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The Claimant was given a written evaluation by her supervisor.
The CIaimant. disputed certain allegations made by the supervisor
in the written evaluation. As a result, she responded in the
form of a written memorandum to her supervisor, sending a copy
to the president of the company. The Claimant. also set forth
complaints she had with her supervisor. For this reason, the
Claimant was discharged for the Employer determined that the
Claimant's actons constituted insubordination.

We conclude upon a review of t.he entire record in this case/
including the Cl-aimant's memorandum, that the Claimant was dis-
charged for reasons which do not constitute misconduct con-
netted with the work within the meaning of Unemployment Insur-
ante Law.

The Board of Appeals denies the Claimant's request t.o withdraw
the appeal.

DECISION

The Claimant was discharged, but not for misconduct connected
wit.h the work within the meaning of 55 (c) of the MaryJ-and Unem-
ployment fnsurance Law. No disqualification is imposed under
this section of the Law.

The decision of the Appeals Referee is reversed.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The cl-aimant filed a claim for benefits effective February 20,
1983, and established a weekly benefit amount of grOT. The
cfaimant was denied benefits by the Local office under Section
5 (b) of the Law on the ground that she was discharged for poor
attendance, poor job performance, and insubordination after
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being warned.

The cfaimant was employed by AuEomated HeaIth Systems, Towson,
Maryland beginning septencer, 19?9. Her last day of work in this
employment was February 23, 1983. The claimant had been given an
evaluation by her supervisor. The evafuatlon forms evaluated the
cfaimant or, severaf aspecEs of the emplo)rment, generally the
claimant disagreed with the evaluation. she wrote a fetter co
the employer, addressing it to the supervisors, and sent a copy
to the president, who was focated in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
In the letter the claimant mentioned some of what she thought
were deficiencies on the part of the employer and maintained
that her supervisors' ways were not always the best way to do
things. She mentioned, among other things, that the supervisor
got credit for what the cl-aimant and others had done. she took
the supervisors "to taskrr over the actions of the supervisor.
The claimant made reference in the memo to the president of the
company, telling him that he was also wrong in some of che
things that he had accused the claimant. of doing. As a resuft of
the claimant's memorandum, a copy of which was sent to the
president, the president made a special trip from Pittsburgh to
the Bal-timore to see what the trouble was and to correct it.
According to the employer's representative, the claimanL was
discharged because of the flippant attitude and addressing the
memo personally to Ehe president of the company.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The evidence shows that the claimant. was separated from the
emplo)ment because of the memorandum that she wrote to the
president of the company which specifically spoke of the short--
comings of supervision. The claimant's actions constituted mis-
conduct connected with the work within the meaning of Section
5 (c) of the Maryland Unemplo)rment Insurance Law. The deter-
mination of the Claims Examiner shal-} be reversed. 

I

DECI SION

The claimant was discharged for misconduct connected with the
work within the meaning of section 6 (c) of the Naryl,and Unemploy-
ment fnsurarance Law. she is disqualified from receiving bene-
fits for the week beginning February 20, 1983 and the nine weeks
immediatefy fol lowing .

This denial of unemployment insurance benefits for a specified
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nurnlcer of weeks wiIl afso result in ineligibilit,
Benefits and Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC)
cfaimant has been employed atter the date of
ification.
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