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BLAISJ.A.
[1] Thisisan application for judicial review of adecision of Umpire Goulard dated

May 2, 2008, setting aside adecision of the Board of Referees dated July 6, 2007.

[2] The Board of Referees’ decision upheld the Commission’s decision. The respondent
alegedly voluntarily left his employment in Grand-Barachois on October 21, 2006, to go to his

home in Bas-Caraguet to close the house down for the winter. He ultimately did not return to work
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during the remaining eight weeks until mid-December 2006, and the Commission found that he had

not shown just cause for leaving his employment.

[3] The Board of Refereeswas of the opinion that the respondent had not exhausted all means

possible to keep his employment in accordance with the Employment Insurance Act (Act).

[4] However, the Umpire set aside the Board of Referees’ decision on the basis that the
respondent had established just cause for leaving his employment, within the meaning of section 29
of the Act. After hearing the respondent’ s testimony, the Umpire was of the view that, under the

circumstances, he had had no reasonable aternative to leaving.

[5] We disagree.

[6] As the applicant pointed out, the Umpire failed to consider key elements of the case: the
respondent had made no arrangements to secure transportation back to work, left his job without
notice and did not even bother to advise his employer of his alleged inability to find return

transportation.

[7] This Court has consistently held that those who leave and consequently lose their
employment cannot force others to bear the burden of their unemployment (see Canada (Attorney

General) v. Borden, [2004] F.C.J. No. 781).
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[8] The Umpire clearly erred in finding that the respondent had shown just cause for leaving

pursuant to section 29 of the Act.

[9] For these reasons, the application for judicia review will be allowed without costs, and the

matter will be referred back to the Chief Umpire or to his designate for redetermination on the basis

that the respondent did not have just cause for leaving his employment.

“Pierre Blais’

JA.

Certified true trandation
Tu-Quynh Trinh
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