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TOWN OF HARTLAND
BY-LAW A-11
A BY-LAW RESPECTING THE ESTABLISHING OF A RESIDENCY POLICY

FOR THE EMPLOYEES OF THE TOWN OF HARTLAND

BE IT ENACTED by the Town Council of the Town of Hartland as
follows:

1'
(a}) All permanent and full-time employees of the Town of
Hartland are expected to take up residence within the
Town, on completion of a probationary period.

(b) The probationary period for all Town employees who are
engaged for permanent and full-time jobs or positions
shall be a six (6) month period.

{c}) During this probationary period any employee may be
dismissed without cause.

(d) Employees engaged before this residency policy came
into effect are not required to change their place of
residence.
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Barrister, Solicitor & Notary Public
Stephen L. Wilson, B.A., LL.B. Telephone (506) 325-1100
Telecopier (506) 328-4873
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September 20, 2005

Town of Hartland
VIA FACSIMILE 375-8265

Attention: Judy Dee
Re: Town of Hartland By-Law A-11 — Residency Policy

Dear Judy:

I confirm receipt of your request for an opinion respecting the above. I apologize for the
delay.

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and its application to municipal residency
by-laws has been interpreted by our most authoritative Court being the Supreme Court of

Canada.

One relevant Charter provision is section 7 which confirms the “Legal Rights” of all
Canadians in dealing with governmental bodies, and the right to life and liberty and
security of the person and the right not to deprived of same except in accordance with
principals of fundamental justice.

In considering section 7 of the Charter, the Supreme Court in the 1997 case of Longueuil
vs. Godbout, confirmed that in certain cases a municipality might well be justified in
imposing a residence requirement on employees occupying certain essential positions
such as emergency workers where close proximity to employment was important.

ad condition of residence applicable to all municipal

contrary to the Charter.

Barrister & Selicitor

733 Main Street, Unit 1, Woudstock, New Brunswick E7M 2E6
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