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EVALUATION OF THE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all- of the evidence
presented, including the testimony offered at the hearings.
tfre Board has also considered al-I of the documenLary evidence
introduced in this case, as well as the DeparLment of Economic
and EmpJ-oyment Devel-opment's documents in the appeal file.

F]NDINGS OF EACT

The cl-aimant was employed f or approximately l'7 months f or
Eriends Lifetime Care, a ret.irement home j-n Baltimore County'
she was an activit.ies coordinaLor, earning $7.90 an hour. She

worked from June of 1991 until November 6, 1992'

The claimant was an activities coordinator for the employer's
elderty population. Most of the patients suffered from
physicat - or mental- handicaps due to problems such as
i,liheimer, s Disease or physical problems resulting from their
age . The cl-aimant' s j ob included coordinating the
entertainment activities and bri-nging the patients to the area
where the activities were held. This incl-uded a lot of
bending, because she ofLen had to help the patients in and out
of a bur or in and out of chairs because of their physically
impaired condition and constant need. she al-so had to lift.
wheel-chairs onto the buses on occasion.

She missed about two days of work i-n October of 1991 because
she hurL her back doing t.his bending and pu]1ing. After that
time, the claimant developed chronic back pain which may or
may not have been caused by the employment, but which was

definiteJ-y aggravated by Lhe employment.

when the claimant, s back pain was worse, the employer woufd
attempt to accommodate her problems for short periods of t.ime.
For short periods of Lime, the claimant would not be required
to do the lifting, and these duLies woufd be shifted to
others. The cfai-mant's back pain recurred, however, each time
that she was returned to her regular duties.

The claimant was a good empJ-oyee and did her dut.ies to the
best of her ability. In additj-on to her physical problems,
however, she felt emotional stress from dealing with elderly,
sick and demanding patients, especially since t.his was not the
type of work she had done before.



The cl_aimant eventually quit because of the physical- paln and
emotional- stress of her - position, and because she believed
that she had obtained an office job which woul-d al-low her to
return to the type of work she had done previously'

The cfaimant did briefly contact her employer's Employee
Assistance Program with respect to her problems, but her first
appointment coincided with the night shift t.hat she was asked
tt'take, and she decided to seek help from her private doctor
instead. A transfer to other jobs was theoretically
available, but no job within the cl-aimant's capabilities was

offered to her, .rof a:-a she become aware of any possibilities
for such a t.ransfer t.hat existed.

CONCLUSIONS OE LAW

The cl-aimant's back problems were aggravated by t'he condi-tions
of her employment. she has a "valid circumstance" for leaving
the emptoyment because she was Ieft with no reasonable
alternaiiv6 oLher than to quit. The claimant's condition does

not amount to "good causer; because there is no evidence that
the duties of h;; position were any more onerous than would

normally be expected in such a job. The claj-mant's medical
problem] therefore, musL be considered as a personal reason'
whichCannotamounttogoodCausebutmayamounttoavalid
circumstance.

one of the reguirements for a vali-d circumstance is that the
employee must have no reasonabfe afternati-ve other than
qrittirrq. No real-istic alternative appears in this record'
i1r. poJsibility of a transf er was purely theoretical. . rn
addition, altiough the cfaimant's duties were sometimes
Lemporarily chang6d, the Board has no doubt that the claimant
would be required, as any employee would, eventually to
fulfill the full- duties of her position. she could not expect
her employer to have other employees perpetually perform her
most onerous duties.

It is true that a desire for a caleer change or for a

different type of work is not either a good cause or a valid
circumstarr"d 

- 
f o. J-eaving work. This is not, however, a case

ofasimpleCareerchange.ThecfaimantwaSseekinganoLher
type of iork simply because her medical condition made i-t
impossibleforhertoconLinueinthistypeofwork.The
Board found the claimant's testimony" credible that she is a

conscientious person. She simply found that she coufd not
manage to perform the duties of her position due to her own



personal medical probfems,
alternative but to quiL.

and  fe■ t   that   she

DECISION

The clai-mant left work voluntarily, without good cause but
with valid circumstances within the meaning of 58-1001 of the
Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. She is disqualifled^ from
r".Lirrirrg fenlfils for the week beginning November l, 1992 and
the four weeks immediately following.

The decision of the Heari-ng Examiner is affirmed'
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EVALUAT]ON OE THE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered al-I of the evidence
presented, including the testimony offered at the hearings.
ifre Board has also tonsidered al-1 of the documentary evidence
introduced in this case, ds well- as the Department of Economic
and Employment Development's documents in the appeal file.

FTNDINGS OF EACT

The claimant was employed for approximately 1'7 months for
Friends Lifetime care, a retirement home in Baftimore county'
She was an activities coordinator, earning $7'90 an hour' She

worked from June of 7997 until November 6, 1992'

The cl-aimant was an activities coordinator for the employer's
elderJ_y population. Most of the patients suffered from
physicit - or mental handicaps due to problems - such as

hlifreimer, s Disease or physicil problems resulti-ng from their
,s..Theclaimant's^jobincludedcoordinatingthe
entertainment activities ana bringing the patients to the area
where the activities were held. This included a fot of
bending, because she often had to help the patients in and out
ofabusorinandoutofchairsbecauseoftheirphysical.Iy
impaj-redconditionandConStantneed.Shealsohadtolift
wheelchairs onto the buses on occasion'

she missed about two days of work in october of 1991 because
shehurtherbackdoingthisbendingandpulling.Afterthat
time, the claimant devLloped chronic back pain which may or
may not have been caused by the employment' but which was

definitely aggravated by the employment'

