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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 MARYLAND, THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, IF YOU RESIDE IN BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.
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The claimant in this case became unhappy with her supervisor's
methods of supervision. A meeting was hel-d in December of 1989
between the claimant, another employee and her supervisor. At
Ieast one other person was present for at least part of the
meeting.

At that meeting, the claimant announced that she was looking
for other employment. The claimant did not intend to quit her
job unless she found better employment. She did not inform the
employer t.hat she was quitting. The employer, however, began
searching for a replacement for the c1aimant. In early January
of 1990, the employer informed the claimant that her last day
of work would be January L9, 1990.

The facts of t.his case constitute a discharge. A statement by
an employee that the employee is seeking, or is going to seek
other work, simply is not the same as leaving work or
resigning. The claimant thus did not. voluntarily quit her job,
within the meaning of Secti-on 5(a) of the law.

Looking for another
misconduct. A![!4_ v-

job does not constitute any
Martin Mariet.ta (23 5 -BR- 83 ) .

type of

DECISION

The claimant did not voluntarily qult her job within the
meaning of Section 5 (a) of the Maryland Unemployment fnsurance
Law. She was discharged, but not for gross misconduct or
misconducL, connected with the work, within t.he meaning of
Sectj-on 5 (b) or 6 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance
Law. No disqualification is imposed based upon the claimant's
separation f rom employment wj-th It.s Polite to Point.

The decision of the Hearing trxaminer is reversed.
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NOTICE OF RIGHT OF FURTHER APPEAL _
ANY INTERESTED PARTY TO THIS DECISION I\4AY REQUEST A FURTHER APPEAL AND SUCH APPEAL IVIAY BE FILED IN ANY OFFICE OF THE

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOI\4IC AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPIUENT, OR WTH THE APPEALS DIVISION, ROOIV] 515,1100 NORTH EUTAWSTREET,
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WilIiam o'MaIley, Witness

Not Represented

EINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant was employed as an Art Director for this needle
point kit designer from January 16, 1989 until January 19, 1990.
The claimant and another employee were unhappy with the way this
buslness was run. In particular, t.he claimant - complained that the
employer would reprimand workers in front of. others and also Ehat
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she criticized the claimant's abifities. A meeting was held at
which time the claimant stated her complaint and that she was
Iooking for other work. The employer responded that she would
start looking for a replacement for the claimant. By January B,
1990, the employer had sefected a replacement and needed to set a
last day of work for the cfaimant. The cf aj-manL stated al, that
time she had several possibilitiesof employment and January 19,
1990, was set as her Iast day of work.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The claimant indicated to her employer an intent to feave her job
when she said that. she was looking for another job due to her
dissatisfaction with her work environment . Given that, the
employer was justified in taking reasonable steps to replace the
claimant. The claimant was not discharged from this job due to
looking for other emplol,rnent or for any other reasons. The
employer only took steps to set a firm date for the claimant's
departure once she indicated her intent to Ieave and a
replacement had been found.

Articfe 95A, section 6 (a) provides that an individual shall be
disqualified from benefits where his unemployment is due to
leaving work voluntarily, without good cause arising from ot
connected with. the conditions of emplo).ment. or actions of the
employer. The facts established in the instant case do not
demonstrate such good cause under the Law. However, Section 6(a)
provides that a reduced disqualificatlon may be imposed where the
separation is precipitated by (1) a substantial cause connecLed
with the conditions of employment or (2) another cause of such a
necessitous or compelling nature that the claimant had no
reasonable afternative but to feave the emplo)rment. The facts in
Lhls case demonstrate such valid circumstances, and therefore, a
reduced disqualification is appropriate.

The facts support a finding of valid circumstances for quitting
this job as the claimant was berated by her supervisor on several
occasions regarding job performance in the presence of others-
see 569-BR-83. But, this is not
the prolonged humiliat.ion which would support a finding of good
cause as contemplated in the Sheckles, case.

DECIS ION

The unemployment of the claimant was due to leaving work
voluntarily, without good cause, but \,vith valid circumstances,
within the meaning of Section 6 (a) of the Maryland Unemplolment
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Insurance Law. Benefits are denied for the week beginning January
14, 1990 and the nine weeks immediately following.

The determination of the Cfaims Examiner i-s reversed.
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