
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES
EM PLOYM ENT SECU RITY ADMINISTRATION

1100 North Eutaw Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21 2O1

Telephone: 383-5032

-DECISION-

Whether the Claimant failed, without gtood cause , to accept
rssuE suitable work when offered to him within the meaning of 5$6 (d) of

the Law; whether the unemployment of the Cfaimant was due to
leaving work voluntarily, without good cause, within the meaning
of 55 (a) of the Law; and whether the Claimant was discharged for
misconduct connected with his work within the meaning of S6 (c)
of the Law.

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WTH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN
PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNTY IN
MARYLAND IN ffiICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT
August 20, 1983
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FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Upon a review of the
reverses the decision

- APPEARANCE -
FON TflE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

record in this case, the
of the Appeals Referee.
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The Claimant was discharged by the Employer because.,. upoll being
transferred. to a new location by the Employer, the cralmant
insi-sted upon commuting rather than relocating. The Claimant,
refused to relocate. Considering that the Claimant was willing
to commute to the new l-ocation, the Board concludes that the
Employer, s policy was unreasonable and the Claimant's refusal to
adhere to it is not misconduct.

DECI S ION

The Claimant did not faiI, without good cause, to accept suit-
able work when offered to him within the meaning of 55 (d) of the
Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. No disqualifj-cation is im-
posed under this section of the Law.

The Claimant did not voluntarily leave his job. There is no
disqualification imposed under this section of the Law.

The Claimant was discharged, but not for misconduct connected
wi-th the work within the meaning of S6 (c) of the Maryland Unem-
ployment fnsurance of the Law. No disqualification is imposed
based on his separation from his empl-oyment with the Southern
States Cooperative. The Claimant may contact the IocaI office
concerning other eligibility requirements of the Law.

The decision of the Appeals Referee is reversed.
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Claimant

tssu[: Whether the claimant failed, without good cause, to accept
suitable work when offered to him within the meaning of Section
6 (d) of the Law.

Whether the unemployment of the
voluntarily, without good cause,
the Law-

claimant was due to leaving work
within the meaning of Section 5 (a) of

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF FURTHER APPEAL

qNY INTERESTED PARTY TO THIS DECISION MAY REQUEST A FURTHER APPEAL AND SUCH APPEAL MAYBE FILED IN ANY EMPLOYMENT

SECURITY OFFICE, OR WITH THE APPEALS DIVISION, ROOM 515, 11OO NORTH EUTAW STREET, BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201, EITHER IN
)ERSON OR BY MAIL.

rHE PERIOD FOR FILING A FURTHER APPEAL EXPIRES.AT MIDNIGHT ON May 79, 1983

-APPEARANCES-

FON Tf,E CLAIMANT:

Claimant-Present at hearing 'on
4/5/83 FaIls Church, Virgi-nia

FOR Tf,E EMPLOYER:

Not Represented

FIND]NGS OF FACT

The cfaimant began working for the empfoyer on June B, 1981, ds
a ful-l--time Junior Management Trainee. At the ti-me of his
separation, which was January 20, 1983, the claimant was a
senior management trainee earning $17,500 a year.

The facts reveal that the employer was going to transfer the
claimant to the employer's office in Woodsboro, Maryland and a
company policy required an employee to Iive in the same town
where the l-ocal office was l-ocated. The claimant did not want to

DHR/ESA 371-A (Revr!€d 3/82)
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move to Vdoodsboro, Maryland because he was building a home in
Virginia and was engaged to a lady who lived and worked in that
area. The claimant requested the employer to aIIow him to live
in the Germantown area of Maryland, so that he would more or
Iess in between Virginia and his work Iocation, Woodsboro,
Maryland but, the company insisted that the claimant conform to
thelr policy. When the employer was not willing to acccede to
the claimants request and the claimant was not willing to
accede to the employer's request, they mutually agreed to end
the employment.

There was continuous work avai-Iabl-e
chosen to remain with the employer.

to the claimant i-f he had

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The non-monetary determination of the CIaims Examiner that the
unemployment of the claimant was due to his having Ieft work
voluntarily, without good cause, withi-n the meaning of Section
6 (a) of the Maryland Unemployment fnsurance Law, is supported by
the testimony of t.he claimant. The cl-aimant separated himself
from the employment on his own initiative when there was
continuous work available to him and for reasons connected to
the employment but for reasons that do not constitute good
cause. However, the Appeals Referee agrees with the Claims
Examiner that there were serj-ous valid circumstances present for
the claimant's quitting the employment which would warrant a
Iess than maximum disqualification under the Law. It is for this
reason, the determination of the Claims Examiner must be
reversed, disqualifying the cfaimant under Section 6 (d) of the
Law. However, the claimant must be disqualified under Section
6 (a) the Law.

DECI S ]ON

The claimant's unemployment was due to leaving work voluntarily,
wi-thout good cause, within the meaning of Section 6 (a) of the
Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law. He is dlsqualified from
receiving benefits from the week beginning January 76, 1983, and
the nine weeks immediately following.

The determination under Section 6 (d) of the Law, shall be
reversed.

Appeals Referee

This denial of unemployment insurance benefits for a specified
for ExEendednumber of weeks will also result

Benefits and Federal Supplemental
claimant has been employed
disqualification.
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Date of Hearingz 4/5/83 & 4/27/83
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Copies mai-led to:

Claimant
Employer
Out of State Claim - No Folder Attached


