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Emplover: Allen Farniry Foods, rnc. L. o. No.: 25

CLAIMANTAppellant:

Issue:

Whether the claimantrs unemploynent was due to leaving workvoluntarily, without good cause, within the meaning of S8-1o01of the Labor and Employment Article.

‐ NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO CouRT‐

You inay filc an appcal from this dccision in thc Circuit Court for Baltilrnorc City or onc of thc circuit Courts in a county in

Manバ and Thc court rulcs about how tO appeal can bc found in inany public librarics,in the Иκκοια′θグCO″θ(プ'Mα7′απ4
ン7αりLαηグRZ′as Volumc 2,B rulcs.

The period for filing anappeal expires November 3′  ■993

‐ APPEARANCES ‐

FOR THE CLAIMANT: FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon rev■ew of the record in this case′  the Board of AppealS
modifies the dec■ s■on of the Hear■ ng Exam■ner.
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The Board agrees that the clainantrs reason for guitting hisjob does not amount to good cause, within the meaining oi LE,
58-1001(b). However, the Board does find that thesupervj.sorrs repeated use of obscenities and hi.s outburststoward the claimant support a finding that the claimant l-efthis job for a substantial cause, conn6cted with the conditionsof emplo)rment, one of the definitions of validcircumstances, under of LE, 58-1001(c) (1) (i).
The Hearing Examiner held that the crainant had not exhaustedall reasonable alternatives and therefore his reason forleaving is neither good cause nor a valid circumstance. fn"Board disagrees with this conclusion.

where the reason for quitting is tork connected, as theclaimant,s reason here certainJ.y was, a finding that theclainant had no reasonable alternltive is not mand-atory foi adetermination of valid circumstances. LE, 58-1001(c)i1) (ii)only applies where the reason for leaving ii not ,".i idr"t"a.
I{hether the clairnant had a reasonable alternative to quittingis a relevant factor that nay be considered when the- reasonfor leaving is work related. The Board finds however, thatthe clainant did make several attempts to resolve the problem
yillr hls supervisor, prior to fris quittinq. His cornplai.rt. t"botl the supervisor and the. plant managei irnproved ihings forawhile, but then the supervisor returne-d to his old waysi

Therefore, the Board concludes that there are valid
circumstances present, and only a weekly penalty is warranted.

DECrS rON

The clairnant left work voluntarily, without good cause, butfor vaLid circunstances, within the meaning ot 58-1001 of theLabor and Employment Article. He is disquatified fromreceiving benefits from the week beginning ltay ZA, 1993 andthe nine weeks immediately following.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner is modified.
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is modified.

Associate ltlember
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Claimant
John H. Meyers

Emp oyer    Allen Family Foods′  Inc.

Whether the claimant■ eft
the meaning of the Code
Tit■e 8′  Section 1001.

work voluntarily, without good cause, withinof Maryland, Labor and Employment Arti,c1e,
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Employer
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―‐NOT:CE OF RIGHT OF FURTHER APPEAL一
ANY INTERESTED PARTY TO THIS DECiS10N MAY REQUEST A FURTHER APPEAL AND SuCH APPEAし MAY BE FILED IN ANY OFFICE OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMiC AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT,OR WITH THE 80AR0 0F APPEALS.R00M515,1100 NORTH EUTAW STREET
BALTIMORE MARYLAND 21201.EITHERIN PERSON OR 8Y MAlL

」uly 26′  1993
THE PER10D FOR FILING A FURTHER APPEAL EXPlRES ON
NOTICE:APPEALS FILED 8Y MAlLINCLUOINC SEヒ F‐ METERED MAlL ARE CONSIDERED FILED ON THE DATE OF THE U S POSTAL SERViCE POSTMARκ

― APPEARANCES―
FOR THE CLAIMANT FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REPRESENTED BY:
Bobby   Crossling′    Personnel
Ass■ stant

FINDINGS OF FACT

Claimant began working for Employer on November 2, L992; his last
day of lrork r.rras ylay 25, 1993. He was employed ful1-time as a
maj-ntenance man and vras compensated at the rate of $7.75 per hour.
Claimant voluntarily quit his job because of a personality conflict
with a supervisor.

PRESENT
Larry cox, Witness

DEED′ BOA 3'l A (Revi"1291)
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ClaimantperceivedaproblemwithhissuPervisorshortlyafterthe
;;"*;;;;#;i o1 cr.iil.nt's emplol'ment' claimant was displeased
,iiir- tn. belligerent manner in which the supervisor spoke to
Ciii."nt and thJ language used by the supervisor when speaking with
ii"i*i"t. Claimant expiessed his concerns to the supervisor on two
occisi"ns. He also s6oke with the plant manager on two occasions
regarding his concerns.

when the plant manager was subsequently demoted, claimant believed
that the- problem *ould no longer exist. Ho!',ever, there was
iaaiti"naL- friction betvreen the two men towards the end of
Ciiimant's term of emplolment and Claimant quit his jol on the sPot
,frE" iir" final incident - occurred on Claimantrs last day of work'
when he was hired, Claimant went through an orientation process, as
ao aff employees. During that orientation, Claimant was told that
iny problim he might encounter shoutd be taken through the chain of
coinnina, first to his supervisor, then to the plant manager, then
io the superintendent, and then to the Personnel office. Claimant
did not look for or obtain other emPlolrnent before he quit his job'
ie quit at the time of the final incident because he felt that
ther-e would have been an altercation had he remained. Although the
supervisor used offensive language towards claimant, claimant did
noi quit because of the langnrage use, but rather because of the
super-visor's belligerent attitude. claimant did not subsequently
selk reinstatement of his job after he cooled off.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Maryland Code, Labor and Employment Article, Title 8, .Section
iOOf, f,rovides trrat an individual shall be disqualified for
l.""iitr !'rhere his unemployment is due to leaving work voluntarily,
,ithorrt good cause arising from or connected vrith the conditions of

"^"i"" "it or actions of the employer. The preponderance of the
;;;ei6i" evidence in the record will support a conclusion thar the
c:,aimant voluntarily separated from empIolrynent, r"rithout good cause,
within the meaning of Title 8, Section 1001.

The claimant knew, almost from the beginning of his .emp1o!'ment,
that there was a personality conflict between him and the
sup"rvi.or. He did tlke some steps to have the problem corrected,
t"il"""t, he did not exhaust aI1 alternatives available to him'
aftho,rgh cLaimant was displeased wj-th the manner in which he was
treatei by the supervisor, he did not look for or obtain other
employmen€ before he quit his job srith EmploYer. Because he was

""L ii a position where he had no reasonable alternative other than
quitting- hi.s job, there is neither good cause nor a valid
dirc,r*sfance for Claimantrs voluntary separation from employment.
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DECISION

It is held that Claimant voluntarily left his employment, but not
for good cause or due to a vali.d circumstance. He is disqualified
from receiving unemployment insurance benefits beginning l{,iay 23,
1993 and until such time as he might become re-employed and earn
wages for covered employment in an amount equal to or greater than
fifteen times his weekly benefit amount of $223.00.

The determlnation of the Claims Examiner is reversed.

Date of Hearing: 6/28/93
SPECIALIST ID: 25282
qT\CASSETTE IN FILE
SEQ: 03

Copies mailed on: 7/9/93 toz
claimant
Employer
Unemplol.ment Insurance - Easton

Al1en Family Eoods, Inc.

(MABS)

Hearing Examiner


