f 
am algam ating w ith  Fort W illiam  ju s t before it  occurred in  1970.
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to  a ll residents twenty-one and over, the building o f a chronic care 

hospital, and am algam ation. Two out o f the three plebiscites received 

affirm ation firom the electorate, w ith  am al^unation being sonndty 

rejected by a vote o f4 2 0 9  tot and 6827 against.̂ ^ This resu lt made 

the Port A rthur plebiscite redundant, as it  was to be held one week 

la ter. There would not even be a  studÿ done on am algam ation now. 

Despite the negative vote In  Port W Hliam , Port A rthur é tize n s  voted 

n a rro é y  in  favour o f am algam ation, 5468 to 5331.”  Although Fort 

W Hliam s M ayor Badanai - who d id  not run in  the m un iépal éectio n  

because he was now a M em ber o f Parliam ent - insisted the issue was 

"not dead," it  was apparent th a t nothing was going to happen very 

soon.”

Conclusion

Cooperation be tween  Port W illiam  and Port A rthur was short

lived throughout 1958. W hfle th ^  ffid  work together to  form  the

” D TJ. December 2 , 1958, p . 1. PANC. December 2 , 1958, p . 1.

” D TJ. December 9 , 1958, p. 1. PANC. December 9 , 1958, p. 2. 
CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's FHes, C ity o f Port A rthur Com m ittee o f 
the W hole, January 12, 1959, Resolution 21-336. The m atter was ffled  
at th is m eeting.

” D TJ. December 9 , 1958, p. 1.
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Lakehead Planning Board, th e ir com petitive sp irit and Jealousy came 

to the forefront over issues such as the p u b lié ty  Port W Hliam  received 

in  a Toronto weekty and the proposed location o f new harbour 

fimcHities. Brewing fo r a num ber o f years, the biggest dispute was over 

the payment o f taxes coUected from  W Hliam  Street residents by Port 

A rthur that was owed to  Fort W Hliam  fo r the services it  supplied. The 

in ab ility  o f the two é tie s  to  settle th is problem , and the pub lic ity  Port 

A rthur received over th is  issue, would not have le ft a favourable 

impression on Fort W illiam  citizens.

Many Fort W illiam  é tizen s  and politicians were c ritic a l o f Port 

Arthur's motives for w anting am algam ation. Before Port A rthur 

com m itted to a p léb iséte  on am algam ation. Port W illiam  é tizen s  

feared that th e ir é ty  w o éd  be i f  th ^  voted in  fmvour o f

amalgam ation w ith  P ort A rthur. This idea was reinforced by Port 

Arthur's alleged previous attem pts a t annexation such as th e supposed 

attem pt in  1907. O thers suggested reasons why Port A rthur w oéd  

w ant amalgamation, such as its  H nanéal étuation; Port W Hliam  was 

éways quick to point out it  had lower taxes and th at its  population  

was larger. W hfle Port A rthur acknowledged its  fln an éal
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shortcoming», it  resented F o rt W illiam 's feeling o f superiority.”

W hile a ll these points m ay be reasons why am algam ation was 

rejected by Port W illiam  voters, the biggest problem  was the difference 

o f opinion on exactly w hat th e  plebiscite on am algam ation was about. 

Port W illiam 's position was th a t i t  was a vote on whether to  have a  

stncty done on the benefits and costs o f am algam ation w ith  Port 

A rthur. However, Port A rth u r wanted a study done before any 

plebiscite was held so th a t voters would be able to  "vote inteUigentty."”  

This difference o f opinion alm ost led  to  only Fort W illiam  having a  

plebiscite, but pressure from  the Departm ent o f M u n iép al A fih irs  

allegedly changed Port A rthur's position so that they too h é d  a  

plebiscite.”

These controversies led  to  confusion and suspicion, ensuring 

th a t the euphoria after the mayors' inauguré speeches was short-lived. 

I t  was not é e a r w h é  the éecto ra te  was voting on and a ll the Port 

W illiam  éderm en, despite declaring support fb r am al^unation in  

January, voiced th eir opposition to  it  before the p léb iséte. Further

*D T J. January 21 , 19 58 , p . 1. The paper gave coverage o f 
Alderm an Anten's criticism  o f P ort A rthu r finances. Alderm an A nten  
was the chairm an of the finance com m ittee o f Port A rthur C ity Council.

” PANC. November 19 , 1958, p . 4 . 

” PANC. November 6 , 1958 , p . 4 .
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damaging any hopes o f am algam ation was the lack o f support firom the  

local newspapers. Th# F nrt W ilHam  nahv it»

opposition to am al^unation on Novemher 26 w hile the Port A rthur 

newspaper was critica l o f the P ort A rthur C ity Council's reversal o f 

position and decision to  have a plébiscite before any studty was done.”  

P ort Arthur's daily paper even questioned how am algam ation could be 

considered when the W illiam  Street issue other m inor problems

could not be resolved.”  The fid inre o f the plébiscite was not 

surprising, because there was a  lack o f leadership firom the proponents 

o f am al^unation, the p lébiscite question was not é e a r, and no 

conqbrehensive stutty had been done fndtraHng the benefits and costs.

” D TJ. November 26 , 1958, p. 4; PANC. November 6 , 1958, p. 
4 , November 19, 1958, p . 4 , November 27 , 1958, p . 4 .

” PANC. November 12, 1958, p. 4 .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Chapter 4

The Problem  o f Urban Growth at the Lakehead

In  the early 1960s Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur were feeing 

problem s th at were sim ilar to those confronting other m unicipalities in  

O ntario. They were experiencing a  spillover o f th e ir population into  

the surrounding area because o f the lim ited  residential space in  the 

cities and the low er property taxes in  the suburban fringe. Port A rthur 

was particularty concerned w ith  the uncontrolled growth in  

neighbouring M cIntyre Township, é d c h  was part o f the M u n iép ality  

of Shuniah. However, Port A rth u r d id  not fe é  it  could armez this  

te rrito ry  on Shuniah’s term s w ithout adverséy affecting its  property 

taxes.

Property taxes had been rap id ly  increasing in  O ntario to meet 

the demands on local governm ent. Whereas local governments had 

been prim arily concerned w ith  the delivery o f rssential services prior 

to W orld W ar n , they feced new considerations in  the post w ar period. 

These new responsibilities were p rim arily  in  the area o f social services, 

but the m odernization o f essential services had also strained local

89
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budgets/ The property owners feced increases in  th e ir property taxes, 

and the provincial government’s m u n iép a l grants increased 

dram atically.' Consequently, the suburban fringe around the m ajor 

é tie s  grew rapid ly as people moved in to  areas w ith  less expensive 

accommodations which were close enough to the é ty  th at they could 

enjoy its  am enities.

W hen it  became apparent th at his é ty  alone co éd  a lfo é  to  

annex M cIntyre, Port A rthur’s Mayor, S a é  Laskin, deéded to pursue 

the idea o f a  comprehensive review o f lo c é  governm ent a t the 

Lakehead. In  1958, during the débate about amaigamattug Fort 

W illiam  and Port A rthur, some individuals had broached the idea o f 

creating a m etropolitan government th at w o éd  in éu d e surrounding

*The In stitu te  o f Local Governm ent, TTrhaw Population Growth 
and M n «jép a| Orgaiiiaa«n»^. pp. xl-xiv; AlSO see A .K . McDougall, .John 
P. Robarts! U fe  a«d gnvnrnmant  (Torouto: U niversity o f Toronto 
Press, 1986), pp. 209-210. The m odernization o f policing and 
education are ju s t two examples o f increased costs due to rising  
standards and expectations. Teachers and police were required to  be 
m ore highly trained than ever before. W ith  an increase in  the 
education required fo r these jobs came a  demand fo r higher wages.

'Fédm an, "Provincfel M u é é p é  Relations in  O ntario: An 
Exam ination o f Séected Aspects", p. 259 . Fédm an states that 
M u é é p é  U n co n étion é Grants increased five fold from  1953 to 1961, 
and from  1967 to  1972 it  doubled its  payments.
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m u n iép alities  as w ell as Fort W illiam  and Port Arthur." Proponents 

signed th a t such a proposal was possible because it  had been done in  a 

m inor way by the form ation o f the Lakehead Planning Board, which 

was responsible fo r the fotnre developm ent o f Port A rthur, Fort 

W Hliam , and the M unicipalities o f Shuniah, Neébing and Paipoonge. 

Growth in  the surrounding m unicipalities and the am ount o f

space available fo r growth in  the cities had made it  necessary fo r the 

local governm ents to cooperate in  a search for solutions to area-wide 

problem s.

In  O ctober 1964, M ayor Laskin attem pted to convince the 

provincial governm ent to assist in  fanding the review and appointing a  

com m issioner. He was not successfal u n tfl he was able to get the  

support o f the M ayor o f Port W illiam  and the Reeves o f Shuniah, 

Neebing and Paipoonge. The newty-form ed Lakehead Chamber o f 

Commerce and the Port W Hliam  P ort A rthur and D istrict Labour 

CouncH also endorsed the proposal fo r a review  o f local government a t 

the Lakehead. This request came a t a tim e when the Ontario  

governm ent was considering a series o f local government reviews in  

areas such as Niagara, W aterloo, Peel H alton, and HamHton-

"PANC. November 15, 1958, p. 3 . Also see editorial in  PANC. 
November 19, 1958, p . 4.
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W entworth.* I t  had become i^»paient th at the existing local 

government stm ctnres were insufficient to meet the demands being 

placed upon them  due to  the rapid  urbanization and suburbanization 

o f the post W orld W ar n  era. A t the end o f September, 1965 the 

provincial governm ent was convinced that there was enough local 

support a t the Lakehead tor a review, and they «^pointed a 

commissioner.”

Local Leadership

Saul Laskin was th e local politic ian  who provided the strong 

leadership required to  get a ll o f the Lakehead*s mayors reeves to 

agree to support a proposal Ib r a local government review. A Port 

A rthur alderm an from  1959 to 1960, he became Port A rthur’s mayor in  

1962. H is leadership ab ilities  were reflected in  the tnawiwî  in  which 

Port A rthur Council operated and the praise he received from  those 

who worked w ith  h im .” George Lovehuty, a Port A rthur councillor.

*Niagara Region Review Commission, Report and 
RcCOmmm«HaHm«a (19 89 ), p . 20 .

"Ontario Archives, RG 4 , Series 4 -02, Box 277, F ile  7 , M unicipal 
A fh irs , Lakehead M unicipalities Proposed Union o f 1965.

"Raflb, Th# ThniMfgy» Am algatnatioii Qraj Hiato rv ProiecL PR 
7, Interview  w ith  George Lovela^y, 4  August 1994; PR 5  Interview  w ith  
D a r^  McKeough, 26  Ju ly  1994. Lovehuty^ sras a Port A rthur alderman
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commented in  an in terview in  1994 on how the Port A rthur Council 

acted as a team  under Laskin’s leadership. The issues were often  

settled in  com m ittee meetings and there was little  "grand standing" 

during council m eetin g i.' This contrasted w ith Fort W illiam ’s 

turbulent council m eetin g , vdiich were often very p o litically oriented  

and raucous.

Mayor Laskin was also a successful businessman who owned a 

furn iture store in  Port A rthur. He thought o f the com m unity

as a single u n it and was concerned about local planning and 

duplication o f m unicipal services.” As a businessman he was also a 

member o f the Port A rthur Board o f Trade (also referred to as the Port 

A rthur Chamber o f Commerce). He enthosiasticalty supported the  

am algam ation o f the Port A rthur and Fort W illiam  Chambers o f 

Commerce and advocated the am algam ation o f the two Lakehead 

cities.”

and Dany^ McKeough was the M inister o f M unicipal Aftkirs during  
am algam ation. Both men said that M ayor Laskin was strong leader.

^IbicL

"Tarzab, The Thund#f Ray A«ia1gamaHn« Oral History Proiect. 
CY-11, Interview  o f Saul Laskin.

”Tarzab, The Thunder Bay AmstgamaHnu O ral H istm v Proiect. 
CT>28, Interview  o f V icto r (V.B.) Cook, 19 August 1994. Cook was the 
President o f the ^ r t  A rthur Board o f Trade in  1964 and subsequently
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The Port A rthur and Fort W illiam  Chambers o f Commerce were 

o ffic ia lly  am al^m ated in  January 1965. The two Chambers had 

worked closely b le th e r, particu larly on prom oting tourism  fo r the two 

cities.^” The actual vote to  am algamate the two Chambers o f 

Commerce occurred on Septem ber 16, 1964. The vote was neariÿ 

unanimous as the business leaders expressed th e ir desire to  end the 

“cut-throat” com petition between the two cities.̂ ^ This amalgamated 

organization was named the W kehead Chamber o f Commerce.

In  his inaugural address to the Lakehead Chamber o f Commerce, 

newly-elected Cham ber President, R .K . Andras, made it  d ea r th at th e ir 

organization fh llÿ  supported a^y movement towards a single d ty  a t the 

Lakehead." Andras argued that

A single authority w ill do much to elim inate the
frustrations and delay o f decisions - resulting from  the

a member o f the Lakehead Cham ber o f Commerce.

