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Whether the claimant filed a timely appeal or had good cause
for an appeal filed late within the meanj-ng of Section 7 (c) (3)
of the law; whether the c1aimant left work voluntarily,
without good cause, within the meaning of Section 6 (a) of the
law.

ECONOMiC ′ AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT

一NOT:CE OF R:GHT OF APPEAL TO COURT一

YOU MAY F:LE AN APPEAL FROM TH:S DECIS10N IN ACCORDANCE WITH
TAKEN IN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY!N THE C:RC∪ IT COURT
THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WH!CH YOU RESIDE

THE PER!OD FOR FIL!NG AN APPEAL EXP!RES AT MiDNIGHT ON

THE LAWS OF MARYLAND  THE APPEAL MAY BE
OF BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

November  5′   1987

FOR THE CLAIMANT:

―‐APPEARANCES¨―

FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Procedural Statement

This case was originally decided by t.he Board under Section
7 (c) (3) of the faw. The claimant was denied benefits because

DBr/BllA 454(Revised 7/84)



she had filed a late appeal under
Court found that the claimant had
appeal under Section 7 (c) (3) and
Board for a decision on the merits.

that section. The Circuit
"good cause" for a l-aLe

remanded the case to the

Eindinqs of Fact

The claimant voluntarily left her part-time employment as a
Steril-e Processing Aide for the Frankl-in Square Hospital on
March 15, 1986. She had worked parL time, about sixteen hours
per week, at a salary of $6.17 an hour for about four and a
half years.

The cl-aimant's husband was j-n an auto accident and developed
. disc problems and arthritic problems in his spine. He became
disabled from working. His doctor recommended that he move to
Tennessee for the drier climate and the company of his
relatives.

The cfaimant resigned to go with her husband and take care of
him. Her husband was abl-e to eat without assistance and to
drive the ca.r, but the claimant was required to take him to
the doctor's office evely other night. He needed continuing

" 
spinal operations.

Conclusions of Law

Where a claimant l-eaves his or her :ob to relocate out of
state with a spouse who is seriously il-1, the important issue
is whether the claimant left primarily just to join the spouse
or in order to tend to the medical needs of the spouse.
Stidham v. Kel-Iy Heal-th Care ( 650-BR-8 6 ) . Where a claimant' s

spouse was not as healthy as previously, but where he was
ambulatory and abl-e to work fuII time at a new, Iess stressful"job, the spouse did not need to be "cared for" in the medicaf
sense, and the cfaimant's reason for leaving employment was
found to constitute neither good cause nor valid circum-
stances. Eastep v" (24-BR-85) . where
the claimant did not need to tend to the medical needs of the
claimant on a daily basis, neither good cause nor valid
circumstances were found. Stidham, g..gp.

In this case, the claj-mant's spouse was unable to work but was
"apparently ambulatory and could drive a car. He did need to
have continuing surgery on his spj-ne. The cl-aimant was
required to take him to the doctor's office every other day.
This appears to be a very close case, but the Board wil-l
concfude that the claimant's spouse's inabilj-ty to work, the
requirement that the cl-aimant take him to the doctor every
other day and the necessity for further surgery constitute
val-id circustances for the claimants leaving of employment.
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DATE: January 30, 7987

DECISION NO. : 66-DR-87

CLAIMANT : Helen S. Hurd APPEAL NO.: 8612399
Route 1, Box 1157
Church Hi1l, TN S. S. NO. : 215-34-0384

EMPLOYER: Franklin Square Hospital- L. O. NO.: 50

ATTN: Cindy Naresky
9000 Franklin Square Drive

. Baltimore, MD 27-231 APPELLANT: CLAIMANT

Af ter receipt of your Petiti-on for Review of the decisi-on of the
Hearing Examiner, the Board of Appeals has consj-dered all of the
facts and records in your case.

The Board notes that unemployment
employers, not employees.

■nsurance taxes  are pa■ d by

The Board of Appeals has concluded that the decision of the
Hearing Examiner is in conformity with the Maryland UnempJ-oyment
Insurance Law and, accordj-ngly, your Petition for Review is
denied.

YOU may file an appeal on or before the date bel-ow stated.
Since you are not a resident of Maryland, you may appeal in
person or through an attorney to the Circuit Court of Bal-timore
City.

The period for filing an appeal to court expires at midnight.,
March 7, !981 .
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DECI S ION

In accordance with the order of the Circuit Court for
Bal-timore City, the cf aimant had good cause for her l-ate
appeal wit.hin the meaning of Section 7 (c) (3) of the Law The
previous decision of the Board on this issue is reversed.

The claimant left work voluntarily, without good cause but
with vatid circumstances, within the meaning of Section 6 (a)
of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. Benefits ale
denied from the week beginninq March 9, 1986 and the six weeks
immediately following.
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