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On February 26Lh, the claimant carried a concealed or
partially concealed handgun onto the company bus, used to
transport workers to the plant. A supervisor saw the handgun
and reported the matter to the Personnel Director, who
questloned the claimant as to what he was carrying in h1"
pocket. The claimant produced the handgun and said that it
*as a starter's pistol. He had just purchased the gun and was

taking it to a gunsmith to get it checked. No testimony was

taken from either party that the gun was defective '

The Personnel Director informed the claimant that he couldn't
have a firearm in the plant. The claimant gave the weapon to
the Personnel Director who, upon returning to his office,
caIIed the Sheriff's Department. The Sheriff's Department
responded to the calI and identified the weapon as a -22
calibre revolver.

The Personnel Director called the claimant to his office and
advised him that carrying a weapon was a violation of company
rules and regulations- prohibiting the carrying of weapons on

company property. The claimant was terminated'

The employer has a clear rule prohibiting weapons on company
piop"rt,. 

- The cLaimant brought a weapon concealed on his
p"rio.r, onto company property in violation of the rule.
Ittrrougir he didn't brandish the gun, o.r threaten anyone with
il, tfr" claimant created the possibility of an extremely
volatile situation by bringing the gun on the premises. The

fact that the gun was unloaded is immaterial- '

The employer is obligated to provide as safe a work
environment as possible. The claimant made the environment
unsafe, showing a gross indifference to the employer, s

interests. The claimant knowingly and wiIlfulIy brought the
gun onto company property. Theieiore, the claimant's actions
constitute gross- misconduct under Section 5 (b) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law.

DECTS]ON

The claimant was discharged for gross misconduct' connected
with his work, within the meaning of Section 6 (b) of the
Maryland unemployment Insurance Law. He is disqualified from
r""Lirrirrg nenLfits from the week beginning February 24' 1991

and until he becomes re-employed earns at least ten times his
weekly benefit amount ($1,280), and thereafter becomes

unemployed through no fault of his own'
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is reversed.


