
Claimant: Duel V. WinChester, Jr.

Employer Wareheim Air Brakes, Inc
Attn: T,ind: PA\/ne

★See page 2 for correction.   coRRECTED

― DECiS:ON―

Deciston No:

Wlliam bnald Schaefer, C-avernor
l4nrk L Wassennan, Secretary

Board of Appeals
I100 North Ftttaw Street

Balt into re, t4arylan d 2 I 20 I
Telephon e : (4 I 0) 3 3 3 -5032

Board of Appeals
Tlrcmas W. Keech, Orairman

Hazel A. Warnick, Associate Member
Donna P. Watts, Associate Member

77-BR-93

January 15, 1993

9222498

050

CLAIMANT

Date:

Appeal No

S S No:

L. O. No.:

Appellant

Whether the cl-aimant's unemployment was due to leaving wolk
voluntarily, without good cause, wiLhin the meaning of SB-1001
of the Labor and Employment Article.

……NOT:CE OF R:GH丁 OF APPEAL TO COURT―

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DEC:S10N IN ACCORDANCE VVITH 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 COUNIY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE

THE PER10D FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES February L4, 1993

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

― APPEARANCES―
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

of Lhe record in this case, the Board
declsion of the Hearing Examiner.

Upon review
modifies the

of Appeals

lssue:



The Hearing Examiner incorrectly concluded that SB-1001 of the
Labor and Empl-oyment Articl-e requires that medical-
documentation specifically state that the claimant's
assistance was needed by his mother. SB-1001 (c) (2) only
requires that:

an individual who l-eaves employment because of the
health of another for whom the indi-vidual must
care,.shallsubmi-tawrittenstatementorother
documentary ev j-dence of the heal-th problem f rom a

hospital or PhYsician.

The documentation previousty submitted by the cl-aimant was

sufficient to meet this requirement of the l-aw. The clai-mant
has submitted additional documentation with his appeal letter
tf,at specif ica1ly addresses this issue. The Board wil-l- admit
that statement into evidence, but its admission does not
change the outcome in this case.

of course, whether a cl-aimant's assistance was actually needed

is an issue of fact that the trier of fact must make. The

Board finds, based solely on the testimony and evidence before
the Hearing Exami-ner, that his assistance was needed' The

claimant therefore has shown that he quit for a reason of such

acompellingnaturethathehadnoreasonab].ealternative
other than to quit his job, amounti-ng to valid circumstances,
within Lhe meaning of 58-1001 of the law'

DECIS ION

The claimant left work voluntarily, without good .?Y"",- but
for val-id circumstances, within th. meaning of 58-1001 of the
Labor and Employment Articte ' He is disqualified- - 

from
ieceivinq benefit;- from the week beginning August 9, 1992 and

the nine weeks immediately following'

This penalty wil-l- also disqualify the claimant from receiving
federil extLnded benefits, unless he has been employed after
the date of his disqualiflcatron.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner

ate
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Claimant   Duel Vo Winchester′  」r

Employer: Wareheim Air Brakes, Inc
Attn: Linda PaYne
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CLAIⅣRNT

whether the claimant's unemployment was due to leaving wor!
voluntaril-y, without good cause, within the meaning of SB-1001

of the Labbr and Employment Articfe '

―‐NOTiCE OF R:GHT OF APPEAL TO COURT‐ ―

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECIS10N IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAVVS OF MARYLAND THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATFORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY,IF YOU RESIDF IN BALTIMORE CITY,OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHiCH YOU RESIDE

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES Eebruary 14, 1993

一 APPEARANCES―
FOR THE EMPLOYER:FOR THE CLAIMANT:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Up::ffyi[le(週
1:itioie::rth:nHξ

hiS Case′  the BOard Of AppealS
ar■ ng Exam■ ner.



The Hearing Examiner incorrectly concluded that S8-1001 of the
Labor and Employment. Article requires that medical
documentation specifically sLate that the claimant's
assistance was needed by his mother' 58-1001 (c) (2) onry
requires that:

an individual who leaves employment because of the
heafth of another for whom the individual must
Care,shalfsubmitawrittenStaLementorother
documenLary evidence of the health problem from a

hospital or PhYsician.

The documentation previously submitted by the claimant was

sufficient to meet this requirement of the law. The claimant
has submitted additional- documentation with his appeal l-etter
t.hat specj-f ica1Iy addresses this issue. The Board w:-l-I admit
thatstatementintoevidence,butitsadmi.ssiondoesnot
change the outcome in this case '

of course, whether a claimant's assistance was actually needed

is an issue of fact that the trier of fact must make ' The

Board finds, based solely on the testimony and evidence before
the HearJ-ng Examiner, that his assistance was needed' The

cfaimant therefore has shown that he quit for a reason of such

acompetlingnaturethathehadnoreasonablealternative
other Lhan to quit his job, amounting to valid circumstancesf
within the meaning of 58-1001 of the law'

DECIS ION

The clai-mant left work voluntarily, without good 91Yse'- but
for valid circumstances, within th; meaning of SB-1001 of the
Labor and r*pi"V*."t' Article ' He is disqualified 

- 
from

receiving nenetitJ from the week beginni-ng AuqusL 9 ' 1993 and

tfr" nj-rle-weeks im-mediately f ollowing '

Thispenaltywll]alsodisqualifytheclaimantfromreceivj-ng
federal extended benefits, unless he has been employed after
the date of his disqualification'

The decision of the Hearing Examiner fied.
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DueI V. Winchester, Jr.
Claimant:

Wareheim Air Brakes, Inc
Employer:

Whether the claimant
tssue: withi-n the meaning of

■eft work vo■ untarily′   withOut good cause′
MD Code′  Tit■ e 8′  Section 1001.

Willian DoruU *hafer, C'oaerwr
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Claimant

一 DECISION一
Date:

Appeal No.:

S. S. No.:

L O No:

Appe‖ ant

一 NOTiCE OF RIGHT TO PET!T10N FOR REVIEW一

ANYINTERESTED PARTY TO TH:S DECISiON MAY REQUEST A REViEW AND SUCH PETIT10N FOR REVIEW MAY BE FILEDIN ANY OFFICE OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMiC AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT,OR WITH THE BOARD OF APPEALS,ROOM 515,1100 NORTH EUTAVV STREET,
BALTIMORE,MARYLAND 21201,EITHERIN PERSON OR BY MAIL 12/9/92
THE PERIOD FOR FILING A PETITION FOR REVIEW EXPIRES ON

NOTE: APPEALS FILED BY MAIL, INCLUDING SELF.METERED MAIL, ARE CONSIDERED FILED ON THE DATE OF THE U'S' POSTAL SERVICE POSTMARK'

一 APPEARANCES―

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Claimant-Present
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

Linda Payne

FIND]NGS OF EACT

The cfaj-mant worked in the machine shop of the employer for seven
years. He quit to return to WaynesvilIe, North Carolina to Care

for his il-l mother.

There is a fetter from his mother's physician j-n the fi1e, but it
does not indicate that she needed the claimant's assistance.

DEEDBOA 371‐ B (Revised 12‐ 91)
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Maryland Code. Labor and Employment Article, Title B, Section
1001 provides that an individual- shal-l- be disqualified for.benefits where his unemployment is due to leaving work
voJ-untarily, without good cause arislng from or connected wj-th
the conditions of employment or actions of the employer. The
preponderance of the credibfe evidence in the record will support
a concfusion that the claimant volunLarily separated from
employment, wj-thout good cause, within the meaning of Tltle B,
Section 1001.

Under this Secti-on of the Law, a claimant who voluntarily quits
to assist another must produce medical documentation that their"assistance was needed. The claimant did not. meet this
requirement.

DECl SION

The unemployment of the cl-a j-mant was due to leaving work
voluntarily, wlthout good cause, within the meaning of the
Maryland Code, Labor and Employment Article, Titl-e B, Section
1001. Benefits are denied for the week beginning August 9, 1992
and until the cfaimant becomes re-employed, and earns at least
ten times his weekly benefit amount ($1,960) in covered
employment, and thereafter becomes unempJ-oyed through no fault of
his own.

The determination of the Claims Examiner is affirmed'

Hearing

Date of hearing: 77/23/92
rclSpecialist ID: 50520
Copies mailed on 77/24/92 to:

Claimant
Employer
Out of State Cfalms - MABS

Examiner