"Tbid.

"O ntario  Archives, RG 4 , Series 4-02 , Box 277 , F ile  7 , M u n idp al 
Affidrs, Lakehead M unicipalities Proposed Union o f 1965, "Rem arks o f 
the President gLK . Andras) To The Inaugural General M eeting O f The 
Lakehead Chamber o f Commerce January 21, 1965", p. 2 . V .B . Cook 
states th at there were only three votes against unification o f the  
Chambers o f Commerce in  Tarzab, The Thnndmr Bay Amaigawiatina 
O ral H istory Proiect. C Y-28, frrterview  o f V ictor (V.B.) Cook, 19 August 
1994.

12Ib id .. p. 8 .
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differences, views and interpretations on M unicipal 
m atters - such as zoning, licensing, adm inistration, public 
transportation, industrial developm ent - etc. etc. - th at 
accompany the present confusion o f five equal, separate 
but duplicated d v ie  adm inistrations. ”

Andras also argued th at the q uality  o f m unidpal services would 

im prove under a single local governm ent because there would be no 

duplication o f services. This would result in  better effidendes and 

m ore value fo r the taxes th at w ere spent. Periiaps most im portant to  

the Chamber o f Commerce members, Andras told his audience o f 

businessmen, a single Lakehead d ty  would give them  an advantage “in  

increasing existing trade and commerce, and attracting new industry 

and investm ent.""

Labour representatives also supported any movement towards 

the creation o f a  single l#akehead d ty . The Port W illiam -Port A rthur 

and D istric t Labour Council had been created in  1 9 5 7 ."  Previously,

" Ib id .. p . 9 .

" Ib id .. p . 10. Andras m aintained th at a d ty  w ith  a population o f 
100,000 would attract m ore investm ent than “one, two -o r even ten  
separated d ties  o f45 ,00 0 . [emphasis Is Andras’s]

"O ntario  Archives, RG 4 , Series 4 -02, Box 277, F ile  7 , M unidpal 
A ffeirs, Lakehead M u nidpalities Proposed Union o f 1965, "Resolution 
Adopted A t The November M eeting o f the Fort W illiam -Port A rthur and 
D is tric t Labour Council".
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there had been three Labour Councils a t the Lakehead. They united  

because th ty  viewed the Lakehead as "a single economic and social 

com m unity". "  Also, labour was concerned about some problems in  

the local economy, particularly seasonal unemployment resulting from  

the increasing reliance on resource extrac tion. This type o f work 

tended to be seasonal in  nature, and the problem  became more visible 

because o f the increasing lack o f d iversity in  the local econom y." L ike  

the Lakehead Chamber o f Commerce, the Labour Council wanted the 

Lakehead’s economy to continue to expand diversity.

Mwtilf>ipa l Probl*m a at Lakehead

On January 27 . 1965, Fort W illiam  residents ikced a b#adH«# in  

The D aflv which stated "City Faces Acute Shortage o f

Land." ” The onty area le ft fb r Fort W illiam  to ^*pawH was along 

Highway 61, north o f the Nedbing R iver, and into Ned>ing along Arthur 

Street. However, Ned>ing council was on record that it  would reject 

arty Fort W illiam  attem pts to a««#T p art o r a ll o f its property. This ran

" Ib id .

"F.W .P . Jones and J  R . N ininger, A  Survey n f Changing 
Em ploym ent Patterns a t the Lakehead C ities o f Port A rthur and Fort 
wflUawi (London, O ntario: University o f W estern O ntario, 1964), p . iiL

" D TJ. Jarm ary 27, 1965, p .l.
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counter to  Fort WOliam's stated desire to study the possibility o f Fort 

W illiam  awiaigam atiiig w ith Neebing before any consideration o f 

am algam ation w ith  Port A rth u r." Mayor B .H . Reed fe lt that Port 

A rthur and Fort W illiam  had nothing to  offer each other, particularly in  

term s o f u tilitie s . Neebing, on the other hand, wanted w ater service 

from  Fort W illiam .”” However, getting an agreement on rates was 

d ifficu lt, w ith  Ned>ing seeking arbitration  because o f the proposed 

cost.”  ̂ Annexation o f Ned>ing would resolve th is problem , increase 

Fort W illiam ’s tax base, and provide room fb r fbture residential 

growth.

The future scarcity o f land in  Port A rthur and Fort W illiam , 

particularly residential land, was a reason fbr including Shuniah, 

Paipoonge, and Nedring in  a local government review. Although there  

was sufficient land in  the two cities fo r fu ture industrial use, it  was 

projected in  the Urban Renewal Study th at they would require an 

additional 1300 acres for residential purposes by 1981.”” Even i f  Port

" Ib id .. p. 11.

””See D TJ. January 15, 1965, p . 1, and January 26, 1965, p .l.

” D TJ. February 3 , 1965, p. 1.

””D TJ. A p ril 7 , 1965, p. 4 . See The Lakehead Renewal Study, p . 
11. A ll five Lakehead m unicipalities participated in  th is study. This 
stucty the housing situation a t the Lakehead.
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A rthu r and Fort W illiam  were to  am algam ate, the population would 

sp ill over in to  the surrounding m unicipalities. I t  was alreaity being 

argued th at the slower population growth in  Port A rthur and Fort 

W illiam  in  1965 was the result o f increases in  Neebing, O liver and 

Shuniah townships.”” This p artly  explained why em ployment  totals  

were the highest ever, despite a modest growth in  population.

W hile F ort W illiam 's m ayor rejected am algam ation o f Port A rthur 

and F ort W illiam , there was ta lk  o f amaigamartug some services to  

im prove efficiencies and reduce costs. One area considered by the two 

cities was th e ir transit systems. I t  was believed th at if  the systems 

were jo ined  there would be a  reduction in  the m ounting deficits o f both  

tystem s.”* L ater in  the year, a consultant reported that there were no 

glaring inefficiencies in  the two systems' operation and management, 

and th at the two could operate as cheaply and efficientty as one.””

W hat was not addressed was the incom patib ility o f the two systems, 

particu larly  the transfer o f passengers a t the in terc ity  area.

Another area where savings were proposed was in  the

””D T J. November 2 , 1965, p . 4 . See Appendix B fbr the 
population levels o f Shuniah’s townships, M cIntyre, McTavish, and 
McGregor, and fbr Nedbing and Paipoonge.

3*D T J. February 27 , 1965, p . 1. 

””D T J. August 7, 1965, p . 1.
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conatm ction o f a  central board o f education building. Alderm an 

Hennessy suggested this in  M arch, 1965 because the Fort W illiam  

Board o f Education was proposing to build  a new board o f education 

adm inistrative b u ild in g ." The suggestion was im m ediately questioned 

on the grounds o f legality and w hether it  would result in  any savings." 

The F o rt W illiam  School Board rejected Alderm an Hennessy's proposal, 

arguing th at it  would not be feasible u n til there was po litical union o f 

the two cities.”  Also, la te r th a t spring. Port Arthur's public and 

separate boards and Fort W illiam 's separate board stated they did not 

need additional adm inistration office space, but a Jointly operated 

educational complex was not ru led out fo r the future.”

The McIntyre Problem

Port A rthur Council’s decision to request provincial assistance in  

conducting a rev iew o f local governm ent a t the Lakehead was d irectly  

influenced by its  in ab ility  to agree w ith  neighbouring Shuniah on how  

much o f that m unicipality should be annexed to Port A rthur. Both

” D T J. M arch 9 , 1965. p. 8 .

"D T J . M arch I I ,  1965, p . 4 .

” lbi<L M arch 16, 1965, p . 1 and PANC. March 16. 1965, p . 1. 

””D T J. May 13, 1965, p. 3 .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



lOO

Councils were concerned about uncontrolled urban growth in  M cIntyre 

Township, b u t Port A rthur argned i t  could not afford to annex a ll o f 

M chityre and Shuniah refused to allow  a ry  portion o f the Township o f 

McGregor to be annexed to  Port A rthur. By 1964, it  became apparent 

th at th is problem  would have to be resolved using a different process.

Port A rthur’s active concern over Shuniah dated back to 1960, 

when Port Arthur's Property Com m ittee decided to  broach the subject 

o f annexation o f portions o f the m unicipality in  a le tte r to L.R . 

Cummings, Deputy M in ister o f M unicipal A ffeirs. Port A rthur wanted 

his opinion on w hether there would be justification  for such a move, 

suggesting th at they thought th ty  would "have sufficient evidence on 

th is point in  a very short tim e."”” Although the specifics are not 

m entioned, the response o f the deputy m faiater was th at they should 

base th e ir case on providing "services fo r the im m ediate good o f the 

inhabitants o f the area” and work towards providing “some longer 

range proposal".”  ̂ This was the most common reason for annexation o f

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity C lerk s Files, TEA 2255, Box # 2 , 
Annexation - Part o f M unicipality o f Shuniah by C ity, VoL l/C F /1960, 
Ju ly 18, 1960, C ity C lerk to  M r. L .R . Cummings, Deputy M faiater o f 
M unicipal A ffeirs, w ritten  on instructions o f Property Committee at 
m eeting held 11th  Ju ly  1960.

” Ib id .. Sept. 19, 1960, M r. Douglas V . G ad iei to M r. A rthur H . 
Evans, C ity C lerk. This le tte r was stamped "confidential".
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a borderin g m unicipality taW ng place, particu larly when there was a 

demand for services th at the town or township could not afford to  

provide. Evans saw the m erit in  Cummings concern th at Port A rthur 

m ight need to  persuade the citizens o f the area th at th is was the best 

solution. This m eant th at planners would have to  study the problem  

and subm it a report.

During January o f the next year the M unicipality o f Shuniah 

passed a  by-law w hich would annex p art o f Shuniah to Port A rthur a id  

Fort W illiam . The lty>law read as follows

That the C lerk is hereby authorized and directed to  
m ake a p ^ c a tio n  to  the M iniatgr o f M unicipal Affeirs 
for the annexation by the C ities o f Port A rthu r and 
Fort W illiam  o f that part o f the Township o f M cIntyre 
which lies to  the east o f the west boundary o f the  
M apleward Road, and bounded on the east by the C ity o f 
Port A rthur and the Township o f McGregor, and bounded 
on the north by the Township o f Gortiam  and W are, and 
bounded on the south by the Township o f Ned>ing and 
the C ity o f Fort W illiam ,

Upon being in form ed o f this development, acting M ityor Edgar Laprade 

instructed the Port A rthur Planning Board to consider the proposal

” lb id .. Jan. 25 , 1961, A.C. Goddard, C lerk, Shuniah to  Mayor, 
Port A rthur.
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and w rite  up a confidential report fo r the C ity ConnciL”

The report follow ed quickly, outlin ing  the problem s that Shuniah 

faced and some questions Port A rthur should consider before 

proceeding w ith  annexation. The area th at Shuniah wanted Port 

A rthur to  annex was, as the report m aintains, in  desperate financial 

shape. The assessment was m ostly lesidentiaL There was very little  

Industrial and com m ercial assessment, and the area had Htnit#»H 

m unicipal services. However, Port A rth u r Council w ould have to weigh 

these problems a^dnst the need fo r land for Ih tu re residential growth 

and the need to  control developm ent on the city  outskirts.”* Port 

A rthur would have to  decide i f  i t  would be in  th e ir best interests to  

annex M cIntyre.

Port Arthur's M ayor W ilson tried  to  stop developm ent In  Shuniah 

w hile annexation was being considered. H is M arch 15, 1961 le tter to 

the M inister o f M unicipal A ffeirs reveals Port A rthur's concern about 

how Shuniah had evolved:

It  would seem th a t the im plication by Shuniah fo r 
annexation was based upon the desperate financial 
situation as shown by the Comm erdal-hmdustrial to

””n>id.. January 3 0 , 1961, A rthur H . Evans, C ity  C lerk, to T.B . 
McCormack, C ity P lanner.

”*n>id.. n.cL, R eport On By-Law 941 - M unicipality o f Shuniah.

!
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Residential assessment ratios in  M cIntyre Township, 
and by the predicted requirem ents in  school fiudlities. 
This condition has, p e rh ^ » , occurred due to the lack  
o f adequate planning and development controls in  the  
past, and unless some firm  policy is instituted very 
soon, it  could arorsen to  a very large d ^ re e . As a 
result o f the annexation petition, the city, and not 
Shuniah, m ay w d l in h erit the results o f any subsequent 
ill-advised action .^

The Lakehead

fO BTailXIftH

M cIntyre, M cGregor, and M cTavish were Townships which made up the 
M tuddpaUty o f Shuniah._______________________

W ilson also suggested th at speculators had bought land im m ediately 

adjacent to  the d ty , b u t d id  not elaborate on th is concern. The

” lbi<L. M arch 15, 1961, Mayor N.R. W ilson to Hon. W .K . 
W arrender, M in ister o f M u n idp al Afihirs.
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rem ainder o f the le tte r shows th at P ort Arthur's prim ary interest was 

the residential development o f areas adjacent to the city . Although 

Port Arthur's concerns were taken in to  consideration by the 

Departm ent o f M unicipal Afhdrs, M ayor Wilson's suggestions could not 

be acted upon.^

Meanwhile, Port A rthur C ity Council adopted a resolution on 

M arch 13 that set up a firameworfc by which thqr would approach the 

proposed annexation. Council made it  clear th at they had "no 

objections to the principle o f the said annezation, but fina l decision 

m ust be le ft in  abeyance u n til a report has been received firom 

com petent consultants."^ They also advised the O ntario M unicipal 

Board o f th e ir actions and requested that hearing o f the application of 

Shuniah be delayed Ib r a t least six months.

