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REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon revj-ew of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
reverses the decision of the Hearing Examiner and concl-udes
that the claimant was discharged for misconduct, connected
with the work, within the meaning of section 6 (c) and not
gross misconduct connected with the work within the meaning of
Section 6 (b) .

lssue:



The employer has proven that during the last six to nine
months of employment, the cfaimant made many careless mistakes
or omissions that resulted in problems with customer's cases
and delayed several setLlements. The employer's evidence
regarding the claimant's alleged excessive talking, both on
the phone and to others at the workplace is rather vague.

In -SneLI v. Sebastian Restaurant & Lounse, 460-BR-84, the
Board held that where a claimant neglected some of his job
duties, but the employer failed to prove that this neglect was
accompanied by a gross indifference to the emp-loyer's- interest
or reiulted from i regular and wanton disregard of obligation,
a frnding of misconduct under section 6(c) is appropriate.

The facts here support a similar conclusion. Therefore the
decision of the Hearing Examiner is reversed.

DECISION

The claimant was discharged for misconduct, connected with the
work, within the meaning of Section 5 (c) of the Maryland
Unemplo),,ment rnsurance Law. He is disquafified from receiving
benefits from the week beginning August 28, 1988 and the nine
weeks immediately fol lowing .

The decision of the Hearing Examiner reversed -
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