
Claimant: Fonda Ellinqer

-DEClsloN-
Decision No.:

Date:

APP€al No.:

S. S. No.:

L. O. No.:

Appellant

Wiltian DonaW Schaefer, Goaernor

t. Randall Etang kctelary

Board of AWk
1100 North Eutaw Street

Baltimore, MarYknd 2 1 20 1

TelePhone: (301) 333'5032

Board of APPUb

Thomu W. Kuch, Chairman

Hant A.lVarnick, Asociate Memfur

hnna P. Watb, Asociate Membcr

422-BR-9L

April 15, 1991

90L6732

23

EMPLOYER

Emptoyer: Howard CountY Govt '

Whether the claimant left
cause, within the meaning of

work voluntarilY, without good
Section 5(a) of the law.

- NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECI$ION IN ACCOROANCE 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 RESIOE IN BALTIMORE CITY' OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYI-AND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIB€S May 15, L99L

FOB THE CLAIMANT:

-APPEARANCES-
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
*oaifi.= the decision of the }learing Examiner'



Theclainantinthiscaseworkedforapproximatelythree
months for the Hor^rard county government as a clerk' She made

$8:00-; hour. she mj'ss6d-three days in late sePtember
L..ir". of the death of a friend. She missed october 1 and 2

because of car trouble. on the third of october' more
pioui"t"--r... discovered with her car' she did not
i*n"aiiiefv have the money to fix the car' Her emptoyer. did

"oi iit""tl" irunediate teimination, but did warn the claimant
if,"t it was important that she appear for work regularly'
r..ii"g that sh; would, soon be fired, the claimant quit'

The Hearing Examiner found that the claimant had "va1id
circumstan6es" for quitting her job due to transportation
;;;;G;; 

-ihe goard -disagrE"s. TransPortation problems, like
lny personat problems, can be a valid circumstance if they are
neSeisi.tous and compeiling and leave no reasonable alternative
Lhen to quit the emp1o1'ment. The claimant has simply not m9t
rr"i u"ia,i" of provi-ng lhese elements in this case' There is
no 

"rrid"n.. 
thit she-explored alternative means of getting to

work (such as car pooiing). There is not a sufficiently
a.i.ii"a explanation of hei car repair and financial troubles.
To the extent that the problems were financial, there is no
explanation as to why quittnig the job would make the problems
illa;., The claimanl quit her job after only three daysr of
cir trouble, without making any extensive investigation .of
ii.""p"itution alternatives, without any -extensive explanation

"i urf'w tfr. problem was intractable, and without being given
even 

-a final warning by the employer' Under these
.ircr."tun.us, the Board concludes that her voluntary quit was
without either good cause or valid circumstances'

DECISION

The claimant left work voluntarily, without good cause, within
the meaning of Section 6(a) of the Maryland UnemPlolment
rnsurance iaw. She is disqualified from receiving benefits
from the week beginning September 30, 1990 and until she
becomes re-employed, earns at least ten times her weekly
benefit ainount iEz,fSO), and thereafter becomes unemployed
through no fault of her own.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner is affirmed.
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CLAIIIIANT

-DECISION_
Date:

Appeal No.:

S. S. No.:

LO. No.:

Appellant

- NOTICE OF RIGHT OF FURTHER APPEAL _
ANY INTERESTED PAR.ry TO THIS DECISION MAY REOUEST A FURTHER APPEAL AND SUCH APPEAL MAY BE FILED IN ANY OFFICE OF THE

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT, OR WTH THE APPEALS DIVISION' ROOM 515' 1 1OO NORTH EUTAW STREET'

BALTIMOFIE. MARYI.AND 21201, ETTHER IN PERSON OR BY MAIL.

THEPERIooFoRFILINGAFURTHERAPPEALEXPIRESATMIDNIGHToN
March l, 1991

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Claimant Present

-APPEARANCES-
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

FINDINGS OF FACT

Charles Rinaudo -
Division Chief
James Stuller -
UTS

January 4, 1991 at which
because the claimant was
had previouslY requested a

A hearing was initially scheduled for
time the claimant failed to aPpear
friving dental surgery on that date and
postponement.