The O ntario M unicipal Board d id  not delay and a prelim inary 

hearing on Shuniah's arm exation proposal was held on May 3 , w ith  J.A . 

Kennedy, firom the Ontario M unicipal Board, chairing the hearing. 

Kennedy clarified  some issues fo r the participants and made some 

suggestions. He wanted to clarity th at it  was Shuniah's decision to

” Ib id .. M arch 23 , 1961, L .R . Gumming, Deputy M inister o f 
M unicipal A flhirs, to Mayor Norm an R . W ilson.

=^Ibid.. M arch 14, 1961. A .H . Evans, C ity C lerk to M r. A.C. 
Goddard, Cleric, M unicipality o f Shuniah.
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rem ove Fort W illiam  firom the pétitio n . H e also hoped th at Fort 

W illiam , Port A rthur, and Shuniah, would agree to a jo in t study, 

stating th at "the Board is aware th at there has been a su^estion  th at a  

fu rth er look m ight be warranted a t the m unicipal set-up in  th is area 

than w hat is disclosed in  th is application."”  Fort W illiam  was w illing  

to w ork w ith  the other two local governm ents concerning the land  

contiguous to its  borders, because they wanted natural boundaries. 

However, Port A rthur disagreed w ith  F o rt W illiam .

In  Port Arthur's submission to  the prelim inary hearing they put 

fb rth  three possible areas o f study. The firs t was that th q r annex "that 

portion o f the M unicipality iriiic h  is reasonabty economical firom the  

C ity  po in t o f view  to  so annex."”  T h e ir second alternative was to  

annex a ll o f Shuniah so th at Port A rthur could control the area. They 

fe lt th a t the area needed proper planning, im plying th at th is was not 

being done a t the tim e, w hich was harm ing Port Arthur's interests.

” CTBA. Port A rthur C ity Clerk's F iles, TBA 2255, Box # 2 , Vol. 
1/C F/1960, Annexation - Part o f M unicip ality  o f Shuniah By C ity, 
"Ontario M unicipal Board Hearing On Arm exation o f Part o f the 
Township o f Mclntyrre, M unicipality o f Shuniah", May 3 , 1961.

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's F iles, TBA 2255, Box # 2 , VoL 
l/C F /1 9 5 6 , Annexation Com m ittee - Reports, "Brief Subm itted To  
O ntario M unicipal Board A t P relim inary Hearing o f Application o f 
M unicipality o f Shuniah That C ity o f P ort A rthur Armex Part o f The 
Township o f Mchatyre", M ay 3 , 1961.
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T h e ir th ird  alternative was “a compromise** be tween th e ir firs t two 

proposals.”  W herein Port A rthu r su^ested the possibility o f a 

m etropolitan council w hich would control planning, w ater, sewer, 

telephone, electric power, education and roads. Port A rthur presented 

a ll o f these alternatives because they did not see Shuniah's annexation 

proposal as feasible or desirable, because it  would be too costly fo r 

P ort A rthur.

Now th at th e ir respective positions were established, Shuniah 

and Port A rthur quickly set up annexation com m ittees which m et on 

M ay 17. A t th is meeting th ^  decided to contact E . Jarre tt o f the 

Toronto consulting firm  G lendinning, Cam pbell, Jarrett and Dever."*^ 

F ort W illiam  decided to w ithdraw  its  application fbr lands in  M cIntyre 

"on the understanding th at an adequate buffbr zone is created to 

protect the northerly boundary o f the C ity o f Fort W illiam ."”  Now the 

annexation issue was to be worked out solely by Port A rthur and 

Shuniah, who agreed to w ork jo in tly  to  resolve the issue.

” Ib id .

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity  Clerk's Files, TBA 2255. Box # 2 , VoL 
l/C F /1 9 6 0 . May 17. 1961, M eeting o f Annexation Committees o f 
M unicipality  o f Shuniah and C ity o f Port A rthur.

” lb id .. M ay 12, 1961. Bernard B lack, F ort W illiam  S olicitor to  
D .V . GadmeL Port A rthur C ity  S o licitor.
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The next hurdle in  the annexation proceedings was to settle on 

vdiat parts o f Shuniah would be part o f the annexation. Shuniah 

objected to Port Arthur's desire to have part o f McGregor included in  

the annexation area.”  Shuniah's Reeve Nelson argued th at Port A rthur 

wanted to include M cIntyre s industrial-com m ercial development areas 

and to  straighten its  border w ith  McGregor, and d id  not want the 

Jumbo Gardens residential area.”  Shuniah was going to  oppose any 

inclusion o f McGregor in  the annexation area.

A t the next com m ittee Shuniah registered its

opposition to the annexation o f any part o f M cG r^ o r Township. T h ^  

also indicated th at the area o f M cIntyre to be included in  the study was 

inadequate.”  Instead, Shuniah argued that i f  Port A rthur was going 

ahead w ith  the boundaries, they would have to  the study

themselves. However, the Shuniah representatives present at the next 

m eeting, on Ju ly 27 , signed a statem ent indicating th q r would 

financially support the study

” PANC. Juty IS , 1961, p. 1. M cG r^ o r bordered Port A rthur 
p artia lly  on the north and m ostly on the east.

” Ib id . Urban b light could be found w ith in  the Jum bo Gardens
area.

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Files, TBA 2255 , Box # 2 , Vol. 
l/C F /1960, Report No. 3  o f 1961 Annexation Com m ittee, Juty  ̂20, 
1961.
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on the understanding that the M unicipality reserves the 
right to  oppose, a t the o ffic ia l hearing before the  
Board, the annexation o f any part o f McGregor Township 
and also to  subm it any other objections w ith  respect to  
the boundaries referred to in  Report No. 2 o f the  
Annexation Com m ittee referred to  herein.”

The consultants could finalty begin th e ir stu<ty, which was not 

available u n til the beginning o f the next year, 1962.

The consultants' report was subm itted to Port A rthur C ity  

Council on Fri>m ary 26 , 1962, fovouring annexation as proposed by 

Port A rthur. I t  reported th at it  would cost Port A rthur $199 ,936 to  

annex the proposed parts o f M cIntyre and McGregor.”  This would 

result in  a slight increase in  the m ill rate for Port A rthur citizens, 1.7 

m ills, and a 2 .1  #nm increase for the annexed part o f M chityre. 

However, M cG r^ o r residents who were annexed would fece a 34 .0  

m ills increase w hile the areas not annexed would fece m iU rate  

increases ranging firom 2 .4  m ills to 2 .9  m ills .”  M cIntyre residents in  

the proposed area o f annexation would also save over one hundred

” Ib id .. Report No. 4  o f 1961 Annexation Com m ittee, Ju ly 27,
1961.

” PANC. February 27, 1962, pp. 1,2 .

” Ib id . The rest o f M cIntyre would have an increase o f 2 .7  m ills, 
McGregor 2 .9  m ills , and McTavish 2 .9  m ills.

I
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dollars a year in  hydro and telephone rates when th ^  became part o f 

Port A rthur. W hile the consultants fevourcd Port Arthur's annexation 

proposal, th qr cautioned against the annexation o f the whole M cIntyre

However, Shuniah's submission to  the Jo in t Annexation 

Com m ittee m eeting on A p ril 5  shows th at th ^  wanted the whole o f the  

Township o f M cIntyre to be annexed.”  T h e ir argum ent was that 

various agencies had determ ined th at Port A rthu r and Fort W illiam  

would run out o f residential land by 1966 and th a t there would be an  

increase o f about 40 00  people per year in  the suburban area. Shuniah 

m aintained th at M cIntyre's population would increase firom 4400 to  35  

000 in  the next fifteen  years and th at Shuniah would not be able to  

afford to service this population w ith  its  lim ited  industrial tax base.

Shuniah stayed firm  in  its  orig inal proposal th at the portion  

lying to the east o f the west lim it o f Mapleward Road be annexed by 

Port A rthur, but Port A rthur Council could not support Shuniah's 

application for annexation o f M cIntyre.”  Having clarified  the

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Piles, TBA 2255 , Box # 2 , Vol. 
l/C F /1960 , Annexation - P art o f M unicipality o f Shuniah by C ity, 
Annexation Submission By The M unicipality o f Shuniah to Jo int 
Annexation Com m ittee, A p ril 5 , 1962.

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity  Clerk's F iles, TBA 2256 , Box 3, VoL 
2/C F/1962, Annexation - Part o f M unicipality o f Shuniah, October 16,
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boundary o f the proposed annexation. Port A rthur Council approved a 

report o f its  annexation com m ittee w hich recommended "That the C ity  

o f Port A rthur oppose the application o f the m unicipality o f Shuniah 

on the basis that it  would create a  u n it th at would require an  

exorbitant levy o f taxes to  m afataiw the urban services The Ontario 

M unicipal Board had not dealt w ith  Shuniah's request th at Port A rthur 

annex part o f M cIntyre by 1964, and the issue would not be resolved 

u n til the creation o f Thunder Bay.”

The d ifficu lty in  resolving th is situation to each m unicipality's  

satisfaction made Port A rthur council consider other options. H any  

Parsons, the D irector o f Planning Ib r the Lakehead Planning Board, 

w rote to M ayor Laskin on August 24 , 1962 stating th at "attendance 

upon an O ntario M unicipal Board b#aH«g would be extrem ety 

dangerous fo r the C ity as the Board m ay make a decision for w ider

1962, V icto r Goods to A .H . Evans.

" Ib id .. Report No. 2 o f 1962 Annexation Com m ittee, November 2  
and 7 , 1962. The report was approved by Port A rthur C ity Council on 
November 13, 1962.

” n>id.. Port A rthur Planning Board M inutes No. 1, January 21, 
1964. Ifey o r Laskin, in  his 1964 Bmaugural Address, states th a t "The 
tim e fo r discussing some form  o f annexation is now, a union [of Port 
A rthur and Shuniah] w in be beneficial to  both m unidpaUties. See 
CTBA, Series 17, TBA 90 , Port A rthur Council M inutes, January 6 , 
1964, p . 27340.
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than the cause fo r the hearing. Parsons argued th at

In  resisting the present proposal the C ity is 
preserving its  economic interests but m ight take advantage 
of the situation  in  order to obtain long term  benefits fo r 
the Region. These benefits can onty arise firom a special 
act o f Parliam ent w hich can set up a  d ifferent form  o f 
government for the Lakehead...

I  recommend th at the Departm ent o f M unicipal 
Affeirs and not the O ntario M unicipal Board be requested 
to m ake, and pay Ib r, a m unicipal boundary stu<ty o f th is  
area in  order to  solve our assessment and grants problems 
and yet recognize that we are a 105, 000  persons 
com m unity in  two m ain residential areas, w ith  two central 
business districts in  two different topographical areas.”

Parsons believed th a t the M in istry o f M unicipal A ffeirs would agree to  

such a proposal. L ike many com m unities in  O ntario, the Lakehead 

cities were b a n n in g  to face problems w hich would not be resolved by 

ju s t am al^m ating  Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur.

The Lakehead MnwicipaHties Request a Local Govemmjwit Wmview 

By October, 1964, Port A rthur Council, led  by Mayor Saul 

Laskin, was activety pursuing a rev iew o f local government a t the 

Lakehead. The Council's request fo r and personnel

” CTBA, Port A rthur C ity Clerk's Files, TBA 2255, Box 2 , VoL 
l/C F /1956 , Letter from  H arry Parsons, D irector o f Planning, Lakehead 
Planning Board, to Mayor S. Laskin, Port A rthur, August 24 , 1962.

” Ib id .
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assistance firom the provincial governm ent for studying annexation o f

part o f Shuniah and for a comprehensive s u rv ^  o f the advantages and

disadvantages o f am algam ation o f Port A rthur and Fort W illiam  was

refiased in  August.”  Although denied assistance for these proposals.

M ayor Laskin decided to ask the O ntario government to

appoint a Commission, having the power to engage a ll 
necessary assistance, to  conduct an inquiry in to  the  
governm ental structure  o f th e Lakehead com m unities; and 
to report on the advantages and disadvantages, economic 
and otherwise, fo r changes in  the existing m unicipal 
boundaries; and/or fo r recommendations on some type o f 
area control over jo in t services and common problem s.”

