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CLAIMANT

lssue

ATTN: JoAnn Surber,
Executive Housekeeper

Whether the Claimant faj-led, without good cause, to file a
timely and valid appeal within the meaning of S 7 (c) (ii) of the
Law; whether the Cl-aimant's unemployment was due to leaving
work woluntarily, without good cause, wichin the meaning of
S 5 (a) of the Law; and whether Lhe Claimant was abl-e to work,
avail-abl-e for work, and acLively seeking work, within the mean-
ing of S a (c) of the Law.

‐NOT!CE OF R:GHT OF APPEAL TO COURT一

YOU MAY F!LE AN APPEAL FROM TH:S DECIS10N IN ACCORDANCEヽ 〃ITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND THE APPEAL MAYBE
TAKENIN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEYIN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALT!MORE CITY,OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
THE COUNTYIN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RES!DE.

THE PER10D FOR FILiNG AN APPEAL EXP:RES AT M:DN:GHT ON September 15, 1984

―‐APPEARANCES… …

FOR THE CLAIMANT FORTHE EMPLOYER:
Bernadine E. Ennis - Claimant JoAnn Surber
Melinda Verduci - Legal Aid Executive House-

keeper

EVIDENCE CONS]DERED

The Board of Appeals has considered al1 of the evidence pre-
sented., including the Lestimony offered at the hearings. The
Board has also considered aLl of the documentary evidence inEro-
duced into this case, as well as Department of Employment and
Training's documents in the appeal fi-le.

DET/BOA 454 (Rovl$d 784)
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant was employed as a mald by the Ramada Hotel in Rock-
viIIe, Maryland from March 14, 1982 until on or about Novernber
9, 1982, when she went on a Lhree month maternity leave.

The Claimant's baby was born on December 13, ).982. Sometime in
February 1983, Ehe Claimant conEacted tshe employer abouc re-
Eurning Eo work. At Chat time she did not yet have a medical
reLease from her physician and the employer was experiencing a
seasonal slowdown in business. Nevertheless , t.he employer toLd
Ehe Claimant that as soon as she obtained a medica] rel,ease, she
could reEurn to work, on a parE-time schedule in February (since
all the maids were on a parL-Eime schedule tshen) and then
fuI1-t.ime beginning around the mj-dd1e of March. The Claimant
agreed to return to work in March when she expected Eo be
released by her doctor.

The Claimant called the employer again in the middle of March
and was placed on the employer's regular work schedule beginning
ApriI 1, 1983. However, Ehe Claimant contacEed Ehe employer and
informed her supervisor Ehat she had changed her mind and she
would not be returning to work, because she had moved approxi-
mately 37 mites from the employer's premises and did not wanL to
commuLe that distsance; in addition, her car had broken down.

Sometime between March, 1983 and ,iune, 1983, the Claimant
applied for and received AFDC benefits from the Maryland Depart-
ment of social Servlces. In ,lune, 1983, at the specific request
of that agency, she f i-l-ed a claim for unemplo)menE insurance
benefits with t.he Employment security AdminisEraEion. The
ClaimanE was sent and received a noti.ce, daEed ,fune 7, 1983
informing her that she had been denied unemplo).ment insurance
benefits and she was notified that she had until ,June 22, 1983
to appeal that decision. However, Ehe Claimant made no appeal at
that t.ime. she continued receiving AFDC until approximately
Novem.lf,er of 1983. Then, for the first time, she was informed by
the Department of Social Services she couLd not receive AFDC
because of her disqualification for unemplo)rment .insurance bene-
fits by the EmploymenL Security Administrat.ion. Thj-s occurred
shortly after the Claimant had moved again and her AFDC case was
transf ered to washingEon County.

