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CLAIMANT

NOTIGE 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 SUPERIOR COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNTY IN MARYLANO IN
WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT Feb. 10, 198 2

FOR THE CLAI IANT:

-APPEARANCES -
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Aft.er reviewing the record in this case, the Board of Appealsdisagrees wit.h the facts found and Ehe reasoning contain-e-d in
the decision of the Appeals Referee on the issue of Section20(L) of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. The Appeals
Referee's decision under thaL Section will be reversed.
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The Board of Appeals agrees with t.he fact.s and the reasoning
conLained in the decision of the Appeals Referee on t.he issue of
section 4(c) of the Maryland Unemployment fnsurance Law and the
decision of the Appeals Referee under that Section wiII be af-
firmed.

There is no evidence that the Claimant was performing serwices
with respect to which wages were payable Eo him during the
period he was filing for benefits. The mere fact that the Claim-
ant is self employed or attempting to start his own business, in
the absence of any evidence that he is performing services for
which wages are paid or payable, does noe automaticalfy dls-
qualify the ClaimanL wit.hin the meanlng of Section 20 (1) of the
Law. See,the Marie Gl"eason case, Board decision No. l-033-BH-81.

However, the Board does find that the claimant is not meeting
the reguirements of Section 4 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment
Insurance Law- The Claimant initially told the agency that he
was spending up to 25 hours per week trying to set up his own
business. Further, the Claimant vi/as onLy contacting approxi -
mately two Lo three Employers each week in his job search- These
factors taken together, supporL a conclusion that the Claimant
was not making such efforts to seek work, "as an unemployed
indiwidual is expected to make if he is honestly looking for
work. "

The Board does not mean to suggest Lhat. the Claimant must com-
pl,etely divest. himself of his business in order to. meet the
requirements of Section   (c) of the Law. However, a person
spending as much time at his business, and making as few job
contacts as the Claimant, is not meeting t.he requirements of the
Law.

DECISION

The Claimant. was unemployed within the meanlng of Section 20(l-)
of the Maryland Unemplo)ment Insurance Law. He is eliglble for
benefits from May 10, 1981, if he is otherwise qualified under
the Law.

The Claimant was not able, availabfe and activeLy seeking work
wiEhin the meaning of Section 4 (c) of the Maryland UnemploymenE.
Insurance Law. He is disgualified from receiving benefits from
May 10, 1981, and thereafcer until he satisfies aI1 t.he require-
menEs of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law.



-3-

The decision of the Appeals Referee
Law is reversed; the decision of
Section 4(c) of the Law is affirmed.

as to Sectlon 20 (1)
the Appeals Referee

of the
as to

dh
K:W

COPIES MAILED TO:

CLAIMANT

UNEMPLOYIVIENT

4t--,r- w' t4d
Chai rman

TNSURANCE - BALTTMORE