Laskin argued th at the situation a t the Lakehead was not others

where studies were alreaity taking place, and he cited problem s th at 

affected the relationships between Port A rthur and Shuniah, Port 

A rthur and Fort W illiam , and F ort W illiam  and Ned>ing w hich could 

only be solved by a comprehensive stucty o f the relationships between 

the com m unities.

The provincial government was unw illing to provide assistance 

because the request was not fuHy supported by the other

” CTBA, Series 17, TBA 9 0 , Port A rthur Council M inutes, June 
8 , 1964, p . 27839, Ju ly 13, 1964 , p . 27929, and August 18, 1964, p. 
28007. The Departm ent o f M unicipal Affeirs denied assistance 
because the benefits would alm ost entirely be locaL

“ ib id .. November 9 , 1964, pp. 28199-28201.
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m unicipalities a t the Lakehead. Shuniah refused to endorse it  because 

Port Arthur's objected to  Shuniah’s proposed O fficial P lan, a  

contentious issue fo r several years.”  Neebing was also opposed, 

arguing th at the I.akehead Planning Board should carry out such a  

study.®* Port A rthur's C ity  P lanner, T .B . McCormack, argued th at tw »  

would not be possible w ithout enlarging the staff o f the Lakehead 

Planning Board, som ething th a t the Lakehead Renewal A uthority found 

d ifficu lt to  do on a short-term  basis. The A uthority was only able to  

f ill one o f two positions th at required special training.

Port A rthur's M ayor, Saul T,askin, was not deterred and 

continued to work hard to convince the other m unicipal leaders that 

th is was the best course to take. H e pursued the issue because 

"Cabinet members had indicated th at i f  a ll m unicipalities concerned 

would jo in tly  endorse the p rincip le, the governm ent would 

im m ediately h ire a consultant team  to  handle the study", indicating it  

would be "very wise."”  The cost o f the study was estim ated to be 

$3 0 ,0 00 , o f which the provincial governm ent would be w illin g  to pay

® PANC. November 4 , 1964, p . 1.

“ CTBA, Port A rthu r C ity  C lerk's F iles, T .B . McCorm ack, C ity  
Planner (Port A rthur) to  L illia n  Derm is, C ity  C lerk, Novem ber 27 ,
1964.

®*PANC. November 4 , 1964 , p .l.
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h a lt On December 8 , 1964, Fort W illiam  officlalty endorsed Port 

Arthur's submission, w hich was also supported by the Lakehead 

Chamber o f Commerce and the Fort W illiam  Port A rthur and D istric t 

Labour Conncfl.”  Laskin was fin a lly  able to  get support firom a ll 

Lakehead m unicipalities a t a  Frirruary 3 , 1965 meeting o f the mayors 

and reeves o f the five municipalities.**^

The provincial government's proposal to create Regional 

Governments reinforced the b e lie f th a t changes in  local government 

were needed, and inevitable, a t the Lakehead. A t the end o f March, 

1965, the Select Com m ittee on M unicipal Law recommended that 

regional governments replace local governments, using e»i«Hiig county 

boundaries, w ith  powers over assessment, taxation, policing, welfisre, 

arteria l roads, public health, hospitals and planning.”  The com m ittee 

argued that regional governments were needed to restore responsibility 

to elected representatives and to  ensure m ore efficient and economic 

adm inistration. Such a system  o f governm ent would reduce 

inequalities in  taxation, reduce com petition fo r industrial and

“ O ntario Archives, RG 4 , Series 4 -0 2 , Box 277, F ile  7 , M unicipal 
Affeirs - Lakehead M unicipalities Proposed Union o f 1965.

**D TJ. February 3 , 1965, p . 1.

83,'D TJ. M arch 31 , 1965, p. 1.
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com m ercial assessment, m ake a u n it o f government which would be 

stronger financially than sm all m unicipalities, and make it  easier to  

fac ilita te  the provision o f m unicipal services. The local response to  

the provincial government's proposals varied. Mayor Laskin approved 

o f the concept, saying that "in the long run  th is is what we are trying to 

suggest fo r our own area-"®® Others opposed it , believing that the 

provincial government was taking over local responsibility and, thus, 

taking away its  powers.

On June 29, 1965, the mayor and reeves o f the five 

m unicipalities agreed to the Ontario government's choice o f 

consultants for the atwrty nf Innal gtiwrnmenfai at tb# T On

Septem ber 28 , 1965, the M inister o f M unicipal Affairs, J.W . Spooner, 

announced the appointm ent o f E ric Hardy as a Special Commissioner 

to conduct a thorough review o f local governm ent at the Lakehead.

The m inister also stated that "the method and procedure o f th is Review  

w ill be s im ilar to  those already undertaken in  the Ottawa, Eastview and 

Carieton Study", as w ell as others underway a t the tim e. This meant 

th at comprehensive research would be undertaken, followed by public 

hearings, then a  report firom the Commissioner. The provincial

®®PANC. A p ril 1, 1965, p . 1. 

®*D T J. Ju ly 5 , 1965, p .3 .
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govenunent would p a j fo r h a lf o f the cost o f the s n rv ^ , w ith  the  

m unicipalities paying the other half. Spooner also indicated that both  

the provincial governm ent and the m unicipalities would «%a#nium the 

results o f the survey and any proposals contained therein.®®

Conclusion

By the early 1960s it  was becoming quite apparent that Fort 

W illiam  and Port A rthur were going to  foce a  shortage o f residential 

land w ith in  th e ir borders. L ike m any other cities in  O ntario, the  

suburban Cringe was growing. A t the Lakehead, most o f the growth 

occurred in  Nedbing Township, which bordered Fort W illiam , and in  

the area o f M cIntyre Township w hich bordered Port A rthur. The tax  

bases o f these townships were quite d ifferent. M cIntyre had very little  

com m ercial and industrial assessment, whereas Neebing had the luxury  

o f a large industrial tax base due to  the location o f the G reat Lakes 

Paper MBL The residents enjojred m any o f the benefits o f the 

am enities o f the c ity  w ithout the associated costs, but the planning o f 

residential expansion in  these com m unities was a concern, particu larly  

in  M cIntyre.

Port A rthur Council struggled w ith  Shuniah’s request th a t Port

®°Ibid.
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A rthur M dn^rre Township. Shunlsh Council insisted th at a ll o f

M cIntyre be annexed by Port A rthur, w hile Port A rthur Council fe lt its  

taxpayers could not afford the property tax increases th a t would result 

i f  th is took place. The annexation process and fid lure to  reach an  

agreem ent led  d irectly  to  Port A rthur’s desire to  have a  comprehensive 

review  o f local government a t the Lakehead.

Those who firvoured amalgam ation o f Port W illiam  and Port 

A rthur began to  th in k  in  larger term s. Labour and business 

o^anixations Ikvoured P ort A rthur Council’s request th a t th e O ntario  

governm ent assist in  funding a local government review. T h e ir 

organizations now reflected th e ir b elie f that the Lakehead was a single 

economic and social u n it. The Lakehead Chamber o f Commerce and 

Fort W flliam -Port A rthu r and D istric t Labour Councils urged Neebing, 

Paipoonge, Shuniah, and Port W illiam  to support Port A rthur Council’s 

request fo r a review o f local government a t the Lakehead. In  Pd>ruaiy, 

1965 Port A rthur’s M ayor, Saul Laskin, finally convinced a ll his 

counterparts in  the other Lakehead comm unities to  support th is  

request.

In itia lly , the O ntario government had been reluctant to help the 

Lakehead com m unities in  a local government review. However, by 

Septem ber 1965, fkced w ith  overwhelming support a t the Lakehead for
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such a 8tn<ty, the o f M unicipal A llU ra announced th e ir

appointm ent o f a review commiaaioner. The Lakehead would be one o f 

m any local government reviews done in  the Province o f O ntario as the 

provincial government attem pted to deal w ith  the growth and cost o f 

m unicipalities and th e ir governments.
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Chapter 5

The Lakehead Local Government Review: 
The Creation o f Thunder Bay

The provincial government appointed E ric Hanty^ in  September, 

1965 as the commissioner o f the Lakehead Local Governm ent Review. 

A t the tim e o f his appointm ent. H ardy was a private consultant in  the 

area o f local government. H is experience in  local government included  

thirteen years as the D irector and Secretary o f the Citixens Research 

Institu te  o f Canada and the Bureau o f M unicipal Research, fourteen  

years as a Special Lecturer on Local Government a t the University o f 

Toronto, and as a tra in er fo r assessors and m unicipal clerks. In  

addition to his appointm ent to lead the Lakehead Local Government 

Review, Hardy was also a member o f the Ontario Com m ittee on 

Taxation. He was a respected researcher  and consultant w ith  

seventeen years o f experience o f working on behalf o f m unicipal and 

provincial governments.^

The term s o f reference for the Lakehead Local Government 

Review were broad. In  his le tte r to the Mayors and Reeves a t the 

Lakehead, the M inister o f M unicipal A ffairs, J.W . Spooner, stated that

O ntario Archives, RG 4 , Series 4-02, Box 277, F ile  7, M unicipal 
Affairs, Lakehead M unicipalities Proposed Union o f 1965.
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E ric Hardy was to  inquire and report upon:

(a) the structure, organization and methods o f operation  
and discharge o f the fiinctions o f the C ities o f Fort W illiam  
and Port A rthur and o f the M unicipalities o f Neriring, 
Paipoonge, and Shuniah and o f the local boards o f a ll the  
said m unicipalities.

Cb) a ll aspects o f the fiinctions and responsibilities o f the  
existing local governm ent institutions w ith in  the area 
embraced by the said m unicipalities and, in  particu lar, 
w ithout lim itin g  the generality o f the foregoing in te r 
m unicipal rria tion s and problems vddch concern o r m ay 
concern any two or m ore o f the m unicipal corporations or 
local boards having ju risd iction  w ith in  the said area.

(c) the relationships o f the said area to  aiyacent areas 
w hether land organized m unicipally as townships, 
organized fiwr school o r road purposes o r unorganized 
territory  w ith in  which land is subject to  the provincial land  
tax ...

(d) the anticipated future development o f the area o r other 
changes therein  which m ay require reorganization or 
revision o f the existing system o f local goverommrt in  the  
area or m ake such reorganization or revision desirable, 
including but not to changes which affect the
rriationsh ip  o f local government w ith in  the Lakehead area 
to local governm ent elsewhere w ith in  the D is tric t o f 
Thunder Bay.

(e) mnj other related m atter affecting the local governm ent 
structure , organization, methods o f operation and 
discharge o f fiinctions w ith in  the designated m unicipalities  
or the atyacent areas.̂

To carry out th is assignment. Hardy would work w ith  local officials to

'Ib id .
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com pfle in fbrm atio ii about the area and hold public h earin g . The 

other local governm ent reviews being undertaken in  Ottawa, Eastview  

and Carieton County, the N ia^ n a R ^ o n , and Peel-Hahon followed a 

sim ilar process '

The Lakehead Local Governm ent Review began its study just 

after the provinciaUy-appointed Select Com m ittee on M unicipal Law  

released its  report, recommending th at a tystem  o f regional 

governments replace local governments. The existing local government 

structures made effective planning d ifficu lt. The cost of local 

governm ent had increased dram atically because m unicipal services 

had expanded to include public health, homes fb r the aged, parks, and 

lib raries .* Services in  other areas, such as policing, fire  protection, 

hospitals and education, had expanded and employed specialized 

professionals. The public demand fbr m ore and better services made 

m unicipal governm ent m ore complex and costly than ever before.® The

'Ib id . The province tem porarily financed the to ta l cost o f the 
review. Upon com pletion the affected m unicipalities would be 
responsible fb r h a lf o f the cost.

*D T J. M arch 3 0 , 1965, p . 22. S .H . B lake, C ity Adm inistrator o f 
Port W illiam  w rote an artic le  explaining th e ’’fiin ctio n  o f a 
m unicipality" in  the n a fly  "Progress Edition".

A t the Lakehead, Fort W illiam ’s residential taxes were increased 
by about seven percent in  1965, from  7 8 .2 5  to  8 4  m ills. See D TJ. 
A p ril 7 , 1965, p. 1. Also Port A rthur’s residential m iU rate increase
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Select Com m ittee on M unicipal Law believed that regional 

governments would enlarge the tax base, reduce com petition fo r 

industry and commerce, make i t  possible for m unicipal governments to  

em ploy experts, and would be beneficial in  dealing w ith  regional 

problems and boundary adjustm ents.'

The Lakehead Local Governm ent Review’s recommendations 

reflected the changing attitude towards local government structures in  

O ntario. In  his fln a l Report. E ric  Hardy would recommend a single 

Lakehead c ity  consisting o f F ort W illiam , Port A rthur, M cIntyre 

Township, and N ediing Tow nship.' He would also recommend an 

upper-tier D is tric t lev d  o f governm ent to look after regional concerns. 