As a result of her AFDC cut-off, Ehe Claimant filed a late
appeal to the decision of Lhe Claims Examiner denying her unem-
ployment insurance benefiLs, on January 3L, 7984.
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CONCLUS10NS OF LAW

(1)§  7(c)(ii)

The question to be decided is whether the failure of the agency
( then′  the Emp10yment  Security  Administration)  tO notify  the
claimant  that  her  disqualification  for  unemployment  insurance
benefits  would  a■ so  result  in  her  disqualification  for  AFDC
benefits constitutes good cause for filing a late appeal′  within
the meaning of § 7(c) (11) Of the Law   ln reaching a decision on
this issue′   the Board takes judicial notice that at the time of
the  Claimant′ s  disqualification fOr unemployment  insurance′   the
Emp10yment Security Administration and the Department of  SOCial
serv■ ces were both part of the same state agency′  the Department

:籍i轟 量

e種
職 馨 I]1:1羞 翼 躁 1:1ギ[翼 til:専bttt驚

October l′  1983 )

The  Cla■ mant  argued that  thiS  fa■ ■ure of notiCe v■ olated her

轟1lL椰Ⅳ電6ure爾甲嚇baⅢ
:

d£首:丸f電∬in ttttふs tttf:Pゝ脳Wsttr町 :∬lξand  in particu■ ar  the exemptioユ
which constituted her so■ e source of income′  was a violation of

糀」‰ぽe鮮蹴ヽ
種讐 :驀■kdebtor and the relative ■ack of

tO convey this infOrmation in i
supra′  at 62

The Board of Appeals  concludes  that  it wou■ d certain■ y be an

undue  burden  on  the  agency to  require  that a notice denying

拶帯麟鮮、鮮雹:質 ler]聾セ韮iHowever′  keeping in mind the fこ
Finberg′   and  considering  that  at  the  time  of  the  Claimant′ s

重::電ettit::蹴:fe■認堪構[翼
h:idf誂

濯We■ si]:‖ [[

benefits  were  under the  」urisdiCtion  of  the  same  Maryland

:I:n'ことp」itiefξ
p]勇よmittiff :[]]:ξ』elltlllltetmliき

ym:l:「
島増[lti:];

klilll:YI:[:。 n l:廿
rttrtm:l[ :l[ぎ

Cttilrfe=31111d::fRI塁曇∫ rfrti[
]::::tia{:lf∫

驚諾ξξ∫nc:hililfilllinC:i:′
mellig llttigattic)haaiFO::

the Law



-L-

t2) § 6(a)

The Board concludes that Ehe Claimant voluntarily quiL her job,
withouE good cause or valid cj'rcumstances, within the meaning of
S 6(a) of Ehe Law, on April 1, 1983. The ClaimanE quit because

"n" 
fr.d moved approximaUely 37 miles away and was having trans-

portation problemi. However, she made no effort to resolve these
lroblems in order Eo keep her job and apparently no-. longer
ivanted to work for Ehe employer. The Board does noE find Ehe

ai"t"rr.. of 37 miles Eoo bi-rrdLnsome, especially in view of the
fact that the ClaimanE voluntarily moved away' The employer made

every reasonable effort to accommodaEe the claimant, but she did
noE 

-want to work there. Therefore Ehe maximum disqualification
is warranted.

(3) S 4(c)

The Claims Examiner and the Appeals Referee disgualified tshe

ciaimant under S 4(c) indefinitely, beginning November.T' r9a2'
;;;;;;;. Ehere is insufficient evidence that the Cfaimant was

".1- *.lii"g fhe reguirements of S 4(c) , after June ' 1983' when

"fr. 
iif"a -for beneiits. Therefore, the Board concludes that Ehe

Claimant was able, available and actively seeking work wiLhin
the meaning of S 4(c) after ,fune 1, 1983'

The CIaimanE had good
within Ehe meaning of
Insurance Law,

DECISION

cause to file a timely and valid appeal
S 7(c) (fi) of t.he Maryland Unemployment

The ClaimanE's unempl-o),menL was due to leaving work voluntarily'
withouL good cause, witnin the meaning of S 6(a) of the Maryland
Unemployment lnsurance Law. she is disqualified from receiving
ueneiits from the week beginning April l, 1983 and unLil she

becomes re-employed, earns 1t l-east Een times her weekly benefit
amount and thLreafter becomes unemployed through no faulE of her
own .

