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Whether the claim-ant left work voluntarily, without good
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cause, within the meaning of Section 6(a) 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
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Office Manager
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EVALUATION OF EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all 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 Development’s documents in the appeal file.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant was employed for about two years for the Martin
Pollak Project. Her last pay rate was $22,000 annually. The
claimant was a good worker who had received an above average
evaluation. She had been employed as the Program Director, but
a new Executive Director, who began in January of 1986,
reorganized the agency. The claimant then became the Director
of Volunteers and Community Services. On December 8, 1986, the
claimant submitted a letter of resignation, to be effective on
February 11, 1987. In that resignation, the claimant stated
that she was giving the employer this leave time so that
another Director of Volunteers and Community Services could be
hired and because she had obtained another job beginning

February 16, 1987.

The employer was undergoing some financial difficulties and
some employees were going to have to be laid off. Because of
the claimant’s good evaluations and her seniority, however,
the claimant would not have been 1laid off. Although the
claimant had no volunteers to coordinate at the time of
resignation, this was because she had not had an opportunity
to obtain volunteers by the time she resigned. This was not
because the job was being phased out at that time.

There was a layoff, which occurred in February of 1987 and
would not have affected the <claimant’s Jjob had she not
resigned. The employer did, however, after the claimant
resigned, decide to reorganize and abolish the position.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Board concludes that the claimant voluntarily left her
employment, without good cause or valid circumstances within
the meaning of Section 6(a) of the law. Although her employer
was in some degree of financial trouble, the claimant did not
have any reasonable fear of an impending lay off. The burden
in a voluntary quit case is on the claimant to show why he or
she has left the employment. The claimant has not met that
burden, having given reasons in her resignation letter which
were different from her testimony at the hearing. The claimant
has not met her burden of showing either good cause or valid

circumstances.



DECISION

The claimant voluntarily left her Jjob, without good cause,
within the meaning of Section 6(a) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law. Benefits are denied from the week
beginning February 8, 1987 and until she becomes reemployed,
earns at least ten times her weekly benefit amount ($1,950)
and thereafter becomes unemployed through no fault of her own.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner 1is reversed. The
determination of the Claims Examiner 1is reinstated.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant filed an original claim for unemployment insurance
benefits at Towson, effective February 15, 1987.

The claimant, who is currently gainfully employed, was last

employed by the Martin Pollack Project, as Coordinator of
Volunteer Services, at a pay rate of $22,000 annually.
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There came a time when the claimant learned that the organization
was 1in financial straits, and the Executive Director was
proposing to abolish her position. The Agency’s Board vetoed that
proposal, contending that volunteer services were still
important. The claimant was evaluated as an above average
employee. An attachment to her performance evaluation showed that
her ©position had been slated for abolition by the former
Executive Director. The claimant had been given to understand
that she would be laid off. There came a time when there were no
longer any volunteers to coordinate. All the work had been
completed. The claimant then submitted notice of her resignation,
and she continued to work until February 11, 1987, when she quit
the Jjob. Immediately after the c¢laimant quit, her Job was

formally abolished.

I find as fact, that for at least a year, the employer intended
to abolish the claimant’s job. I find that the services which the
claimant was coordinating were continuously diminishing. I find
that at the end of her employment, there were no longer any
volunteers to coordinate, and that all work that she was doing
was completed. I find that her job was abolished.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The cause of the claimant’s unemployment was due to leaving
work voluntarily, but for good cause, within the meaning of
Section 6(a) of the Unemployment Insurance Law. "Good cause" is
a cause which 1s directly attributable to the conditions of
employment or actions of the employer. Here, the evidence shows
that the employer intended to abolish the claimant’s Jjob, that
work was continuously diminishing, the employer was in financial
difficulty and the Jjob was, in fact, finally abolished
immediately after the claimant’s voluntary separation. Therefore,
while wvoluntary, the c¢laimant’s unemployment was directly
attributable to the condtions of the employment and actions of
the employer, resulting in the final abolition of her job.

DECISION

It is held that the claimant’s unemployment was due to leaving
work veoluntarily, with good cause, within the meaning of Section
6(a) of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. Benefits are
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allowed for the week beginning February 15, 1987 and thereafter,
provided the claimant is otherwise eligible and has been meeting
the requirements of the Unemployment Insurance Law.

Robin L. Brodinsky (‘zé,;’

Hearing Examiner

Date of hearing: 7/10/87

Cassette: 4065
hf (Specialist ID:09658)

Copies mailed on 7/17/87 to:
Claimant

Employer
Unemployment Insurance - Towson- (MABS)
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