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EVALUATION OE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all of the evidence
presented, including the testimony offered at the hearings.
The Board has also considered al-I of the documentary evidence
introduced in thi-s caser ds well as the Department of Economic
and Employment Development's documents in the appeal file.

F]NDINGS OE EACT

The clalmant was employed from June, 1981 through November 72,
1986 for the employer, the Baltimore City JaiI. He was fired
for a long history of absenteeism and latenesses. During the
course of his employment, he had seven occasions during which
he did not show for work and either did not call at all or
called in late. Three of these occasions were in the last year
of his employment.

The employer maintained a system whereby an employee was
allowed a certain number of absences before getting into
disciplinary trouble. These absences would not be counted
against the employee after a certain amount of time had
passed. During the period between 1981 and 1985, the claimant
accumulated 21 absences. As soon as an absence woul-d become of
such an age that it woul-d no longer be counted against him, he
would again be absent. The claimint's absenteeism and lateness
problems prior to 7984 were not caused by any type of alcohol
addiction.

The claimant voluntarily went to the Employee Assistance
Program in late L984 or in 1985. At that time, he was told
that he did not have a significant drinking problem. Beginning
in 1985, the claimant did begin to drink such an amount that
he was often unfit to corire to work.

On February 25,1986, the cl-aimant was placed on probation due
to hi-s continued absences and mandatorily referred by the
employer to the Employee Assistance Program. The claimant
attended this program for about seven weeks and then quit. He
was then absent four times, once without calling in, and was
once again placed on probation and mandatorily referred to the
Employee Assistance Program on September 3, 1986. He was then
late one time and absent one time withi-n the next month and
was terminated on November 72,1986 for failure to comply with
the terms of his original probation in Eebruary or the
extended probation in September.

After the claimant was discharged, he began inpatient
treatment for afcoholism. He did not appeal the discharge
because he did not want the job any more.



CONCLUSIONS OF LAV(

Despite the fact that the claimant once voluntarily went to
the Employee Assistance Program, the fact remains that when he
was mandatorily referred to that program in February of 7986,
he dropped out of the program within seven weeks and continued
his pattern of missing work and being late for work. The
cl-aimant was once again mandatorily referred, without any
beneficial effect on his work performance. The employer
obviously did everything within its power to assist the
claimant in conquering his alcohol problem, and the claimant's
failure to abide by the treatment negates any argument he may
have that his conduct was due to an uncontrollable illness. In
fact, the claimant's absenteeism over the l-ast year was not
significantly worse than his previous absenteeism record,
which extended back to 1981, a time at which he was not
suffering any probfems with aIcohol. Altogether, the
claimant's conduct was a series of repeated violations of work
rules, showing a gross indj-fference to the employer's inter-
est. This was gross misconduct wj-thin the meaning of Section
5 (b) of the law.

DECISION

The claimant was discharged for gross misconduct, connected
with his work, within the meaning of Section 6 (b) of the
Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. He is disqualified from
the receipt of benefits from the week beginning November 9,
1986 and until he becomes reemployed, earns ten times his
weekJ-y benef it amount ($ 1 , 95 0 ) and thereaf ter becomes
unemployed through no fault of his own.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner is reversed.
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The claimant concede's that he was repeatedly tardy, absent, that
he failed to meet the terms of probation, and he does not argue
with the employer's evidence that he was discharged for such
reasons. However, the claimant asserts that his attendance
problems as Correctional Officer at the Balt.imore City Jail were
directly attributable to alcoholism; that he voJ-unta.rily
attended an ";pl;t;;- 

- assistance program but which failed to
properly diagnose the severity of his condition. After the
claimant was discharged, he voluntarily sought alcoholism
treatment, which treatment has proven to be successful. A letter
from a social- worker with the University of Maryland School- of
Medj-cine i-ndicates that the cf aimant was addicted to alcohol,
which is an il-lness, and that his behavior was attributable to
the same.

FINDINGS OF EACT

The claimant filed an original claim for unemployment insurance
benef i-ts at Baltimore, ef f ective January 4 , 1-981 .

The claimant was employed by the Baltimore City Jail for a period
of five and a half years as a Correctional Officer, until
November 72, 1985. He was discharged effective November 18, 1986
for violation of employer's rules with respect to tardiness and
absenteei-sm. The claimant had been repeatedly warned and
suspended with respect to this problem. Further, he violated the
terms of a one-year probation imposed upon him after the series
of disciplinary actions taken.

The claimant was directed to attend an employee assistance
program, with which order he complied. However, the employer's
perionnel in such program failed to properly diagnose the
severity of the claimant's problem. The claimant is an alocholj-c,
and after discharge, he voluntarily entered the program, with
much success.

I find as fact that the claimant violated the employer's rules
with respect to tardiness and attendance. I further find as fact
that the claimant violated the terms of probation. I further find
as fact that the claimant's alcoholism problems began
approximately two years prior to his discharge. I find as fact
tttlt the claimants work-related problems were directly
attributable to alcoholism.
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CONCLUS]ONS OE LAW

It is concluded that the cfaimant was suffering from an illness,
caused by afcoholism. I believe that the claimant understood the
consequences of his action, but that his illness caused problems
which he was facing and the corrective action taken by the
employer. The cfaimant's conduct showed a deviatj-on from that
standard of conduct which an empJ-oyer has a reasonable right to
expect, which constitutes "misconduct connected with his work"
within the meaning of Section 6 (c) of the Unemployment Insurance
Law. The evj-dence does not support a findinq that his actions
show "gross misconduct connected with his work" as defined by
Section 6(b) of the Statute. fn this case, the intent is Iacking
to show gross indifference to the employer's lnterest r or that
his conduct was a regular and wanton disregard of hls
obligations. Accordingly, the maximum disqualiflcation as
provlded for under Section 6 (c) of the Statute shaff be imposed.

DEC I S ION

It is held that the claimant was discharged for misconduct
connected with his work, within the meaning of Section 6 (c) of
the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. Benefits are denied for
the week beginning November 16, 198 6 and the nine weeks
immediately followi-ng. Benefits are allowabIe thereafter,
provided the claimant has filed proper claims for benefits and is
otherwise meeting the requirements of the Unemployment Insurance
Law, including the specific requi-rements of Section 4 (c) of the
Law.
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