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misconduct connected
6(c) of the Law.

Whether E.he ClaimanE was discharged for
wiEh the work r^rithin the meaning of Section

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROU THIS OECISION IN ACCOROANCE IflITH THE LAWS OF MARYLANO' THE APPEAL MAY 8E TAKEN IN PERSON

qR THROUGH At{ ATTORNEY tN THE SUPERtOR COUBT OF EALT|MORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT CoURT 0F THE C0UNTY lN MARYLAND lN

WHICH YOU RESIOE.

February 7, !982
THE PERIOO FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIONIGHT

FOB TIIE CLAIMANT:

- APPEARANCES _

FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Claimant was employed from September 1' 1970 until
1981 as a teacher. AE the time of separation' her pay
$209.00 per hreek.

June 10,
rate was

oH F/ESA 454 (7/75)
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-0n Novemtrer 13, 1980, the Employer advised the Claimant thaE she
needed to compleEe seventeen hours of addiEional course work in
order to qualify for professional certification. She was
informed at EhaE Eime that she must complete at leasE Ewelve
additional hours of schooling by September of 1981 in order for
her contract to be renewed.

On May 12, 1980, the Claimant hras lald off due to a rrsizable
reduction in staffing d..re to declining enrollments and fiscal
constraints." Her last day of work was June 10, 1981.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

After a review of the enEire record in Ehis case, Ehe Board
concludes EhaE the Claimant was Laid off for lack of work. This
is a non-disqualifying reason within the meaning of Section 6 of
the Maryland Unemploymenc Insurance Law,

The Claimant was laid of in May of 1981, effecEive in June of
1981. The facE that the Employer may possibly have been able to
fire the Claimant in SepEember of 1981 is irrelevant. (Even this
fact is speculaEive, because the Claimant, had she not been laid
off, could possibly had been able to complete the required
courses by SepEember. ) In any case, the Board concludes EhaE an
employee who has been genuinely laid off cannoE be disqualified
on Ehe basis of speculaEions as to whether she would have been
fired anyway in Ehe future. The primary reason for separaEion
from employment in Ehis case r^ras clearly a reduction in staff
due Eo declining enrollmenEs and financial constraints.

DECISION

The Claimant was separated from
ing reason within the meaning
UnemploymenE Insurance Law. She
week beginning June 7, 1981 and
eligible.

employment for
of Section 6

is eligible for
thereafter, if

a non-di squal i fy-
of the Maryland
benefits for Ehe
she is otherwi se

The decision of the Appeals Referee is reversed.
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CLAIMANT: KaEhv Stewpns
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APPET[AiIT:

ISS UE: Whether the c laimant
misconduct conne c E ed
Section 6 (c) of the

was discharged from employment for
with the work within the meaning of
Law .

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO PETITION FOR REVIEW

At{Y II{TERESTEO PARTY TO THIS OECISIOI{ IIIAY FEOUEST A REVIEW AI{O SUCH PETITIOI{ FOR REVIEW MAY 8E FILEO Iil AilY E PTOYMEI{T
SECUEITY OFFIGE. OR WITX THE APPEATS OIVISIOII, EOOiI 5T5, II(lO I{OBTH EUTAW STREET, EATTIMORE, MARYTAID 212OI. CITHES IN PER.

s0r{ 0R BY r{Art.

THE PEEIOD FOR FITII{G A PETITIOiI FOf, REVIEW EXPISES AT TIIOiIIGHI OI{ December 17, 1-98l

_ APPEARANCES -
fOR THE CLAIiIANT: F0R TllE EltlPt0YE B:

Pre s ent Represented by
Lowman Daniels,
Admini strat ive
AssisEant Personne I
Harford County
School s; and , James
Stuller, Gibbens
Company, Inc.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimanE was employed from September 1, l97O until June 10,7977 as a teacher aE a pay raEe of $2O9.OO-per vreek at che timeof separation. The claimant L,as terminated from employmenE be_cause she did not pursge a course of credits to maintain her
DHR/ssA37i.Bgl&Biofpcation as a teacher. She did thie-tno-,ui"gfy, -e;;i;i;g";;
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go in to a differenE career from teaching.

COMMENTS

Evidence shows thaE the claimant did not mainEain accreditationfor her employmenE and shg did so knowingly. Under Ehese circum-
stances, her separaEion. from employment -is properly within Ehepurview of SecEion 6 (c) of the-Maiyland Unempioyment Insurance
Law, and the minimum disqualification of thaE Statute.

DECI SION

T!" unemployment of Ehe claimanE is due Eo being discharged for
misconduct connected wiEh the work within Ehe melning of Section6 (c) of Ehe Law. Benefits are denied for Ehe weJk beginning
June 7, 1981 and the four weeks immediaEely following.
The determination of the claims Examiner is affirmed.

DaEe of Hearing - Lll6lAt
cd /6858
( 102 5 7 /l,lesEerwelE )

COPIES I.,IAILED TO:

Claimant

Employer

Unemployment Insurance - Bel

The Gibbens Company, fnc.

Air