When the cfaimant's back pain was worse, the employer would
attempt to accommodate her problems for short perj-ods of time '

Eor short periods of time, the cfaimant would not be required
todothelifting,andt,hesedutieswouldbeshiftedto
others. The claim-ant's back pain recutred, however, each time
that she was returned to her regular duties '

The claimant was a good employee and did her duties to the
best of her ability. In addition to, her physical problems,
however, she felt Lmotional- stress from dealing with elderly,
sick and demanding patients, especially since this was not the
type of work she had done before'



The cl-aimant eventually qui-t because of the physical pain and
emotional stress of hLr 

- position, and because she believed
that she had obtained an office job which woul-d alfow her to
return to the type of work she had done previously'

The claimant did briefly contact her employer',s Employee
Assistance Program with respect to her problems, but her first
appointment coincided with the night shift that she was asked
tl'ta1e, and she decided to seek help from her private doctor
instead. A transfer to other jobs was theoreti-ca1ly
available, but no job within the claimant's capabil-iti-es was

offered to her, .oi aiA she become aware of any possibilities
for such a transfer that existed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Thec]aimant"backproblemswereaggravatedbythe_conditions
of her emplo,ment. She has a "val-id circumstance" for leaving
the employment because she was l-ef t with no reasonabl-e
alternaiiv6 other than to quit. The cl-aimant's condition does

not amounL to "gtood cause"- because there is no evidence that
the duties of nLr position were any more onerous than would

normally be expected in such a j ob . rrre cl-aimants medicaf

fronl"*, thereiore, must be considered as a personal reason'
which cannot amount to good cause but may amounL to a val-id
circumstance.

one of the requirements for a vafi-d circumsLance is that the
employeemusthavenoreasonab]-ealternativeotherthan
quitti-ng. No reali-stic afternative appears in this record'
iir. po6sibility of a transfer was purely theoretical. In
iaa:-tiorr, alttiough the claimanL's duties were sometimes
temporarily changid, the Board has no doubt that the claimant
would be requiied, as any employee would, eventually to
fulfil] the rurr duties of her position. she coul-d not expect
her employer to have other e*ployees perpetually perform her
most onerous duties.

It is true that a desire for a career change or for a

different type of work is not either a good cause or a val-id
circumsta"r.e-fot leaving work. This is not, however, a case

of a simple career change. The c]aimant was seeking another
type of work simpJ-y because her medicaf condition made it
iiipossible f or her -to conti-nue in this Lype of work. The
goard found the claimanL's testimony credibl-e that she is a

conscientious person. she simply found that she could noL

manage to perf-orm the duti-es or her position due to her own



personal medical probl-ems, and f el-t that she had no
alternative but to quit.

DECI S ION

The cl-aimant Ieft work voluntarily, without good cause but
with val-id circumstances within the meani-ng of sB-1001 of the
Maryland unemployment Insurance Law. she is disqual-ified from
..."i,.irrg nener:-ts for the week beginning December L, L992 and

the four weeks lmmediately following'

The decision of the Hearing Examiner is affirmed'
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FOR THE CLAIMANT:

PRESENT

一 APPEARANCES一
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

FINDINGS OF FACT

NOT REPRESENTED

The cfaimant was employed by Friends Lifetime care at a

retirement home in Baltimore Ctunty from June 24, 1997 untif
November 6, 7992. The claimant was the activities coordinator
earning $7.90 an hour.

DEEDBOA 371^(Re●sed 12‐ 91)
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The cf aj-mant worked from B:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and on weekends '
The claj-mant is thi-rty-seven years old and has had fifteen yearsr
experience 1n office and admi-nistrative type work. The cl-aimant
feit this employment because she felt she coufd not work with
slck, ol-d peopfe as this was draining the energy out of her and

she was emotionally tired all of the time '

The claj-mant complained of backaches presented medicaf statements
from her physitian advising her that this type of work
overstressed her back. She was advised not to engage in work

that required lifting, carrying or repeated bending at the waist.
uer physlcian stated-that her -job did not cause the conditj-on, it
worsened it.

The employer reported that the claimant quit, for another job.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Medical- Documentation (6ak08)

Section6(a)oftheLaw(nowSection8-100]-oftheMaryland
Unemployment Insurance Law) provides that "if the individuaf
feaves his employment becauJe of a circumstance relating to
theheafthoftheindividua}oranotherpersonwho.mustbe
caredrorrytr,eindivi.dual,theindividualmustfurnisha
writtenStatementorotherdocumentaryofthathealth
problem from a physician or hospital ' "

In this Case, although the cfaimant WaS upset with the type of
work that she was doing, nevertheless, she has not provided any

medical statements froni a physician or hospital describing any

medical condition which .u.r"Ld ot contributed to her leaving this
employment.

It. is concfuded that the claimant had valid circumstances for
leaving her emPloyment.

DECISION

Itisheldthattheunemploymentoftheclaimantwasdueto
leaving work voluntarily, witf'out good cause' within the meaning

oftheMaryJ-andUnemploymentlnsuranceLaw,Ti-t]-eB,Section
l00l.Thectaimantj.sdisqualifiedfortheweekbeginnrng
rioi"*n"r 

-i. 
1gg2 and the four weeks immediat.ely following'
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The determination of the Cl-aims Examiner is modified accordingly.

DATE OF HEARING: 12/28/92
Specialist 1D: 09650
grlcassutte rN FrLE

COPIES MAILED ON 7/IBI/93 TO:

Cl-aimant
EmpIoYer
UnLmployment Insurance - Towson (MABS)


