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EVALUATfON OF EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered al-1 of the evidence
presented, including the testimony offered at the hearings.
The Board has also considered all of the documentary evidence
introduced in this case, as well as the Department of Economic
and Employment Developmentrs documents 1n the appeal fiIe.

FINDTNGS OF FACT

The claimant worked at the Holiday Inn Solomons from August
24, L987 to July 3, 1988 as a housekeeper. She \^'as earning
$4.00 an hour, and she vras required to work forty hours per
week.

The claimant voluntarily quit her position, after verbally
advising her immediate supervisor of her intention to do so,
because she had developed an allergic reaction to a chemical
used at the employer's premj-ses.

As a housekeeper, the claj-mant came into daily contact with
cleaning materj-als, cleaning solutions and water. From
August, 1987 through June, 1988, she experienced no problems
with the chemj-cal solvents used in her position.

The employer changed the cleaning solution and the air
freshener that the housekeeping staff was required to use.

while using these new products, the claimant began to
experience problems with her hands, throat and eyes. Her
hands began to blister, they became swollen and they began to
bleed. Her throat became sore and her eyes became s\4ro1l-en.
The most serious problem she experienced was !,rith her hands,
despite the fact that she wore gloves at srork.

The claimant was examj-ned by her family physician on June L,
1988. He identified her probl-em as a reaction to the
chemicals the cl-aimant was using in the performance of her job
duties. The claimant's physj-can gave her a cream to apply
Ioca11y on her hands, and he advised her to secure a new
position, one at which she would not repeatedl-y come into
contact with chemicals and water.

The c1aimant advised her immediate supervj-sor, Ms. Spencer, of
her medical problem. At the end of June, 1988, the claimant
was transferred from the housekeeping department to the
laundry. After several- days in the new position, she noticed
that the condition of her hands had not improved. On July 3,
1988, the claj-mant reported to work and advised her imnediate
supervj-sor that she would be voluntarj-1y quitting her position
because of her medical problem.



The claimant has presented a medical certificate to support
her contention that her illness was related to the chemicals
she was required to use at her emplolment.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The cl-aimant voluntarily quit her position because she
suffered a severe allergic reaction to certain chemicals she
was required to use at her position !,rith the Holj-day Inn
Solomons. She verbally advised the employer of her intention
to resign because of the diagnosed medical problem.

The Board finds that the claimant's reason for quitting vras
connected with the conditions of her emplo]'ment. Therefore,
it will be held she voluntarily quit her position with good
cause, within the meaning of Sectj-on 6(a) of the Maryland
Unemplolment Insurance Law.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner will be reversed.

The claimant
within the
Unemployment
her quitting
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DECISION

voluntarily left her employment, with good cause,
meanj-ng of Section 6 (a) of the Maryland

Insurance Lavr. No disqualification is j-mposed on
based upon her reason for separation from Holiday

of the Hearing Examiner j-s reversed.

The claimant may now contact her 1oca1 office regarding the
other eligibility requirements of the l-aw.
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FINDINGS OF EACT

The claimant was employed by the Simpson Land Co., T/A Holiday
Inn, from September 1987 until July 3, 1988. The claimant
performed the services of a Housekeeper earning $4.00 hourJ-y.

The claimant left this job because her hands broke out in a rash
which the claimant attributes to chemicals and water that she was
using in the performance of her duties. The problem increased to
the point that the infection got into the claimant's eyes and
throat and she was unabLe to continue working.

tfratbrt
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The claimant consulted a phYsician about this condition and he
informed the clalmant that she suffers from eczema and that the
chemicals and lvater that she used for work aggravated this
condition. The claimant gave to the physician a medical
statement which had been given to the cl-aimant by the claj-ms
office for completion by her physician. However, the physician
refused to s j_gn or to complete the form, and he told the claimant
ifr"t tti= was because she was not entitled to ej-ther unempfol'rnent
i.r=,rr..t". or Workmen's compensati-on benefits ' The reason that
the physician gave to the claimant for making this statement, was

init'ii his opinion these benefits are payable only when the work
causes the illness. Therefore, the claimant was unable to glet a

;.il;;.;a fiom her physician to support her position that she had
io-i.i". her job belai.se the material with which she was working
caused an out break of eczema.

There is another physician in the claimant's conununity but' the

"iii*."t is without funds for an examination from that phYsician'
e[-l'}r" ii*" "r this hearing the hearing examiner observed that
the claimant's hands were broken out in a rash'

CONCLUSIONS OT LAW

Section 6(a) of the Maryland Unemploltnent Insurance Law provides
;;;i-;;";iiis shall be denied until after re-emplovment when an

individual leaves ,"iX ""f""tariIy, 
without good cause or.a vaild

;i;;;;a;;".. cooa cause-*.tn" "-to*pelIing 
reason that is work

;;;;a;e. valid circumstance means a substantial work connected
;;;;;; "., in the iiierttative, valid circr"mstance includes a

;;;:j;b .onrr."t.d reason and j-s so necessitous or compelling that
it leaves the worx no reasonable alternative but to Ieave the
job. The statute pto"ia." ipecj-f ily that if an individual leaves
employment because "i'^-.it"i^sttnt6 

refating to his/her health'
the individual .'"=i -t"i"i"n a written statement or other
documentary evj-dence of that health problem from a physician or
hospital.

The provision of the Law requiring the presentatiol of
d.ocumentary evidence Ji-a [eartn problem to support a voluntarily
illri"g-.i' ,"rx i" -"tit"i.iy, -and it cannor be isnored or
circumvented by the'f'r""ii"q ""iminer' -.This was the basis for the
determination of th;'-;i;i^; ipecialist which held that the
c].aimant was ,.,,..nt. to present the necessary medical
certification and f"i-ti ai ruaio.t she cannot establish good cause

or a valid 
" 
ir.u*=t"i.e--ior feavinq her job. In the absence of

the necessary m.ai.ai-aotumentat ion ' I have no alternative but
to affirm that determination '

8810463
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The claimant is advised that she has the right to petition the
Maryland Board Of Appeals for a review of this decj-sion' I
recommend that if she does that she should seek 1egaI hefp
through the free service offered by the Leqral Aide Bureau' The
claimint must f11e her request for a review of this decision
,itfrin the time limits thai are specified in this decision and
she shoutd request a hearing by a special examiner for the Board
and for the purpose of presenting the necessary medical
documentation. If the claimant obtains assistance from the Legal
Aj.d, the Legal Aid attorney will know how to obtain the necessary
medical documentation from the clalmant's physician'

DECISION

The unemplolTnent of the claimant was due to leaving work

"oi"ni"riiv 
iritnout good cause or valid circumstances within the

meining of Section 6(a) of the Maryland Unemployment ,rnsurance
i.rrl- iir" claimant is iiisqualified irom receiving benefits from
t[. *".[ beginning JuIy 3, 1988 and until she become re-employed
and earns ai least ten times her weekly benefit amount'

The determination of the claims Specialist

Bernard Streett
--'c}aims Examiner
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