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C LATMANT

lssue: Whether the claimant was discharged for misconduct, connected
with the work, wlthin the meaninq of $ 6(c) of the law; and
whether the claimant was able to work, avallable for work and
actj-vely seeking work within the meaning of S 4(c) of the law.

_ NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _
YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FBOM THIS OECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAY BE
TAKEN IN PERSON OR THBOUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMOBE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU BESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOB FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON March 24, 1985

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Upon a revlew of the
affirms the decision
modifies the decision

_ APPEARANCES _
FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

record in these cases, the Board of Appeals
with regard to $ 6(c) of the law, but

with regard to $ 4(c) of the law.

DET/BOA 454 (Rovisod 7 /8tl)
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The cl-aimant testified that she returned to work for the em_ployer on June 2, 1984. This was undisputed by the employer.Therefore' arthough she failed to present medical evidence thatshe was able to work, the Board concludes that her return tofuI1-time emptoyment wj-th the employer demonstrates that she wasable to work, at least after June 1 , tga1.

DEC I S ION

The claimant was dischanged for misconduct, connected with thework, within the meaning of $ 6(c) of the Maryland Unemploymentrnsunance Law. she is disqualified from neceiving benefits fromthe- week beginning April 29, rg1l and the nine weLks inunediateryfol lowing,

The claimant was not abte to work, available for work oractively seeking work within the meaning of S 4(c) of the Mary_Iand Unemployment Insurance Law. She is disqualified fromreceiving benefits from the week beginning May 6, rg1l and untilJune 1 , LgA4,

The decision of the Appeals Referee as to S 6(c) of the law isafflrmed; the decislon of the Appeals Referee as to S 1(c) ofthe law ls modi fied.
This denial of unemployment insurance benefits for
number of weeks witt also result in ineligibilityBenefits, and Federal Supplemental Compensation,claimant has been employed after the date of the

a speci fied
for Extended

unless the
di squal i f1-cation.
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Clatulant

tssue: Whether the claimant was disCharged for gross misconduct connecE-
ed wlth her work within the meaning of Sectlon 6(b) of the Law'
Wh"th.t Ehe claimanE was able to work, avallable for work and
a.ii"efy seeking work roithin the meaning of SecEion 4(c) of the
Law .

ANY INTERESTED PARTY TO ; }'""IJ::""^: IJ:TH1#:]T^',:J::"'I.1-* O"'^' MAY AE F LED IN ANY

EMPLOYMENT SECURITY OFFICE, OB WITH THE APPEALS DIVISION, ROOf !I5, IlOO NOFTH EUTAW STREET' BALTIMORE'

MARYLAND 2120.I, EITHER IN PERSON OR BY MAIL.

THE pERtOO FOB FtLtNG A PETIT;ON FOR REVIEW EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON August 29 , 1984

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Paula L. Braddock -
(Telephonic Hearing
1984

- APPEARANCES -
FOB THE EMPLOYER:

Claimant Barbara MYers - Manager
- AugusE 7, (Te lePhonic 

- 
liear ing -

Ausust 7- 1984 -

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant $as er,rployed by the Chesapeake and PoEomac
Telephone Company from- May 30, 1983 as a s-ervice representetive
;;;;i;g $243.d0 i week until hdr last day of work, Mav 1, 1984'

DEr/BOA 37i-A (Revr..6 s/3.)
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The clalmant was discharged from Ehis employment for excessive
absenteeism. The claimani had reached and exceeded the limit of
absent days permitted. On April 23, 1984, the clairnant injured
her back 

- when she fell ln the ladles' room. The claimant
reported out for work on ApriL 24, 1984. The-employer. picked the
cliimant up at her home and took her to a doctor. The claimant
was Eo reporc back Eo this docEor on April 26, .L984.. The
claimanE did noE rePorE back to the doctor because she thoughE
that she once again -wouId be picked up by the employer and taken
to Ehe doctor. bn April 27, L984 ' the clalmant rePorted to work
and left shorEly after she reported, complainilg o-f- -pain- The
claimant was again scheduled foi work on April 30, 1984-, but did
not show up. -On May 1, 1984, Ehe claimqnE reported _ to the
employer's iremises to pick up her Paycheck. At this tlrne, the
claimant was discharged.

However, through union intervention, the clalmanE was reinsEated
on June 2, L984 and presently is working for thls emPloyer.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

In Appeal No. 06324, the Appeals Referee finds that the claimant
was -ciischarged, but not for Sross misconduct, -but misconducc
connecEed with her work within the meaning of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law. Therefore' the determinatlon of the
Claims Examiner will be reversed.

In Appeal No. 06323, since Ehe claimant has failed to submlE any
doct6i's sEatements that she 1s able to return to work, she must
be considered unable, unavailable and not actively seeklng
employment within the meaning of the Maryland_ Unemployment
In3urance Law. Therefore, the determinscion of the Claims
Examiner will be afflrmed.

DECI S I ON

In Appeal No. 06324, the claimant $as discharged for mlsconduct
conndited with her work wit.htn the meaning of Section 6(c) of
the Maryland Unempoyment Insurance Law. She is dlsqualified from
receivii'rg benefiti for the week beginntng Aprl1 29, L984 and Ehe
nine weeks tmmediately followlng.

The determlnaEion of the Clalms Examlner under Section 6(b) of
the Law is reversed.
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In Appeal No. 06323,, the claimant was noE abler -available and
."ti*i.ify seeking "rpfoyt""r 

wiEhin the meaning ?!-!"::loi 4(")
oi- trr" 'u"ryland" unef;liiry*-nr Insurance Law. Benefits are denied
iiorn it" w'eek beginriing llay 6,- 1984 and until the claimant is
.Ui", """ifable 

arid acti've1'y seeking L'ork without restrictions'

The determinaEion of the CIalms Examiner under Section 4(c) of
Ehe Law is affirmed.

This denial of unemploymenE insurance benefits for -a speeified

""rU"i-.f 
weeks wili aiso resulE in ineLigibility_ f_o-r. ExEended

ii.""fic", ."a FederaL Supplemental Compenlation- (.FSC).,. unless
tt.- cf.iin""E has been employed after the date of Ehe disquali-
f icat ion .

DaEe of hearing: 817184
amp/oo9e
( Blagmond )
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