OEEO/BOA 37r-A FdYi!.d t't$

ls.sue:
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The ctaimant worked for the empl'oyer--f:o* September 10' 1990

untit o.tou"r 3, .rsgd-a= 
-i creix .:tl::? l? 3fl. i:I"t:il:; :l:

ii:it*:,t:l:";t'i:I ;:;is::i li:.?Fili*; :i';;;';1iu-iiia n"n
Eold that she was p'uiine-nut job in jeopardv because of a sertes

of absences. ,n" "'^'ii"ii 'i= ir""nt 6" -st"tl*lut 24' lggo to and

including sepLember )i'''rgso 9'9 to. emo'iionar upset over !1"
death of a crose "''"iil 

-ine ctaimant' Presented a doctor's srrp

ro her emplover unon ii"*i ';;;';-;; "::I'.,',hie;t'iltli H: .iH:'::
!X.'iil-|fi"'lartei !:?lll:"? "'.,33:"ffi:,i."'t;; I"i"*.rir. broke

H;"':;i'tf,:':1.?1";:":fi'";i ;;;; 'h" 
runds to repair the car'

The place of emplolryneni'"*tl 
" 

"ot-wi 
thin .'^ixing diitance 9! ' !h'

claimant's resroence 
'i"a p"uri" transportation was not avalraDre'

The claimant did not. t"it'i"v money. to repair the car and did not

i"i.-u"v"*o"ey to take a cab to work'

CONCLUSIONS OE LAW

There is good cause to reopen this dismissed case under Co!"1AR

24.02.06.02N.

Article 95A, Section 6(a) provides that an individual shal1 be

disqualified from o""li il"'^ ir'tli"- r'ti 
= , 

u"emp rolrynent is due to

leavins work uo't"ltitiiv' without go?9.:"'"" ' arising f rom or

connected with the "oiaiiio"t 
of employment or actions of the

employer. The t"tt='"!Iiiiii!i'ta in- tn6 instant case do not

demonstrate sucn good :;;;;-;a"t the.Law' io*tuut' section 6(a)

provides that a , "arl"i'ii!ei"i 
i i i..t I "" _.uv nu imposed where the

seDaration ,= pt""'piiltta-iv (1) a suusiiiltiar ciuse connected

with the conditions li'tiirlv'"t"1 'or (2).another cause of such a

necessitous or "o*iurii-nq 
-' t'"tutt lhat the claimant had no

reasonabre arternatii! iit'to'-i""t'e the empiovment' The facts in

this case d"monstrttl="Ili' "Iria-ti"l'*"t"tt"t" ' and theref ore ' a

ilro"..E-ilis"aiiricatj'on is appropriate'

Although the claimant was not terminated at the time of her

::;;;;ii.;-; :::-t:'*i' =il:"i.t"i::t";a:i":::' :l: :i:":'t:l:!"=Ei
lii.:t 1i.iiiir.?r..;i";ri;; when her uulo^ouir" broke down and

:i'"";;;e !n"t =it. i"a-"" mode of transPoration to !^'ork ' Because

rhe claimant," ,.u"Jir" ;;r"'f,!; i.uig""tion were purely personal,

the claimant's .u= ini"ii""'^-'u= 
- -'Iii'"ut good cause but varid

circumstances are warranted '



The unemplo)tment of the claimant was - 
d'ue to her voluntarily

i"."i"s-;o.i, l'rithout lood cause but - with varid circumstances'
within the meaning ot sEciion S(t) of the MarYland Unemployment

Insurance Law. s.".fii"--iie denied - for the week beginning
;;;H;;; sol rsso and the nine weeks thereafter'

The determination of the claims Examiner is modified'

The determination of

fhere is good cause to
24.02.05,02N.

Date of Hearing: February 6,
kmb/Parker/ 107 2

Cop.ies mailed on FebruarY 14,

c 1a imant

EmpIoYer

unemployment Insurance - Cohunbia (MABS)

- 3 - APPeal No' 9015732

the Claims Examiner is modif i-ed'

DECI SION

reopen this dismissed case under COMAR

Hearing Exami.ner

1991

1991 to:


