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NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _
YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MAFYLAND, THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON
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EVALUATION OE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all of the evidence
presented in this case, including the testimony offered at the
hearings. The Board has also considered all of the
docrunentary evidence introduced in this case, as well as the
Department of Economic and Employment Developmentrs docr.ments
in the appeal fi1e.

FTNDINGS OF FACT

The claimant is seventy-five years ol-d and receives $346.00
per month in Social Security benefits, Because of her a9e,
however, the claimant has no limit imposed by Social security
on her earnings. The claimant also reguires additionaf income
and has been working since she was approximately eight years
o1d. She has been employed for a number of years for the
Baltimore orioles, working at the stadium during night home
games, Because of a business change in the stadium
arrangements, the claimant, beginning with the 1988 season,
was transferred from the food concession stand to the ladies
restroom, where she functions as a ladies restloom attendant
during night games.

The emplol'ment in this case $ras additional emplol.ment, which
the claimant undertook on February 4, 1988. The claimant took
a job with the City Health Department at $3.35 per hour for 20
hours of work per week. The job consisted of housekeeping,
including dishwashinq, cooking, wj.ndow washing, cleaning up
bathrooms and kitchens, mopping floors and also running
errands for senior citizens who are clients of the health
department. The claimant was supposed to rdork four hours per
day, once a $reek, at each of five different clients' homes.
She had to provide her own transportation to these homes. The
claimant expressed a strong .preference that she be assigned to
one or two homes on a pemanent basis. This was because she
found it difficul-t to get to these five different locations
every week. This required taking the bus, and sometimes
involved multiple transfers in order to reach her clientsr
homes by 9:00 a.m. j-n the morning. She encountered this
difficulty in returning home. She also had some difficulty in
completing her assignments by 1:00 p.m., as her elderly
clients woul-d often make additional demands on her. The
claimant enjoyed her actual work, and she was consj.dered by
the employer to be an exemplary rrorker. There came a time in
September of 1988 vihen the claimant was advised that she !,rould
have to take a physical- examination in order to continue her
employment. The claimant declined and quit her emplolrynent at
that time.



The clairnant had been dj-agnosed in 1984 as having diabetes '
After the claimant had completed her onerous daily transporta-
tion and work schedute for several months, she found that she
was havinq increasing dif f iculty with her diabetes, and t/ras

i"*fing ifraXy and at times was having problems. seeing'
Aftf,orin she could not afford to see a private physician, she
was ad;ised by her daughter, a registered nurse, that her
increasing problems with diabetes may have been related to the
stress she was experiencing at her work. The claimant then
resigned, her employment with the Health Department, though she
contlnued her joU witn the Baltimore Orioles. She could have
and would, have continued her emp}o1'rnent with the Health
Department, had it not required transportation to and from
five different locatj-ons every week.

CONCLUSIONS OT LAW

The Board concludes that the claimant did not have good cause
connected with the condj-tions of emplol'rnent for leaving her
job. This is because the claimant understood when she took
lire job that it would require travel to five different
locations per week. The conditions did not chanqe, nor were
they utterly unreasonable.

The conditlons were, however, quite onerous, not only for a
75-year-o1d woman, but for anyone. The employer was offering
only four hours of work per day at the minimum vrage, and eras
requiring the employee to travel to five different locations a
week in order to perform four hours of service at each of
these locations. It is certainly understandable that thls
situation could cause stress for the claimant, and it is
medically documented that this stress could cause a worsening
of her case of dj-abetes. Ihe Board concludes, therefore, that
the claimant had a necessitous and compelling reason for
leaving her emplo1'rnent and that she had no reasonable
alternative but to do so. The claimant thus has valid
circumstances within the meaning of Section 5(a) of the law,
and the minimum penalty will be applied.

Fortunately for the claimant, she was able to continue her
night work and to perform other types of work whj-ch do not
reguire such an onerous transportation schedule.

DECISTON

Ihe claimant voluntarity left her employrnent, without good
cause but for valid circumstances withln the meaning of
Section 6(a) of the Maryland Unemplol'rnent Insurance Law. She
is disqualified from the receipt of benefits from the week
beginning September 25,
following.

1988 and the four weeks immediately



The decision of the Hearing Examiner is modified.
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FTNDINGS OF FACT

The claimant worked.for the employer, the Department of Health,civil Services Commj_ssion, at i p"y ,"t" of $3.e0 pei-nour forfu11-time- employmenr. on septimier 28, r988; in. "Ir.i*.nt
rgsigned her emplotment.by expliini;; rhar'sh; ;;; havinq troublewith her hearing ana - taikinj. -' 

sr.,. of f ered no medicalcertification of her physical .oidition. There was continuingrwork for her had she not-resigned.
?he claimant, duly notified at the time and. place of the appeal
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hearingr was not Present'
CONCLUSIONS OE LAW

It is heLd that the claimant voluntarily quit her employment for

reasons which Jo-not constitute good cause for so doing, in that
they are not directly attribrltable to the employer and/or

conditions of employment. ia is further held that the valid
clrcumstances sufilcient to warrent a weekly disqualifi'cation
have not been presented at the tpp"el hearing' The determination
of the Claims bxaminer wiII be modified'

DECI S ION

The claimant voluntarilY quit hgt

"tr=., within the meaning of Section
u.r"*pioy*""t Insurance Law' Benefits
u.gii"i"g September 25, 1988' untiI
ti;;; nei weexlY benefit amount' The

Examiner 1s herebY modified'
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