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-NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT -
YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS OECISION IN ACCORDANCE WTH THE LA\^/S OF MARYLAND, THE APPEAL MAYBE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, IF YOU RESIOE IN EALTIMORE CITY. OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLANO IN WHICH YOU RESIDE,

THE PERIOO FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON Novernlf,er 5, 1989

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

_APPEARANCES_
FOR THE EMPLOYER]

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

of the record in this case, the Board of
decision of Ehe Hearing Examiner.

Upon review
reverses the

Appeals



The Board adopEs the findings of facE of Lhe Hearing Examiner'
The Board additionally findJ as a facL Ehat t.he job in Fl-orida
as of Ehe date of the appeal hearing stil1 hadn't started' No

one in the claimanE,s po!-ition of field engineer was sent to
the job site in Florida,

The Board concludes that these
a finding of good cause to guit

facts are sufficienE to sustain
connected with the work.

SecEion 5 (a) of Lhe Maryland Unemployment' Insurance Law

defines "good cause" as a cause which is directly attributable
;;. arislng from, or connected with the conditions of
employment or ..Ji""" 

-"f 
Ehe employer' The claimant's reason

for guitting his 
- 

LmploymenE witir lttt construction meet the

requirements of the definition'

The claimant. quiE due to Ehe fact that the emolover wanted him

to transfer from the uarylandfvirginia area. Lo 'Jacksonville'

Florida . The "r-"i*""t 
had j usE -recently been told by the

employer that he would be vloJing in thl.virginia area' The

employer would not cover .ir- - tir. claimant' s reasonable

."i""1." tf.rt would have incurred as a result of this move '

DECISION

The claimant lefL work voluntarily, but for good cause

connected wicn iire work, within the meaning- of Section g (a) of
the Maryland U".*pf"Vr..irt fnsurince l,aw. ito disqualification
is imposed based' oi, his separaLion from emplolrmenE - 

with
Lott Constructors, Inc' The claimant' may contacL the local
office concernii]'an. oLher eligibility requirements of the

1aw.

The decision of the Hearing Examine, is reversed.
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. NOTICE OF RIGHT TO PETITION FOR REVIEW'

ANYINTERESTEDPARTYToTHISDECISIoNMAYREQUESTAREVIEWANDSuCiTPETITIoNFoRREVIEW
ANY EMPLOYMENT SECURITY OFFICE OR WITH THE APPEALS DIVISION' ROOM 515"I 1OO NORTH

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201. EITHER IN PERSON OR BY MAIL

THE pERtoD FoR FtLtNG A pETt,oN FoR REVtEw ExptRES AT MIDNIGHT oN August 11' 1989

MAY BE FILEO IN

EUTAW STREET

_ APPEARANCES .

FOR THE EMPLOYER
FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Claimant-PresenL (via telephone) Bob Power,
Contract,
AdminisLrator

FINDINGS OF FACT

This ca6e was remanded Eo Ehe undersigned Hearing- Examin^er for a

new decision wi_inout a new h.;;;g "by order or the Board of
Appeals, dated June 23, 1989.

The claimant was employed by Lott Constructors' Inc' ' from

November 1987 until March 15, igeg, as a field engineer' This was

i-t"rr_t:"me position, which paid Ehe claimanE $33,000 per year.



39i.1f14

SometwomonthspriorLotheclaimant,sseparat'ionfrom
employment, Cnr-L*pioyer .indicated that he would be Lransferred
!.o-;- j;t- u'it. in eiexindria, Virginia, once Lhe project thaL he

was working on was comPleted'

The claimanE then moved from Frederick, Maryland to Gaithersburg,
Maryland in order to be closer to his'work. His apartment lease

conLained a 'lno-tiansfer" clause, and the claimint Laged his

Ehree vehicl-es 
-1n- 

t"taryland, i; anticipation of staying in the

area. Then, the claimang was i"fa ft. wa-s going to be transferred
t,o .Tacksonville, Florida by the employer, onc" the present job

was comPleted.

ThejobsuperintendentonLheclaimant,sproiectleftinFebruary
1989. The cfai*arri was scheduled to go to Ehe Florida job on

March 1, but. was allowed to .onti.rr. iorking at the present job

siLe until the project was completed on March 15' l-989'

ThestartupofthejobinAlexandria'Virginiawasdelayedand
t.he claimant "i"pp"a'working 

for Lott on March 15, because thaL

iob was completed. This "*pi"f.i 
had no other work available for

iir. claimanl in Ehe washington' DC area'

The claimant is presently employed'

CONCLUSTONS OF LAW

Baseduponthetestimonypresentedat.theappealshearing,itis
concluded that the ctaimint was separated from his employment

voluntarity, wiEhout good cause conriected with the work, withi-n
the meaning oi- 

- 
Su.iior-t 5 (a) of Ehe Maryland Unemployment

Insurancel,aw.Whi}etheclaimantworkedtot'heendoft.he
presentassignment,herefusedtot,ransfertoF}orid.abecauseof
financial conditions Lhat were not reimbursable by this employer'
These included a ',no-tranBfer clause", in his lease and Lhe fact
Ehat Ehe claimanL has EiLled and raged his three vehicfes in
Maryland. Thus, it is concluded thaL the claimanL refused to
transfer for rinanc:.ar considerations that were personal to the

claimant. These financial consid'erations constituEed valid
circumsEance ""pp"iii"g 

a reduced disqualification as provided
for in ArLicle 95A, Section 6 (a) , buL lannot be considered good

cause for Lhe claimant's seperation as required b-y Lhat same

SecLion of the Law. Therefori, Lhe determination of the Claims
Examiner wi1.l be modifed to reflecE the imposition of t,he minimum

penalty under Section 5 (a) of the Law'



This decision rePlaces Ehe
1989.

89aj33-',

one mailed to the Parties on MaY 8'

DECISION

The claimanE voluntarily left his employment, wiLhout good. cause
;;;".";;-riti, uhe workl wirnin the-melning of section 5( a) of
the Maryland UnemploymenE Insurance Law. Benefits are denied
beginnini March L), 1989 and for the four weeks immediately
following, ending on APril 15, 1989'

The determination of the Clai-ms Examiner is modified.

It. should be noted for informational purposes that benefits paid
to a claimant who voluntarily quits h1s employment, -without good

cause are not. chirgeaUfe to tftJ "*purience 
rating of Ehe employer

under SecLion 8 (c) (r-O) .
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