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CLA]MANT

gross misconduct,
of S8-1002 of the

.DECI stoN-
Decision No.:

Date:

Appeal No.:

S.S. No.:

Whether the cl_aimant was discharged forconnected with the work, within thj meaningLabor and Employment Article.

You may file an appeal from this decision in the Circuit Court
Maryland, The court rules about how to appeal can be found in
Maryland Rules, Volume 2. B rules.

The period for filing an appeal expires

-NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT-

of the Circuit Courts in a county in
the Annotated Code of Maryland,

for Baltimore City or one
many public libraries, in

October 30, 1993

-APPEARANCES-
I-'OR THE CLAIMAN'I:

RE v r E w ciRif fi'p''Hil861tn

Upon review of the record in I.his-_case, the Board of Appealsadopts the findings of fa.ct of the ueu.ii,g. p*rrnir..."'However,
based on thos.e ^f-acts, the Board .on.l'r"a.r iiiu;'ih. craimant*3:.discharged.for gross miscgnduct, connected with his *oik,within the meaning oi LE, $g_1OO2.



I\AY ?4 l?:AlPl4 5l-lFT frr c-,iH)f1l-1 P.3

The claimant, a school bus driver knew that one of the
conditions of his employment was that he submit to a drug
test, whenever he was ordered to do so by the employer.
Further, employer policy mandated a drug test whenever a bus
driver was involved in an accident or incident. Considering
the nature of the cl-aimants j ob, this was a reasonabl-e
policy.

The claimant's refusal to submit to t'he drug test therefore
constitutes a deliberate and wil-lful disregard of standards of
behavior that the employer had a right , to expect and shows a
wanton disregard foi Cfre employer'l interests, one of the
definitions of gross misconduct, under LE, 53-1002.

DECISION

The claimant was discharged for gross misconduct, connected
with the work, within the meaning Lf S8-1OO2 of the Labor and

Employment ArticIe. He is disquatifi-.^q from recei-ving benefits
fromthe,""kbeginningMayg,Lg93andunti]hebecomes
reemployed, earns at fLasC' twenty times his weekly benefit
amount ($4,280.00) and thereafter becomes unemployed through
no fault of his own,

The decision of the Hearing Examin s rever
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