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The following is the English version of the 
reasons for judgment delivered orally by 

PRATTE J.: Applicant is challenging the validity 
of the decision of the Chairman of a Board of 
Referees, who, acting under section 96 of the 
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1971, S.C. 1970-
71-72, c. 48, refused her leave to appeal a decision 
of the Board of Referees. 

The Chairman gave the following reasons for his 
refusal to grant leave as requested: 

[TRANSLATION] Having taken into consideration the reasons 
for appeal to the Umpire, the Chairman of the Board of 
Referees feels that there are no new facts that would justify 
granting leave to appeal to the Umpire and therefore refuses to 
grant such leave. 



According to section 96, the absence of new 
facts is not in itself sufficient to justify the Chair-
man in refusing to grant leave to appeal. Thus, 
section 96 states that: 

96. (1) ... an application for leave to appeal shall be 
granted by the chairman of the board of referees if it appears to 
him that there is a principle of importance involved in the case 
or there are other special circumstances by reason of which 
leave to appeal ought to be granted. 

For these reasons it appears to this Court that 
the decision of the Chairman has no basis in law, 
that it should be set aside and that the case should 
be referred back to the Chairman for a decision on 
applicant's application for leave to appeal as 
required by section 96(1). 
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