I f  Im plem ented, th is would have created a large tw o-tier regional 

government sim ilar to those being established in  southern O ntario. In  

the event, the O ntario government acted quickly to create a Lakehead

was about 8.5% , from  70 .5  to 7 6 .5  m ills. See D TJ. M arch 23 , 1965, p. 
1. Fort W illiam  increased its  residential m ill rate in  1966 from  8 4  to  
93 .75  m ills, an increase o f about 11.5% . See D TJ. A p ril 13, 1966, p. 
1. I t  is im portant to  note that P ort A rthur and Fort W illiam  property 
assessments differed. One m ill was w orth about $85 ,000  in  Port 
A rthur, w hile it  was worth $6 9 ,6 00  in  Fort W illiam . See D TJ. A p ril 8 , 
1965, p. 4 .

D T J . M arch 31 , 1965, p . 1.

'H ardy, Report and n#mmmm«MwmHafions. p. 89 .
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city, but chose not to im plem ent a d istrict-level o f governm ent.' 

Although some l#akehead citizens opposed the creation o f a single 

Lakehead city , most opposition to the provincial government’s actions 

focused on the lack o f a local p lriiisc ite  on the issue. The Ontario  

government only allowed a plrikiscite on the name o f the new city. At 

the Lakehead, even th is decision was not w ithout controversy. A city  

by the name o f Thunder Bay fin a lly  came in to  existence on January I ,  

1970.

Lakehead Local Government Revi<

E ric H a rty  be^m  his stm ty o f local governm ent at the Lakehead 

at the end o f 1965. He visited local officials and or^m izations to  

become flim iH ar w ith  the local situation. In  M arch o f 1966, Hardy 

released a document title d  "Alternatives fo r Local Governm ent in  the 

Lakehead." In  it, he outlined the purpose o f his study, the possible 

alternatives, and the proposed tim e lin e  fo r the W kehead Local 

Governm ent Review. Commissioner H anty made it  clear he needed 

local input fo r the Review to be useful:

®The districts were being dealt w ith  by another study. See In ter- 
Departm ental Com m ittee on Government a t the D is tric t Level in  
Northern O ntario. Report «««# Toronto: The
Com m ittee, 1969.
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Those who are active in  the Lakehead's aflh irs m nst help to  
disclose th e present and potential problems feeing local 
governm ent and assist in  the determ ination o f w hat are 
acceptable form s o f im provem ent.'

Along w ith  th e collection o f data, there would be public hearings in  

June 1966. when the m unicipalities, organizations and concerned 

citizens could present th e ir views. The final report and 

recommendations would follow , w ith  the en tire process taking  about 

one year.“

The began on June 14, 1966 in  th e D is tric t Court

House in  P ort A rthu r. The firs t submission was given jo in tly  by Port 

A rthur’s local governm ent bodies. Including the C ity  Council, Board o f 

Education, Board o f Parks Management, and the Rom an Catholic 

Separate School Board. In  his covering le tte r to  E ric  Hardy, M ayor 

Saul Laskin stated th a t they jo in tly  recommended

the form ation o f a  large Lakehead city  by th e fu ll 
merger o f P ort A rthur, Fort W illiam  and the urban and 
potentially urban portions o f a ll present suburbs, and 
the consolidation o f the residual portions o f th e

'Ib id .

"PANC. Decem ber 10, 1965, p. 3 . This was th e common 
procedure fu r local governm ent reviews. See Jacek, "Regional 
Government and Developm ent: A dm inistrative E ffic ie n t versus Local 
Dem ocraqr", pp. 152-153.
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suburban m unicipalities w ith  other areas in to  new  
rural m un icipalities."

They fe lt that urban growth would be better dealt w ith  by one unified  

m unicipality rather than th e then "present tystem  o f divided, 

com petitive local jurisdictions." The Board o f Park Management 

recommended that one Lakehead Regional A uthority be established to  

operate Park and Recreation fac ilities and programmes. Irrespective o f 

any changes in  the local governm ent, the separate and public school 

boards wanted larger units o f school adm inistration fo r the Lakehead 

area. The Board o f Education's conclusion argued th at the riva lry  

between Port A rthur and F o rt W illiam  was no longer desirable nor 

advantageous. Rather than being helpful, the board argued th at "there 

is abwwdaw» evidence th at a  parochial approach to  com m unity afihirs is 

detrim ental to the citizenry in  general,** particu larly in  attracting  

industry or dealing w ith  senior governments. "  Instead, the Board 

supported the trend toward  un ity , giving the Lakehead Cham ber o f 

Commerce, and the H arbour Commission as examples o f the

"Lakehead Local Governm ent Review, "Submissions", 1975, 
O riginal submissions. M etropolitan Toronto Reference L ibrary. The 
original submissions were fra u d  in  the M etropolitan Toronto L ibrary, 
M unicipal section. They w ere bound in  book form .

12Ib id .
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establishm ent o f representative bodies.

Support for the creation o f a large lakehead city  also came from  

the Lakehead Social Planning Councfl, Lakehead Chamber o f 

Commerce. Lakehead Execut ive Association, the Fort W illiam -Port 

A rthur &  D istric t Labour Council, and the lakehead Branch 

Com m unity Planning Association o f Canada. These organizations fe lt 

th at the Lakehead would benefit, as they had, from  being united into  

one m unicipal govem ment. T h ^  believed th at a city o f 100,000  

people would better attract industry and investment, could provide 

better and m ore services, and be stronger in  its

n ^ o tia tio n s  w ith  senior governments. I t  would also end the bickering  

th at occurred between the cities and allow  for area w ide planning w ith  

authority to im plem ent such plans. These organizations also argued 

that, since the Lakehead already was a  single economic, social and 

cu ltural u n it, it  should be a single adm inistrative u n it. '

The organizations and associations which had been created on 

an area-wide basis used themselves as examples of how am algam ation 

b etter served the needs o f th e ir constituents. U nity made th e ir

Dakehead Local Govem m ent Review, "Submissions", Lakehead 
Cham ber o f Commerce", pp. 1- 4 , 8 ; "Lakehead Social Planning  
Council", pp. 6-7; "Fort W flUam -Port A rthu r &  D istrict Labour Council", 
pp. 1-3.
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oigsm izatioiis m ore econom ical and e ffic ien t, and gave them  a stronger 

voice. * Some organiaatiooa, such as the Lakehead S ocial Planning  

Councfl, also found th a t the standard o f th e ir services im proved.

W hile they argued th a t there was a beneficial trend  towards 

u n ificatio n , some o^an izations recognized th a t th e creation  o f one c ity  

would raise some concerns, but they argued th a t none o f the o ther 

alternatives w ere su itab le, and th a t th e  benefits o f having a large 

Lakehead c ity  w ould outweigh th e costs.

The o ther fo ur Lakehead m unicipalities d id  n o t support to ta l 

am algam ation o f P ort A rth u r and P ort W illiam . Instead, thty^ proposed 

d ifferen t variations o f a tw o -tier system  o f local governm ent. '  The 

prim ary concern o f th e ru ra l m unicipalities was th a t they have 

sufficien t represen tatio n  on aity upper tie r governm ent.*' Shuniah  

recommended a large portion o f M cIntyre tow nship be transferred

" Ib id .. "Lakehead Cham ber o f Commerce", pp . 6 -7 ; "Lakehead 
Social Planning Council", pp. 5-6; "Port W illiam -P ort A rth u r ft D is tric t 
Labour Council", p . 1.

"Lakehead Local Govem m ent Review , "Subm issions", 
"Shuniah"; "The C orporation o f th e M u n icip ality  o f Ned>ing"; 
"Paipoonge"; and "Subm ission by P ort W illiam  P lanning Board and 
The C ity o f P ort W illiam ".

Ib id .. "Shuniah", p . 15; "Paipoonge". p . 2 ; and "The 
Corporation o f th e M u n icip ality  o f Neri>ing", p . 6 .
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to  P ort A rth u r.*' On the o ther hand. N ediing and Paipoonge d id  not 

w ant th e ezistin g  m unicipal boundaries to  change.*' They were 

concerned th a t transferring  any te rrito ry  to  the c ities  would set back 

th e developm ent o f the ru ra l m un icipalities.

P ort W illiam  also proposed a tw o -tier regional m unicipal 

governm ent th a t w ould a lte r the existing boundaries. T h e ir p lan  

included th e  d im in u tio n  o f Paipoonge. the enlargem ent o f c ity  

boundaries, and the expansion o f Shuniah and N edting btyond the  

area th at was being s tu d ie d .*' In  contrast to  the proposals from  the  

ru ra l m u n ic ip a lities. P ort W illiam  outlined  a Regional C ouncil w hich 

would have m ore urban than  ru ra l representa tio n .'' In  addition  to  the 

Regional C ouncil, there w ould be a Regional Board o f Education, a

'Lakehead Local Govem m ent Review , "Submissions",
"Shuniah", p . 16.

"Lakdmead Local Govem m ent Review , "Submissions", 
"Paipoonge", p . 2; and "The C orporation o f the M u n icip ality  o f 
Ned>ing", p . 6 .

'Lakehead Local Govem m ent Review , "Submissions", 
"Subm ission by P ort W illiam  Planning Board and The C ity  o f Port 
W illiam ", p . 5 . I t  appears th a t P ort W illiam  proposed th a t Shuniah 
and Ned>ing w ould in d u d e th e m u n id palities and townships th a t were 
adjacent to  them . None o f th e  o ther subm issions proposed expanding 
beyond the boundaries o f th e five  m u n id palities induded  in  the study.

" Ib id .. p . 6 . Each d ty  w ould have five  representatives and the 
two ru ra l m u n id p a lities  w ould have two representatives each.
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Lakehead Region Planning B oard, and a Lakehead Region Board o f 

Parks and R ecreation, w hich w ould com plem ent th e ir D is tric t 

counterparts. L ike  those from  the ru ra l m unicipalities. Port W illiam  s 

subm ission was crafted so th a t local id en tity  would be retained. 

However, P ort UM lliam  s proposal disregarded the in teg rity  o f the  

M riaring boundaries and seemed self-serving.

E ric  H anty was q u ite c ritic a l o f P ort W illiam  s subm ission. He 

argued th a t th e ir proposal was com plex and could increase the cost o f 

local governme n t.'* Conversety, P ort W illiam 's alderm en were qu ite  

c ritic a l o f M r. H anty and th e  process by w hich the Review was being  

conducted. A lderm an Cook claim ed th a t w hile the m unicipalities were 

contributing  h a lf o f the cost o f th e study they had no say in  the  

outcom e." The tru th  o f th is  claim  becam e apparent when H ardy 

ind icated th a t h is recom m endations w ould be subm itted to the  

provincial governm ent fb r its  consideration and action. A t tim es, 

Hanty*s comments made it  appear th a t he was leaning toward fb ll 

am algam ation, w hich led  P ort W illiam 's Alderm an Ron K night to  

suggest th at "many fb d  it  [am algam ation] is being Jammed down th e ir 

throats and have turned to  th e  idea o f a federated type o f governm ent

'  D TJ. June 17, 1966, p . 1.

" ttid .
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w hich is second best.**" h i H sntys defense, it  was the Com m issioner's 

job  to  question th e proposals put fo rth , drixate th e ir v ia b ility , and find  

out w hat was expected o f local govem m ent by the citixens o f the 

Lakehead.

In  add ition  to  some m isgivings about the procedure em ployed in  

the hearings. M ayor Reed indicated th at his council was not 

unanim ously in  fovour o f a tw o-tier m etropolitan governm ent.

Alderm an R obert M cCranor presented his own b rie f, w hich called fo r 

am algam ation o f F o rt W illiam  and Port A rthur, leaving th e  ru ra l 

m unicipalities sep arate." He d id  not believe th at a m etropolitan form  

o f govem m ent w ould lessen the com petition between the two cities.

He also argued th a t areas designated as ind ustrial in  both cities could 

be used fo r resid en tia l purposes. M cCranor believed th a t the 

com petition only could be through fu ll am algam ation, and

th at then there w ould be savings in  education, tran s it system , and road 

construction.

Some groups d id  not state th e ir preference fo r any p articu lar

" Ib id . E ric  H ardy also questioned N ediing's so lic ito r, Bernard 
B lack, who asserted in  th e ir subm ission th at "Am algam ation is  not the 
answer". H ardy wondered w hether the riv a lry  would continue in  a 
federated ty stem  o f governm ent. See D TJ. June 17, 1966, p . 3 .

" Ib id .. June 16, 1966, p . 29 .
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lo cal governm ent a ltern ative . Instead th q r gave a h istory o f th e ir 

o ^an isatio n  and th e ir curren t s itu a tio n ." McGregor residents wanted 

to  ensure th e ir interests w ere not overlooked. P ort A rth u r’s Public 

U tilitie s  Com m ission gave H anty assurances th at they could adapt to  

any changes he proposed, w hile P ort W illiam ’s Hydro E lec tric  

Com m ission requested th a t provision o f electric services continue 

w ith in  the Com m ission system . These organizations w ere p rim arily  

concerned w ith  th e ir own effec tiveness w ith in  w hatever local 

govem m ent structure  H ardy m ight propose.

