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CLAIMANT

goodwork votuntarilY, without
secLion 6(a) of the law.

一 NOTiCE OF R:GHT OF APPEAL TO COURT―

YOU MAYド |ヒE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECIS10N IN ACCORDANCE VVTH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND THE APPEAL MAYBE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROuCH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCulT CouRT OF BALTIMORE CITY IF YOU BALTIMORE CITY, CIRCulT COuRT OF
THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN VVHICH YOU RESIDE

october ■7, ■990

THE PER10D FOR FIし ING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT M10NlGHT ON

一 APPEARANCES一

FOR THE CLAIMANT: FOR THE EI,,IPLOYERI

THE RECORD

this case, the Board of APPeals
Hearing Examiner. The Board
the Hearing Examiner. However,
facts warrant a lesser PenaItY

REV]EW ON

Upon review of the record of
rLverses the decision of the
adopts the findings of fact of
the Board concludes that Ehese

. than imposed.



The claimant had worked for thls employer for a 1itL1e over a
year. During most of that time she had to work every weekend'
ihe claimant was put in a positj-on of continually choosing
beEween emplolment or maintaining visitation right-s wiEh- !er
son. sna ;no"" visit.ation with her son. The Board concludes
that the claimant's reason for guitting was of such a

necessitous or compelfing nature that she had no reasonable
alternative oEher than to leave the employmenL '

DECISION

The claimant voluntarily quit her emplo)'ment witshouE good

;;;".,- ;;a with valid ciicumstances as defined in section 6(a)
of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law She ls
disqualified from receiwing 

-benef j-ts from. the week beginning
ttrrJLj' fg, 1990 and for thJ four weeks immediately following'

The decision of the Hearing Examiner-is reversed'
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ctaimanl: Wanda K. Sealock

Emp Oyer      Turner Develope Co  ′ Inc   Lo No:
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Date   Mai■
ed:  」uly 20′  ■990

Appeal No■           9008280

S S No:

o4

Claimant

. Whether the cfaimant was discharged for misconduct connected

tssue: with the work, within the meaning of section 6 (c) of the
Law.

一 NOT:CE OF R:GHT TO PET:T10N FOR REV:EW一

ANY INTERESTED PARTY TO THlS DEC:S10N MAY REOUEST A REVIEVV AND SuCH PETIT10N FOR REVIEVV MAYBE FlLEO IN ANY OFFICE OF THE

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT OR VV TH THE APPEALS OIViS10N,ROOM515 1100 NORTH EUTAVV STREET

BALTIMORE,MARYLAND 21201,EITHERIN PERSON OR BY MAIL

THE PERIOD FOR FlLlNC A PETIT10N FOR REVIEW EXPIRES AT MlDNIGHT ON

AuguSt 6′  1990

― APPEARANCES―
FOR THE EMPLOYER:FOR THE CLA MANT:

Wanda K  Sea10ck ― Claimant              phylis Fisher′
office Manager

FINDINCS OF FACT

肝詰ittiottTeuf計矯]cfn2」「bttЪγ・堵he・ lhttitF°T■8:

time of separation was a front desk clerk and earned a salary of
54 75 per hour
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At the time, the claimant was employed Eo work evenings and
weekends from 3 p.m. t.o 11 p.m. While the shift did not change,
the days often varied. At the Eime, the cLaimant initially
accepLe-d employment wiEh this employer, she requested t'hat she be
allowed !o take every other weekend off to spend with her eleven
year old son. The claimant's son lived with his father and she
i,ras permitted wisit.ations on every oLher weekend. For more than
, y"ir, the claimant quiEe frequently was required to -work -everyweekend and carried her son with her to work. When her former
husband discowered that she was taking her son to work, he
threatened to stop visitaLions if she coufd not Eake the time
off. The claimani coul-d not afford a babysitEer and requested
that the employer try to work someLhing out so Lhat she would noE
lose visiLalion rlghts with her son- The record shows Ehat the
company was extremlly busy on weekends, but efforts were being
maaE tt hire and train someone so that Ehe claimant could have
the weekends off as she requested. However, before this process
could be completed, the claimant resigned.

CONCLUS]ONS OF LAW

Babysitting problems, like transportation problems are treated as
per-sonaI probtems of the empfoyee. Only cases of extreme
hardship are considered to be valid circumstances. other cases
which miy sometimes amount to wal-id circumstances arise where the
employer suddenly changes an employee schedule wiEhout giving
the claimanE an opportunj-Ey to change child care arrangements'

The claimant requested that her employer try to make arrangemenEs
to have someone else work every other weekend so that she coufd
spend the time with her son and not jeopardize her wisitation
rlghts. However, the cl-aimant quit rather precipi-tously, she
juic stopped showing up for work and did not give the employer an
ampfe opportuniEy to respond to her request for assisEance' In
fa'ct, tfi6 employer Eestified aE this hearing that if the cl-aimanL
reporEed for work the next week, she woufd had discover thaE an
employ"e had been hired and which would have given her lhu
reii"f she requested. The evidence supports a concLusion tha!
the claimant did not exercise reasonable alternatives which would
have enabled her to remaj-n employed.

The determinaEion by the Claims Examiner will be affirmed.

The claimant voluntarilY quit
or valid cj-rcumstances, within
Maryland Unemp lolrment lnsurance

9008280

DECISION

her emplol'rnent wiEhout good cause
lhe meaning of Section 6 (a) of the



9008280

Benefits are denied for the week begi,nning March 18,.,1990 and
until he becomes re-ernployed, earns at least ten times his weekly
benefit amount ($1020) and thereafter becomes unemployed through
no fault of his own.

The determination of the Claims Examiner is affirmed'

Date of H`earing: 」uly 3′  1990
bch/Specialist ID: 04457
Cassette No: 4872
cOpies mailed on 」uly 20′  1990 to:

Claimant
Emp loyer
unEmpioyment rnsurance - Hagerstown (MABS)