The Claimant was abte, availabLe and actively seeking work'
after June 1, 1983, wiEhin Ehe meaning of S 4(c) of the Maryl-and
Unemplo).ment Insurance Law. she 1s eligible for benefits from
June 1, 1983 and thereafEer.
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The decision of the Appeals Referee is reversed.
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DATE OF HEARING: 」uly 3′  1984

COPIES MAILED TO:

CLAlNLヽNT

EMPLOYER

Leqal Aid Bureau′  Inc

ATTN: Me■ inda Verduc■
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CLA!MANT:  Bernadine E. Ennis
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DATE:     Apri1 30′  ■984

APPEAL NO.:    02■ 53

S.S.NO.:

L.0.NO.:

APPELLANT:

Whether the claimant was abte to work, available for
work within the meaning of Section 4 (c) of the Law'

Whetehr the appealing party filed a timely appeal or
appeal filed lite within the meaning of SecEion 7 (c)
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Claimant

work, and acLivelY seeking

. cause for an
the Law.
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NOTICE OF R!GHT TO PET:T10N FOR REVIEW

ANYINTERESTED PARTY TO THIS DECiS10N MAY REQUEST A REVIEW AND SUCH PETIT10N FOR REVIEW MAY BE FILEDiN ANY Employment
SECURITY OFFICE,OR VVITH THE APPEALS DIViS10N,R00M515,1100 NORTH EUTAW STREET,BALTIMORE,MARYLAND 21201,EITHER IN PER―

SON OR BY MAIL

THE PER10D FOR FILING A PETIT10N FOR REViEW EXP!RES AT MIDNIGHT ON
May ■5′  ■984

■ PPEARANCES

FOR THE CLAIMANT: FOR THE EMPLOYER:

Present - Represented bY Melinda
Verducci, Legal Aid Bureau,
IncorporaEed

Represented by John
Surber, ExecuEive
Hous eke eper

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant was denied benefiEs by the CLaims Examiner on the
ground t.hat. she was not able, available and not acLivel-y seeking
work within the meani-ng of Section + (c) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law. A notificaLion of this disquali-fy-,
cation -was mailed to the cl-aimant at her address of record on
June 7 , 1983. This notice informed the cfaimanL that she had
until rTune 22, 1983 wit.hin which to f ile an appeal. The c]aimant

Dlirt:rr J?t.t G.rE !,ll}



signlfied her lnEention of filing an appeal by Request for
Appeal card daled January 31, 1984.

There was no error on the part of the Department of Employment
and Training in the matter of proper notice to the claimanl- of
the disqualification in question.

There were no valid reasons given why Lhe claimant did not file
a timely appeal .

CONCLUS10NS OF LAW

02153

"A determination shaII be deemed final unless a
part.y entitled to noLice thereof files an appeal
;ithin 15 days after the notice was mailed to
his last known address, or otherwise delivered
to him; provided, that such period may be-

extend.ed by Lhe Board of Appeals for good cause'lr

There are no wal j-d circumstances for the Appeals Referee to
extend the time to aPPeal .

DECIS lON

The clalmant filed an untimely appeal'

Thectaimantwasnotable,available-andnotact'ivelyseeking
work within the meaning of section 4 (c) of the Law' The

ii=q""fifi""ti"" imposed from Novernber 7, )'982 and until the
ctaimant is meeting the ellgibility requiremenLs of section 4 (c)

wlthout restrictions, remains in effect.

The. Maryland Unemplo)rment
provides that:

Date of Hearing - 3/22/84
cdl8s6s
(2775/L:ucas)

COPIES MAILED TO:

rnsurance Law, Section 7 (c) (ii),

ClaimanL
Emp l oye r
Unemployment lnsurance - Frederick

Legal Aid Bureau, IncorPorated
ATTN: Madelene Verdurie