The p ub lic hearings before the l#akehead Local Govem m ent 

Review  lasted five  fa ll days, from  June 14 to  June 18, 1966. The 

Com m issioner heard from  a variety o f sources, w ith  views th a t ranged 

from  keeping the existing m unicipal bodies, w ith  some 

services; to  th e creation  o f a m etropolitan governm ent; to  the creation  

o f one Lakehead c ity  out o f P ort A rthu r, P ort W illiam , and the  

suburban portions o f N ed iing  and Shuniah. Some organizations were 

concem ed w ith  th e ir own situ atio n , such as the teachers w orking a t 

Lakehead schools, and advocated specific solutions to  th e problem s o f

"Lakehead Local Governm ent Review , "Submissions", "Group o f 
C itizens From  M cGregor Township**; "P ublic U tilitie s  Com m ission 
Subm ission"; "Port W illiam  and D is tric t H ealth  U n it"; "P ort A rthur 
and D is tric t H ealth  U n it"; "Hydro Com m ission o f P ort W illiam "; and "A  
Subm ission By The Lakehead Planning Board".
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th e ir p articu lar s itu a tio n ."  E ric  H ardy received w hat he had asked fb r 

- pub lic input concerning local governm ent a t th e Lakehead. The 

subm issions, w h ile not agreeing on w hat changes should be m ade, did  

dem onstrate th a t som e change was needed to  the structure o f local 

governm ent. As m aiqr o f the participants stated in  th e ir b rief», the  

Com m issioner had to  consider a ll th e facts and arrive  a t his

The subm issious WCTC m ade availab le to  the public  

a t the m ain pub lic lib ra ry  o f each c ity  and th e Lakehead Planning  

Board office. H ardy w dcom ed comm ents on these subm issions, as 

w ell as any new subm issions th at resulted from  the pub lic hearings.

The fin a l rep o rt and recom m endations th a t the Lakehead Local 

Govem m ent Review  was to  present to  the five  m u n icipalities d id  not 

appear u n til the spring o f 1968. Throughout 1967 lo cal p o litic ians, 

newspapers and others questioned th e delay, because the o rig inal 

tim etab le suggested th e repo rt w ould be finished e a rlie r. There were 

rum ours armd speculation because the reasons fb r th e delay were not 

clear. Some people beUeved th at the provincial e lection  in  the fa ll o f 

1967 was the reason fo r th e  dday, and others proposed th a t the report

"Lakehead Local Governm ent Review , "Submissions", "A B rie f 
For The Lakehead Local Govem m ent Review Com m ission Subm itted  
by the Elem entary (P ublic and Separate) and Secondary Teachers o f 
F o rt W illiam , P ort A rth u r, Shuniah, Neri>ing and Paipoonge".
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was done but was being w ittabdd from  Lakehead c itiz e n s .''

In  the fin a l rep o rt, E ric  H ardy explained th at his repo rt was 

delayed fo r several reasons. H e said th a t the Comm ission spent the  

fo il o f 1966 doing fa rth e r research and a«rim nati«g the m ateria l it  had 

in  its  possession as a resu lt o f research and local a t the

Lakehead. Hardy m et w ith  th e Lakehead's m unicipal o ffic ia ls  a t the  

end o f January, 1967 to  in form  them  o f the pn^ress o f th e report and 

th a t it  had been delayed due to  his o ther com m itm ents." H e w anted 

to  m eet w ith  the five m u n icipalities in  M arch for the purpose o f testing  

lik e ly  courses o f action and narrow ing down local preferences where 

proposals were open to  cho ice."" M iyo r Reed, fo r exam ple, appears to  

have not fu lly  realized  th a t th e com m issioner had not decided on his 

fin a l recom m endations but was s till in  the process o f determ ining w hat 

should be done a t the Lakehead." E ric  Hardy cancelled th e M arch 9

'  D TJ. M arch 6 , 1967, p . 2 . An unidentified  Port A rth u r 
alderm an was quoted as saying th e report was delayed because "an  
election is due soon and things lik e  th is  [Hardy Report] w ill a ll be 
shelved m eanwhile."

"D T J , Jarm ary 3 1 , 1967, p . 2 .

'D a rd y , Report tttiH  n#M*<Mmmiw»daHons. p. 15.

"D T J . January 3 1 , 1967, p . 2 . The headline fo r th e  story 
suggested th at the repo rt would be released in  M arch, although the  
story stated th at there was no guarantee the renommemdaHnoe would 
be made public then.
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m eeting because "response from council members o f the  

m unicip alities.. .has not been su fficien t to  ju s tify  proceeding a t th is  

time"®*, w hich surprised local o ffic ia ls . "  In  his fin a l report. Hardy 

suggested the problem  was w ith  the procedure. He stated th at the  

m eeting was "abandoned because o f the lack o f fb ll and enthusiastic 

support fo r the suggested procedure.""

E ric  Hardy a t w hat some o f his recom m endations would

be when he was a t the Lakehead a t th e end o f M arch. He talked  about 

the p ossib ility o f creating a  Thunder Bay D is tric t Council th a t would 

take over control o f specific services. This was in terpreted  by some 

people as m eaning th a t H ardy would propose a local govem m ent 

structure s im ilar to  the one suggested by Fort W illiam  a t the public  

hearings." However, he continued to  consult w ith  local o ffic ials so

'  D TJ. M arch 6 . 1967, p . 2 .

" D TJ. M arch 7 , 1967, pp. I ,  4 . Each m em ber o f council was to  
sign a  form  th a t would swear them  to  secrecy in  respect to  the  
m eeting, so th at the contents o f th e ir discussion would not become 
pub lic . H ardy d id  not w ant th e ir considerations to  become public  
before the report was produced and presented the M in ister o f 
M unicipal A fik irs . It  was not clear w hether enough representatives 
from  th e m unicipalities were going to  attend the m eeting o r if  they 
were opposed to  the pledge o f secrecy.

"H ard y, Reoort a i»H R « ^ *nm endations. p . 15.

"D T J . A p ril 3 , 1967, p . 4 .
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«•liât he could see th e ir reaction  to  his findings. This w ould help him  

fu rth er re fin e his recom m endations in  his fin a l report.

The Lakehead Local Govem m ent Review report was fu rth er 

ddayed through m ost o f 1967 because o f E ric  Hardy’s involvem ent 

w ith  th e O ntario Com m ittee on Taxation. Its  report becam e pub lic a t 

the end o f August, 1967 . W ith in  the report was a recom m endation 

th a t regional governm ents be established throughout O ntario . The Tax  

Com m ittee proposed th a t F o rt W illiam  and P ort A rthu r and "th e ir 

trib u ta ry  settlem ents" constitu te  one o f th e north's m etropolitan  

reg ions." However, any fin a l proposal w ould be contingent upon th e  

W nditigi o f th e local govem m ent rev iew."  H ardy found the regional 

stracture proposed by the Tax Com m ittee to  benefit his review because

F irs t, it  has indicated how regional govem m ent proposals 
developed fo r th e  Lakehead area and D is tric t o f Thunder 
Bay might be fitte d  in to  a  broader pattem  o f regional 
governm ent to  serve a ll o f northem  O ntario. Second, th e  
Tax Com m ittee's R eport supplies both a ju s tifica tio n  fo r 
regional govem m ent and a  d efin itio n  o f the p o litic a l 
science p rincip les to  be observed in  giving it  form  and 
shape.®'

" Ib id .. August 3 1 , 1967, p . 1.

"H ard y, R eoort p. 15.

''Ib id .
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The Tax R eport and his involvem ent w ith  the Com m ittee thus 

influenced Hardy's recom m endations fo r the Lakehead.”

The delay in  the release o f th e H ardy Report, w hich extended 

u n til th e spring o f 1968, concem ed c iv ic , business and labour leaders 

a t the Lakehead. A t a January 8 , 1968 between council

m em bers o f P ort A rth u r and P ort W illiam  and o fficials o f th e Cham ber 

o f Com m erce and Labour C ouncfl, the provincial govem m ent was 

c ritic ize d  fo r the dehy. The c ities  w ere w aiting fo r the report before 

expending any energy on th e am algam ation o f speciflc services, such 

as the tra n s it system . M ayor T^iskin explained th at the delay was the 

resu lt o f Hardy's other com m itm ents and his desire to m ake a report 

"able to  w ithstand the serious scru tiny o f the public."”  M ore 

im portan tly, the delay revealed how the local o fficials no longer 

contro lled  the process o f changing the structure o f local govem m ent a t 

th e  Lakehead. In  the words o f M ayor Laskin, "Right now, it's  in  th e ir 

hands".*®

"Changes to  local govem m ent w ere being delayed because the  
p ro vincial govem m ent was w aiting fo r the results o f th e Sm ith R eport. 
See Pearson, "Regional Govem m ent and Developm ent", pp. 180-181 .

"D T J . January 9 , 1968, pp. 1, 3 .

*®n>id.. p. 1.
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R eport AmalgamaHon Achieved

A lthough local o fficials a t th e  Lakehead were concem ed about 

the apparent delay in  the release o f the Hardy Report, they were 

im pressed w ith  its  thoroughness upon its  release in  A p rfl, 1968.

M ayor Saul Laskin was pleased w ith  th e  report w hich, among other 

th ings, recom m ended the establishm ent o f a single Lakehead c ity .** 

F o rt W illiam  alderm en were reported to  be im pressed and surprised by 

th e scope o f th e report.*® They had not paid close atten tion  to  the  

changes to  local govem ment elsewhere in  O ntario and, u n til the

o f M unicipal A fb irs  released the report, some alderm en, lik e  

Hugh Cook, fe lt th a t am algam ation o f the Lakehead cities w ould not be 

recom m ended. *®

It  soon becam e clear, however, th a t the am algam ation issue had 

entered an en tire ly  new stage. M unicipal A ffairs M in ister Darcy 

McKeough's presentation o f the H ardy Report a t Lakehead U niversity  

on A p ril 16 , 1968 made it  clear th a t th e local m unicipalities had lost 

contro l o f changing local govem m ent a t the Lakehead when they

**D TJ. A p rfl 17, 1968, p . 1.

*= Ib id .. A p rfl 18, 1968, p . 4 .

*D a ffe , Thg> Ttinnrfer Bay Awnaigamnripn O ral History P roject. PR
2 1 , In terv iew w ith  Hugh J . Cook, J u ly  10, 1995.
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requested provincial assistance in  setting up th e Lakehead Local 

Govem m ent R eview .** In  his Report RM̂ wmmmmmHatioos H ardy 

strongly urged "that the C ities o f F ort W illiam  and P ort A rth u r and 

adjacent te rrito ries  from  th e M unicipalities o f Shuniah and Ned>ing be 

jo in ed  to  form  a single Lakehead city."*® McKeough revealed to  

Lakehead citizens th a t they had u n til June 2 8 . 1968 to  raise  

objections and am endm ents to  the Review . H e also stated th a t it  was 

"the governm ent's responsih ility to  m ake the ftw i decision as to  

im plem entation o f the report."*® Therefore the ten tative  tim etab le was 

th a t th e govem m ent w ould be introducing leg islation  to  enact the  

proposals a t the beginning o f 1969, w ith  the p ossib ility  th a t the nc 

c ity  w ould be functioning January i ,  1970.

The desire o f the M in ister o f M unicipal A ffairs to  have the  

recom m endations carried  out was understandable, considering the  

com m itm ent the p rovincial govem m ent had m ade to  th e Review .

**The provincial govem m ent made it  c lear in  the Design For 
Developm ent docum ent released in  1966 th a t "when asked, the other 
levels o f govem m ent were in  a position to  o ffer advice only." See 
Lionel D . Feldm an and K atherine A . G raham , "In tergovernm ental 
R elations and Urban G row th: A  Canadian V iew ", in  L ionel D . Feldm an, 
ed. PnHtic« aud Governm ent of  Çamadm Fourth  E d itio n .
(Toronto: M ethuen Publications, 1981). pp . 21 1 -212 .

*D a rd y , R epnit am i p . 8 9 .

*D A N C . A p rfl 17. 1968, p . 1.
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Proposed B order For The Lakehead C ity

 Proposed Border

Com m issioner H anty reflected  the senior ro le o f th e province when he 

follow ed protocol by presenting his repo rt firs t to  the M in ister o f 

M unicipal A flh irs . The provincial governm ent co-sponsored the Review  

fin an c ia lly , and it  had selected him  as th e Com m issioner. The 

provincial govem m ent w ould have been rem iss if  it  had le ft the  

decision to  im plem ent th e recom m endations o f the Review  report 

solely to  th e co-sponsoring Lakehead m un icipalities. These 

com m unities had asked fo r p rovincial assistance in  setting  up a local 

governm ent review  because, obviously, they had fe lt there was a
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problem . H antys recom m endations would substantialty change local 

governm ent a t th e Lakehead, dem onstrating th at the then-current 

structures were inadequate and required profound restructurin g . The 

provincial govem m ent decided to  take an active ro le in  forcing the  

Lakehead com m unities to  act upon the Review report.

