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-NOTICE 
OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND, THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, IF YOU RESIDE IN BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.
December 30, 1989

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

_APPEARANCES-
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
rLrrerses the decision of the Hearing Examiner and concludes
that the claimant had good cause for refusing the job offer
wit.h t.he Department of Natural Resources.



The unrebutted testimony of the claimant is that he was told
he was being laid off after four weeks, or or about August L,
l-989, primaiily due to budgetary considerations. nue-Lo his
dissatisfaction with certain work conditions, which he
perceived as discriminatory, and due to excessive physical
handling of him by his supervisor, he declined to be rehired
when the employer offered him four more weeks of work, after
admitting that they had treated him unfairly. Under these
circumsLances, the Board concfudes that the claimant had good
cause to refuse the offer wj-thin the meaning of Section 5 (d) .

DECTSION

The cl-aimant refused an offer of suitable work, but for good
cause, within the meaning of Section 6 (d) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law. No disqualification is imposed
under this section of the faw.

The decision of the Hearing
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Examiner is reversed.
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Appellant:
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8911028
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Claimant

Department of Naturaf
Resources

Employer:

lssue: Whether the unempl-oyment of the cfaimant was due to leaving
work voluntarily, without good cause, within the meaning of
Section 6(a) of the Law.

.NOTICE OF RIGHT OF FURTHER APPEAL _
ANY INTERESTED PARry TO THIS DECISION IV]AY REQUEST A FURTHER APPEAL AND SUCH APPEAL IV]AY BE FILED IN ANY

EIV]PLOYMENT SECURITY OFFICE, OR WTH THE APPEALS DIVISION ROOM 515, 11OO NORTH EUTAW STREET. BALTIMORE,
MARYLAND 2120,1. EITHER IN PERSON OR BY MAIL

THE PERIOD FOR FILING A PETITION FOR REVIEW EXPIRES AT I\4IDNIGHT ON
october 27, 1989

- APPEAMNCES -

FOR THE CLAIN,4ANT: FOR THE EI'PLOYERI

Eugene E. VioIet Present. NoL. Represented

FINDINGS OF EACT

The cfaimant filed an orlginal claim for unemplolment insurance
benefits aE Hagerstown, effective .luly 30, 1989.

The claimant was employed by Lhe Maryfand Department of Natural
Resources for a period of four weeks, from ,fu1y 5, 1989 to August



QO11n10

1989. But, in view of the urefuted assertions and allegations
made by the cl-aimant concerning the poor treatment, harassment and
discrimination which he was receiving at the hands of a
supervisor, for which the employer had apologized to the cl-aimant,
I concfude that such evidence is sufficient to mitigate a penalE.y
which must be imposed pursuant to t.he provj.sions of Section 6 (d)
of the Maryfand Unemployment Insurance Law. Accordingfy, such
modificat.ion shalf be entered herein.

DECISION

It is held that the claimant's was faid off or a non-di sgual i fying
reason wiEhin t.he meaning of Section 6 (a) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law. Benefits are allowed from ,Jufy 30,
1989 and thereafter, provj.ded the claimant is otherwise eligible
pursuant to the requirements of the unemplolrnent insurance 1aw, and
subject to such other disqualification as may 'be entered herei-n.

It is held that the claimant failed, without good cause, to accept
suitabfe work when offered, wi-thin the meaning of Section 6 (d) of
the Maryfand Unempfoyment Insurance Law. Benefits are denied for
the week beginnlng July 30, 1989 and the four weeks immediately
fol lowing .
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