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Appellant CLAIMANT

Issue: Whether the claimant was discharged for misconduct, connected

with the work, within the meaning of Section 6(c) of the law.

— NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT —

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAYBE TAKEN IN PERSON
OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, IF YOU RESIDE IN BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

January 29, 1989
THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON

—APPEARANCES—

FOR THE CLAIMANT: FOR THE EMPLOYER:
REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
reverses the decision of the Hearing Examiner and concludes
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).



The employer has proven that during the last six to nine
months of employment, the claimant made many careless mistakes
or omissions that resulted 1in problems with customer’'s cases
and delayed several settlements. 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 Snell wv. Sebastian Restaurant & Lounge, 460-BR-84, the
Board held that where a claimant neglected some of his Jjob
duties, but the employer failed to prove that this neglect was

accompanied by a gross indifference to the employer’s interest
or resulted from a regular and wanton disregard of obligation,

a finding 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 6(c) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law. He 1is disqualified from receiving
benefits from the week beginning August 28, 1988 and the nine
weeks immediately following.

reversed.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner ]
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