The lack o f a p ld>iscite on Hardy's recom m endations was 

critic ized  by people both  opposed to  and in  fovour o f am algam ation o f 

P ort A rthur and P ort W iH iam . The A p ril 18, 1968 e d ito ria l in  The

Titnca-Jonm al argued th a t the rights o f Lakehead citizens to  

decide the stru ctu re o f th e ir local governments were being denied. The 

focal point o f the argum ent was th a t H a rty  and the D epartm ent o f 

M unicipal A fb irs  had decided th at "the proposals shaU becom e law  

w ithout the need o f a vote by the people who would be affected  

directly."*^ The only question th at the local citizens w ould be allowed 

to  vote on would be th e  nam e o f the new city . The ed ito ria l in  The 

News-Chronicle d id  rep o rt th a t "M r. McKeough reluctan tty adm itted  

last night it  would be th eo retically  possible to  have a p leb iscite b u t it  

was clear from  his a ttitu d e  th a t th is w ill not be encouraged."*" E ric  

Hardy was qu ite aware th a t, although organizations such as the

* D TJ. A p rfl 18 , 1968 , p . 4 .

*"PANC. A p rfl 17, 1968 , p . 4 .
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Cham ber o f Commerce were in  fovonr o f to ta l am algam ation, some 

members p riva td y  opposed the o ffic ia l position.*" However, he d id  not 

support having a p leb iscite to  decide the m atter:

Q uite probahly a rm ûmn̂ nm vote todity would carry, if  not 
in  each c ity , a t least across both c ities . Even so, a 
referendum is  not the best means o f deciding the  
Lakehead's fu tu re . The governm ental choices do not b o il 
down to  one sim ple altern ative . H  a new I«akehead c ity  
should be form ed, over how w ide an area should it  extend? 
W hat should happen to  the te rrito ries  beyond its  borders, 
including possible rem nants o f partitioned  m unicipalities?  
How should a  new T,akehead d ty  rd a te  to  the rest o f the  
D is tric t on such services as health  o r m urddpal 
assesshmg? The force o f local opinion m ust o f course be 
reckoned w ith  and should therefore be tested beforehand i f  
th at can be done. B ut a re ferendum  is not the best way o f 
going about it , in  the opinion o f th is  Review  
Com m issioner.""

However, being denied a p ld>isdte on w hether Hardy's 

recom m endations should be carried out becam e the raltying p o in t o f 

opponents to  am algam ation. For exam ple, some people who would 

have supported the p lan , such as P ort W illiam 's alderm an H arold  

Lockwood, were opposed to  it  because o f the lack o f a p ld iis d te  on the 

m atter."^

*"Hardy, ana nmngMnmmmdatlong. p . 57 .

""Ib id .. p . 59 .

" D TJ. A p rfl 19, 1968, p . 4 .
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The response from  the fo ur affected m unicipal conncfls varied  

from  support in  p rin c ip le  to  w anting m ore tim e to  study the H ardy 

R eport, as w ell as to  hold a  pM >iscite. However, the debate on th e  

m erits o f Hardy's proposals rem ained p rim arily  confined to  th e process 

by w hich it  was to  be im plem ented ra th er than the substance. P ort 

A rth u r C ity C ouncil approved in  p rin c ip le  the Lakehead Local 

Governm ent Review  R eport and Recom m endations on M ay 13, 1968, 

w hile rejecting th e M u n icip ality  o f Ifedl>ing's resolution th a t the  

deadline to  study the H ardy R eport be extended u n til Septem ber 3 0 , 

1968.®*

M eanw hile, Fort W illiam  C ouncil w restled w ith  the issue. L ike  

P o rt A rthu r, F o rt W illiam  had appointed representatives to  the In te r- 

M unicipal Com m ittee w hich was studying the Review R eport, and 

receiving briefs and subm issions on its  content.®® On A p ril 23

®*CTBA, Series 17, TBA 9 0 , P ort A rthu r Council M inutes, pp. 
3 1 5 0 3 , 31537.

®®CTBA, Series 1, TBA 5 3 , P ort W illiam  Council M inutes, A p ril 
2 3 , 1968, p . 4 7 . M . H ennes^, W . Bryan, and M ayor B .H . Reed w ere 
appointed as F o rt W illiam  C ouncil representatives on th e In te r- 
M unicipal Com m ittee. P ort A rth u r C ouncil appointed M ayor Saul 
Laskin , W .T . A m o tt, and C . M cN efl on A p ril 22 , 1968. See CTBA, 
Series 17, TBA 9 0 , Port A rth u r C ouncil M inutes, A p ril 22 , 1968, p . 
31 4 5 6 . F ort W illiam  and P ort A rth u r each had three members and the  
other com m unities th at w ould be involved w ould be allow ed to  
p artic ip ate . See D T J. A p ril 17, 1968 , p . 3 .
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Alderm an Bryan put fo rth  a m otion fo r P ort W illiam  C ouncil to  

ofB cially endorse the Harcty R eport. However , u n like  P ort A rthu r 

C ouncil, th is  m otion was lo st in  a seven to fo u r vote.®* In  response to  

th is  outcom e, a new m otion was put fo rth  by M . ChicorH , seconded by 

H . Lockwood, th a t the deadline fo r stm tying th e Review  R eport be 

extended to  Decem ber 3 1 , 1968, and th a t a  re ferendnm  be held on the 

fin a l recom m endations "in respect to  the am algam ation o f the  

Lakehead area".®® This resolution passed by th e  sam e seven to  four 

vote th a t defeated the previous m otion. On M ay 27  P ort A rthu r 

Council decided to  not endorse Port W illiam  C ity  Council's tâay 14  

resolution.®® P ort A rthu r Councfl, led  by M ayor Laskin , had o rig in ally  

argued fo r am algam ation o f th e Lakehead c ities  and supported the 

process as set up by the provincial governm ent. M ayor Laskin was not 

in  fovour o f a p l^ is c ite , arguing th a t "the sim plest th in g  is not to  

m ake a decision bu t to  re ly on som ^xxty else to  m ake a decision. As

®*CTBA, Series 1, TBA 5 3 , P ort W illiam  C ouncil M inutes, A p ril 
2 3 , 1968, p . 47  and M ay 14, 1968, p . 54 . Those in  fovour o f the  
m otion w ere G .A . Remus, W .E . Bryan, D .G . Aedy, A . Anderson. Those 
opposed w ere M . H ennes^, W  Jd. A sset L .M . B aarts, M . C h ico rli, A . 
W idnall, H . Lockwood, and W JL N ealin . M ayor Reed was absent.

®®lbid.. M ay 14 , 1968, p . 54 .

®®CTBA, Series 17, TBA 90 , P ort A rth u r C ouncil M irm tes, p . 
31561.
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elected o fficials we have the responsib ility o f decisions."®^

Also, the Minlatm» o f M unicipal Affoixs reaffirm ed his decision th at the 

deadline would rem ain as June 28.®® Once again, the argum ent was 

against the process by w hich reform  w ould be achieved, not the  

content o f the report.

The provincial governm ent d id  m ake a sm all concession to  the 

th irteen  m unicipalities in  th e  Thunder Bay D is tric t w hich had 

petit ioned fo r an extension o f th e tim e to  present b rie f: on th e Hardy 

R eport. However, the deadline was only moved from  June 29  to  Ju ly  

24 , instead o f Septem ber as had been requested.®® R eferring to  Darcy 

McKeough's earlier statem ent th a t he had prom ised certain  individuals 

th at the deadline would not change, Nedring's councillor Don 

Lenardon questioned who he had m ade th is  prom ise to , and why they 

were more im portant than th e local councils.®® Lenardon speculated 

th at the M inister's comments w ere not w ell received by th e Prem ier, 

who then made McKeough extend the subm ission deadline.

®̂ PANC. M ay 22 , 1968, p . 1.

®*CTBA, Series 17, TBA 9 0 , P ort A rth u r Council M inutes, May 
2 8 , 1968, p . 6 2 .

®®D TJ. June 20 , 1968, p . 1.

®®D TJ. June 21 , 1968, p . 19.
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Ned>ing was the most vociferous opponent o f the p rovincial 

governm ent's p lan fo r the creation o f a  single Lakehead c ity . It  

proposed the deadline fo r subm issions be extended and th a t there be a 

pld>iscite to  decide the m atter. Tw elve other com m unities in  the  

Thunder Bay D is tric t agreed w ith  Nedbing's resolution th a t there be an 

extension o f the deadline to m ake subm issions on the Harcty R eport, 

w ith  only P ort A rthur and Shnniah dissenting. Neebing was th e leader 

in  opposing am algam ation because, F ort W illiam , Ned>ing was

united  on th is  issue and its  councillors fe lt th at th e ir com m unity had 

the m ost to  lose.®^

E ric  H ardy returned to  the Lakehead on M ay 30 to  respond to  

questions concerning his Lakehead Local Governm ent Review  Report 

and Recommmmmmdations. The firs t question, lik e ly  on the m inds o f 

everyone present, was why he suggested th at there be a p ldbiscite to  

choose the nam e, but not on w hether am algam ation should take place. 

He argued it  w ould be easier to  hold a  vote on the name because it  

would be dealing w ith  a single question, whereas a vote on h is report 

would have involved th irty-tw o separate questions w hich could only be

® D TJ. M ay 3 0 , 1968. A t a  M ay 29  public m eeting a t W est 
A rthu r Ned>ing councillors cited  P ort A rthur's dd>t o f $ 3 .6 4  per capita  
com pared to  Ned>ing's low o f .6 9  cents to  argue how only P ort A rthur 
was going to benefit from  am algam ation.
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dealt w ith in  one all-or-noth ing  question. H ardy then asked. "What 

w ould be your prudent course i f  you agreed only w ith  three-quarters o f 

the proposals in  th e report?"®* H e argued th a t it  w ould be d iffic u lt to  

in te rp re t th e resu lt o f such a p l^ is d te . U  the vote was negative, it  

w ould be alm ost im possible to  determ ine w hat parts o f the proposals 

w ere being opposed. H e also pointed out, however, th a t once he had 

com pleted th e report h is responsib ilities had com e to  an end.

Ned>ing and F o rt W illiam  continued to  look fo r alternatives to  

the Local Governm ent Review proposals. In  Ju ly , Neebing suggested 

that th e two cities  am algam ate firs t and, i f  it  benefitted  everyone 

concerned, then th e area m u n icipalities w ould be included.®® In  the 

fa ll, Nedbing proposed am algam ation w ith  F o rt W illiam , som ething 

that F o rt William council w anted to  investigate w ith  a detailed  study.®* 

Nonetheless, such proposals dem onstrated th a t Nedking and Fort 

William  councils w ere not en tire ly  opposed to  am algam ation.

The provincial governm ent kep t to  the tim e lin e  th at Darcy 

McKeough had outlined  in  M ay, 1968 . On January 27 , 1969

®*D T J. M ay 3 1 , 1968, p . 1.

“ D T J, Ju ly  19 , 1968, p . 16.

“ CTBA. Series 1, TBA 53 , F o rt W illiam  C ity Councfl M inutes, 
O ctober 9 , 1968, pp. 104-105.

I
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BffcKeongh addressed the councils and s ta ff o f P ort A rth u r, Fort 

W illiam , N ed iing  and Shuniah on the leg islation , creating a new 

Lakehead c ity , w hich the provincial governm ent was going to introduce 

a t the next session o f th e Legislature. H e stated th a t

Basicalty th e  leg islation  w ill provide fo r th e  am algam ation 
o f the m u n icip alities o f Port W illiam , P ort A rth u r, M dhtyre  
Township and Ned>ing Township. On January 1 , 1970 the 
cities o f F o rt W illiam  and Port A rth u r w in  be o lllc ia lty  
dissolved and th e Townships o f M cIn tyre and Ned>ing 
w ithdraw n on the same date from  the m unicipal 
corporations o f Shnniah and N am ing respectlvd y . A t the  
present tim e  it  is  anticipated th a t th e rem aining port ions 
o f Shuniah and H ew ing w in continue in  operation as 
separate m unicipal corporations.

For th e  purpose o f our leg islation  we in tend  to  can 
the new c ity  The Lakehead. I  would lik e  to  m ake it  clear 
however th a t provision w in be m ade fo r th e fin a l 
determ ination o f the name a t the same tim e as the  
elections are held fo r councfl.®®

The proposed leg is lation  dealt en tirety w ith  th e creation  o f "The 

Lakehead", leaving th e creation o f a regional governm ent to be done in  

the fu tu re once th e  Inter-D epartm ental Com m ittee on Governm ent a t 

the D is tric t L evd  in  N orthern O ntario m ade its  repo rt in  Ju ly, 1969.®®

®®CTBA, TBA 2403 , Box 8 , VoL 3/C F /68, P ort A rth u r C ity C lerk's 
Fflcs, "Am algam ation o f The Lakehead: Address By Honourable W . 
D arcy McKeough a t F ort W illiam  Councfl Cham bers on Monday, 
January 27 , 1969", p . 2 .

®®n>i<L. p . 7 .

I
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McKeough d id  not even address the issue o f a p leb iscite on 

am algam ation, mmMmg it  clear th a t there would be a  new Lakehead 

c ity  on January 1, 1970.

