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EVALUATION OF EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all of the evj-dence
presented, including the testimony offered at the hearings.
The Board has also considered all of the documentary evidence
introduced in this case, as wel-l- as the Department of Economic
and Emplolment Development's documents in the appeal file.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The significant facts of this case are not in dispute by
either the claimant or the employer. The Board adopts the
Findings of Fact made by the Hearing Examiner.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The claimant's actions in leaving her employment by
resignation because her employer $ras no longer able to
accommodate her religious need to be off from sundown Friday
to sundown Saturday r^ras with good cause within the meaning of
Section 6(a) of the Maryl-and Unemployment Insurance Law.

The claimant's religious beliefs do not al1ow her to work
between sundown Friday and sundown Saturday. This belief is
in conflict with the shift schedules she would, from tj-me to
time, have to work in connection with her job at the Maryland
State Police. The Supreme Court has held in Thomas v. Review
Board of the Indiana Employment Security Divi-sion, et a lll-fIlf

iewing
court in this context is to determine whether there was an
appropriate finding that petitioner terminated his work
because such work was forbidden by his religion.
The record shows that petitioner terminated hj-s employment for
religous reasons. Supra, 1431. The Supreme Court further held
that a person may not be compelled to choose between the
exercise of a first amendment right and participation in an
otherwise available public program. Ibid.
The facts of this case are clear that the cLaimant terminated
her employment for religious reasons.

DECISION

The cl-aimantrs unemplolment was due to leaving work voluntar-
ily, with good cause, within the meaning of Section 6(a) of
the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Lar^/. The cl-aimant isgranted unemployment insurance benefits from the week
beginning october 25, t987 .





The decision of the Hearing Examiner is reversed.
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FOR THE EMPLOYER:FOR THE CLA:MANT:

Present Louis W. Saffran, Jr.,
AssisEant Di rector,
Medical Sect ion

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Claimant was employed by the l.laryland State Police from June 24,
1987, Eo on or about October 27, 1987, her last job classification as
a police communication operator at an annual salary of SI3,101,
working approximately 35 and one half hours a $reek.
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At Ehe t ime the claimant accePted the employment , she r^ras ar,rare that
it \,ras shift work and she raised no objections to such employment..
The claimant joined the seventh Day of Aventist religious beIieEs,
which would r6quire her not to erork Ehrough sundown Friday through
sundown Saturday. The employer would attempt to meet the claimant's
needs in Eaking oEf from work during this time. Ilov,ever, co-workers
were starE j.n9 to raise objections and the enployer caLLed the
claimant in, indicating that she would be placed on regular schedule
and it would then be her responsibility in Einding others Eo
substitute for her. The ClaimanE found t.hat such requests were not
being answered, so she decided Eo resign.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Claimant's actions in leaving her employment by a resj.gnation
because co-workers would not al,rrays comply with her requests of
changing a schedule with her brought about by religious beliefs,
demonstrates a wi11, desire and intent to leave one's work
voluntarily, without good cause, within Ehe meaning of Section 5(a)
of the I'laryland unemployment Insurance Law. There are, however,
serious and/or valid circunstances present to warrant the imposition
of a disqualiEication less than the maximum permitted under Ehe
Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law, especially in view of the fact
that the claimant committ.ed herself to a religious belief and she was
willing to work other hours to Eulfill her oblj.gations to the job.

DEC I S ION

The Claimant's unemployment !.ras due to leaving work voluntarily,
without good cause, within t.he meaning of Section 6 (a ) of the
Maryland Unemployment Insurance La\r. The Claimant is denied
unemployment insurance benefits for the week beginning October 25,
1987, and for the nine weeks immediately following thereafter.
The determination of t.he claims Examiner- is affi:red.
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