W ith  th e in troduction  on A p ril 3 , 1969 o f B ill 118, "An A ct to  

incorporate th e C ity  o f the Lakehead”, the debate sh ifted  to the O ntario  

Legislature. McKeough and the Progressive Conservative governm ent 

knew it  would be attacked as being d ic tato ria l and undem ocratic fo r 

not allow ing a  p leb iscite  a t the Lakehead to  decide th e  issue. In  a v is it 

to  the Lakehead th e  previous year O ntario L ib eral leader Robert Nixon  

had argued th a t a referendum  should be h d d  and th a t by asking fo r a 

local governm ent review  the local m unicipalities had not "signed over 

th e ir to ta l dem ocratic rights to  th e o f m unicipal affoirs".®^ In

Decem ber, 1968 Ron K night, P ort A rthur riding's L ib era l 

representative and a supporter o f am algam ation, also denounced the  

M in ister o f M unicipal Affm irs fo r not giving Lakehead citizens an 

opportunity to  decide w hether o r not th e ir c ities should unite.®®

K night, and others who supported the need fo r a p leb iscite to  decide

®̂ DTJ. A p rfl 2 7 , 1968, p . 1.

“ O ntario  Legislature, f̂ nginiatnte  o f O ntario D ^ a te s . Decem ber 
9 , 1968, pp. 46 6 -4 6 9 . K night was a Port W illiam  Alderm an in  1966 
and 1967, before being elected a  L iberal M em ber o f P rovincial 
Parliam ent in  1967 .
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the fote o f am algam ation, equated local p artic ip atio n  w ith  a p lebiscite, 

as had been the p ractice before.

The M in ister had pub lic ly acknowledged th at local p artic ipation  

was desired and necessary fo r the success o f r^ o n a l governm ent, but 

he had not prom ised th a t th is  would be accom plished through 

pld>iscites. P ublic consultation had occurred throughout the en tire  

process o f local governm ent review  and th e subsequent 

im plem entation o f th e repo rt, encouraged by E ric  H artty, and then  

n « rty  MnKmnmgh, M fninter o f M w ninipal AMhinm B ut tU S  W SS not

the same as local contro l, w hich had been taken fo r granted before the 

request was m ade fo r provincial assistance in  1965. P ublic outcry fo r 

a p l^ is d te  led K night to  argue during the second reading o f B ill 118

Has it  never occurred to  th is  governmen t, to  th is  M in ister, 
has it  ever occurred to  them  th a t th e Lakehead people 
have always fM t th a t th is  would be th e ir decision? Does it  
not occur to  th is  governm ent th a t they m ay be rem oving 
th is m andate from  the people and m ore
responsib ility than  they should assume?®®

In  opposing th is  b iU , K trfgbt and the L iberals portrayed them selves as 

the protectors o f dem ocnuty against the d ictatorship  o f the  

governm ent.

®®Ibid.. A p rfl 2 3 , 1969, p . 3472 .
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D arcy McKeough d id  adm it th at he m ay have handled the 

presentation o f th e  H ardy R eport d iffe ren tly  i f  he w ere to  do it  a ll over 

again, b u t he s till d id  not believe th a t a p l^ is d te  was necessary. 

MclEfeoagh explained th a t th e governm ent thought am al̂ unation o f the  

Lakehead

was a good idea. W e w ere also fo rtifie d  by th e responses 
w hich we saw in  term s o f council resolutions from  three o f 
the councils; in  term s o f le tters  w hich cam e to  us f rom  
ind ividuals; in  term s o f resolutions w hich cam e to  us from  
various groups and organizations; by contact w ith  one o f 
th e local m em bers, who gave us h is opinion fo rth rig h tly  
and openty and said th a t it  would be acceptable to  th e  
people.̂

K night's own argum ents fo r a p l^ ls d te  reinforced th e opinion o f the 

M in ister th a t th ere was substantial support fo r am algam ation at the 

Lakehead. Kwrfght co n tinually referred to  surveys w hich showed 78 per 

cent o f th e people w ere in  favour o f am algam ation to  support his 

contention th a t th e  governm ent should not be afraid  to  have a 

p leb iscite on the m a tte r.^  J im  Jessim an, th e P n^ressive  

Conservative m em ber from  F o rt W illiam , disagreed. H e argued th at 

there was m uch support fo r am alpunation a t the Lakehead. He

^ id . .  A p ril 2 4 , 1969 , p . 3565 .

fo ld .. A p ril 2 3 , 1969 , p . 3472 . H e also stated th a t a m inority o f 
those in  frtvour o f am algam ation also wanted a p l^ is d te .
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believed th a t "This is the tim e fo r action-not m ore ta lk ."”

B ill 118 became law  on M ay 8 , 1969, ending any hopes fo r a 

p lebiscite on anything o ther than  the name o f th e new c ity . The 

referendum  was held June 2 3 , 1969 in  conjunction w ith  the election o f 

a new c ity  councfl. Voters had a choice o f T h u n d er Bay”, "Lakehead”, 

and T h e  Lakehead". T h u n d er Bay” won by 568 votes over "Lakehead". 

However, the com bined vote fo r the "Lakehead” choices outnum bered 

T h u n d er Bay” 23 ,679  to  15, 8 7 0 , leading to  charges o f the b a llo t being 

fixed .”  A lthough the allegations w ere denied, and it  was pointed out 

ttiat there were three separate choices, the episode le ft some people 

b itte r about th e en tire process. The outcom e o f the referendum had 

done nothing to  assuage those who fe lt the en tire  am algam ation 

process had been m anipulated and secretive.

Conclusion

On the surfece it  appears th a t Thunder Bay became a c ity  on 

January 1 , 1970 because the provincial governm ent had an vested 

in terest in  reorganizing local governm ent a t the Lakehead, as it  was 

doing elsewhere in  the province. However, the O ntario governm ent

” lb id .. A p rfl 24 , 1969, p . 35 44 .

” M auro, A History of Thnqder Bay, p . 365.
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was acting upon the recom m endations from  an independent local 

governm ent review  w hich was requested by the local m unicipalities. 

The com m issioner, E ric  H ardy, thoroughly studied th e situation  and 

consulted both  th e general public and local governm ent o ffic ia ls before 

com ing up w ith  his fin a l recom m endations. A lthough the decision not 

to  have a p ld>iscite to  decide the Issue o f am algam ation was 

unpopular, m any local o ffic ia ls supported and worked hard to  carry 

out H ardy's recom m endations and ensure the successful creation o f 

Thunder Bay . *

*R affb, The Thnnder Ray AmalgamaHnn Oral Hiatonr ProlCCL
PR-10, "In terview  w ith  Donald J . Lenardon**, August 5 , 1994. 
Lenardon was a m em ber o f Ned>ing C ouncil a t the tim e o f 
am algam ation. He states th a t once it  became clear th a t am algam ation 
was going to  occur he worked hard to  ensure its  success.
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Conclusion

F ort W illiam  and P ort A rthu r em erged in  the la te  nineteenth  

century as sm all com m unities on the no rthwestern  shore o f Lake 

Superior. T h ^  grew and becam e c ities  because o f the developm ent o f 

a national ra ilro ad  system  and th e ir placem ent as transshipm ent 

points, as w ell as th e ir position as the centre fo r and forestry

a c tiv ity  in  northw estern O ntario . How ever, P ort W illiam  and P ort 

A rth u r com peted fierce ly  w ith  each o ther fo r industry, investm ent, and 

governm ent spending. W hile some residents fe lt th a t th is com petition  

benefitted  the c ities , others fe lt it  h u rt both  com m unities. Business 

o^anisations such as the Port A rth u r Board o f Trade and, la te r, the 

Lakehead Cham ber o f Commerce argued th a t amaigamaHwg the two 

cities would allow  th e Lakehead to  b e tte r com pete against other cities  

fo r industry and com m erce.

F ort W illiam  and P ort A rthu r electors voted tw ice on plebiscites 

w hich asked w hether the two Lakehead c ities  should am algam ate. In  

both 1920 and 1958 a m ajority o f th e P ort W illiam  electorate voted 

against am algam ation w ith  P ort A rth u r. The com petition between the 

two cities  had caused m any P ort A rth u r and F o rt W illiam  citizens to

153
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distrust the m otives o f th e ir neighbours. They ban also come to  

believe th e ir c ity  was superior to  the other, w hether it  be property tax  

rates, quality  o f w ater, o r the general cleanliness o f th e ir com m unity.

Port W illiam  and Port A rthur began to  face m any problem s by 

the early 1960s. There was going to be a  shortage o f residential land 

in  both cities in  the very near future. Port A rthur was also concerned 

w ith  uncontrolled urban growth in  the Township o f M d ntyre, 

particu larly  the area adjacent to  the city. Port A rthur could not afford  

to  annex th is  area, ju s t as it  could not afford the w ater a«d road 

im provem ents needed in  the in terc ity  area. Port W illiam  and Port 

A rthu r councils were able to cooperate on m aity im portant Issues, such 

as creating a harbour commission, but the bickering th at also 

characterized th e ir relationship often returned and soured any good 

feelings th at w ere generated.

As the population and the cities grew, the Lakehead s citizens 

came to  see the area as one economic and social en tity. As a result, 

organizations, such as the Lakehead Chamber o f Commerce and the 

Port W illiam  P ort A rthur and D istric t Trade Councfl, became active 

advocates o f th e am algam ation o f Port W illiam  and Port A rthur. T h ^  

believed th at it  would make the Lakehead m ore com petitive and its  

local governm ent m ore efficient and effective. L ike m any other
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com m unities in  O ntario. Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur were facing  

challenges th at required local government to  change.

Port Arthur’s mayor, Saul Laskin, convinced the other m unicipal 

leaders th at a comprehensive study o f the Lakehead’s local government 

was needed. Once the provincial government agreed to appoint E ric  

Hardy as a commissioner to  carry out the review, Laskin consistently 

argued fo r the am algam ation o f Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur and the 

inclusion o f the Townships o f Neebing and M cIntyre in  a new Lakehead 

city. The other m unicipalities favoured some form  o f a tw o-tier 

structure so that they would retain  th e ir identity. This type o f 

structure seemed most lik e ly  because the provincial governm ent was 

advocating tw o-tier regional government elsewhere in  O ntario, which 

they fe lt it  would make local government less costly, m ore effective and 

modem .

Eric Hardy strongly recommended th at a new Lakehead c ity  be 

created by amaigamaHwg Fort W illiam  and Port A rthur. The inclusion  

o f M cIntyre and Ned»ing would provide room fo r expansion and allow  

for orderty urban planning over a w ider area. Thunder Bay, as th is  

new city  was la te r named, would also have a larger tax base th at would 

enable the m unicipality to « p a tid  and improve its services. The 

TwtMfatM o f M unicipal A ffairs, Darcy McKeough was determ ined th at
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the provincial government carry ont these recommendations in  the 

best interests o f the Lakehead/ On «January I ,  1970 Thunder Bay 

became a city; am algam ation was fina lly  achieved.

The success o f amalgam ation is something th at w ill be debated 

fo r m any years. W ater services have extended into the urbanized areas 

o f M cIntyre and Neebing, transit services have expanded (and long 

w aits a t the in terc ity  have been elim inated), and other services have 

been centralized, making them  more effective and efficient.* On the 

other hand, the old rivalry between Port W illiam  and Port A rthur has 

not been elim inated. I t  s till lives on in  the efforts to m aintain the 

v ia b ility  o f the old downtown cores as re ta il centres, and in  the debates 

on where public buildings, such as the Thunder Bay Community 

A uditorium , should be located. Also, the population o f Thunder Bay 

did not grown to 150,000 by 1980 as projected by the Lakehead 

Renewal Study, nor did it  grow to 150,000 by 1986 as the proposed 

O ffic ia l Plan anticipated.® E ric Hardy based his recommendations on 

the low er population growth figures, but Thunder Bay’s population

Raffo, Thft Thwider Ray Amalynwiatinw Oral History ProicCL PR- 
5, “Interview  w ith  Darcy McKeough”.

*Kosny, “Thunder Bay A fter A Q uarter Century”, pp. 236-238.

®Lakehead X ocal Government Review, a«d
RecomrnendaHmm. pp. 24-25.
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growth has been negligible w ith in  its  boundaries. S till, as M itch ell 

Kosny has w ritten , based on a  1991 survey, “three out every four 

residents th in k th at am algam ation was a good idea after all.***

*Kosny, “Thunder Bay A lter A  Q uarter Century**, p. 242.
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Appendix A

Fort William and Port Arthur:
Popnlation Growth 1881 to 1966
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Appendix B
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Population Levels 1901 to 1961:
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Appendix C

Fort William and Port Arthur:
Tax Revenue Per Capita 1951-1966
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Appendix D

Fort William and Port Arthur:
D dientare Ddbt Per 1961-1966
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AppendizB

Fort William and Port Arthur:
Total Ddienture Débt 1950-67
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Appendix F

Fort William and Port Arthur:
Lonf-Term Liability Fer Capita 19^>67
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