
EIID O' TPPITII

lhoEas tl. Keech
Chal!.Ee!

EezeL A. Walolck
Assocls.te Meaber

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC ' 
AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT

1 1OO Norlh Eutaw Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

(301) 333-5033

cta jmant Michael Anderson

Decision No.:

Date:

Appeal No.:

S, S, NO,:

W liarn Oonaii S.naeb,, Govomor

J. tufldall Erdns, Se.Jehry

912-BR-87

Dec. 28 , L987

87 02450

Emptoyer: Chem
c/o

Cfear, Inc.
Automatic Data

L.O. No.:

Processing
Appellant:

t

EMPLOYER

lssue:

.NOTICE OF R]GHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _
YOU IVIAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WTH THE LAWS OF IV]ARYLAND. THE APPEAL IV]AY

TAKEN lN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY lN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTII\iIORE Clry, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT
THE COUNry IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

J anuary 27, 1988
THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT IVIIDNIGHT ON

FOR THE CLAI[,IANT:

_ APPEARANCES _

FOR THE EIIPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

tr'ihether the claimant was discharged for gross misconduct or
misconduct, connecEed with his work, withln the meaning of
SecEion 6(b) or 6(c) of the faw.

Upon reviei,., of the record in this case, the Board of Appealsreverses the decision of the Hearing Examiner and 
"orriira.=that the claimant was discharged for gross misconduct ,riit i"

Ehe meaning of Section 6 (b) .

BE

OF



The Board disagrees with the Hearing Examiner's concfusion
that the claimant was discharged because of his union
activities. The preponderance of the evidence, documentary
and testimony, is that the cfaj-mant was fired for a serles of
incidents including: (1) negligent operation of equipment;
(2) insubordination toward a supervisor; (3 ) refusing to
folfow the reasonabfe instruction of a supervisor; (4) Ieaving
his work station early, without permission; and (5) 22
incidentss of fateness within a 90-day period.

where a claimant aLleges that the reasons for discharge,
though objectively based, are nevertheless just a pretext for
an underlying discriminatory motive, Ehe claimant has the
burden of showing that the objective reasons proven were
really just a pret.ext. Adeqbesan v. @
322-BH-85.

The claimant here has faifed to meet that burden. He has
produced only the vaguest, most subjective evidence of his
union activiiy and any connection of'that actsivity with his
discharge. Therefore, the decision of the Hearlng Examiner
must be reversed.

DECIS ION

The cl-aimant was discharged for gross misconduct, connected
with his work, within the meaning of Sect.ion 6 (b) of the
Maryland Unemployment lnsurance Law. He is disqualified from
receiving benefits from the week beginning January 18, 1987
and until he becomes reemployed, earns at feast ten times hj.s
weekly benefit amount ($1,950) and thereafter becomes
unemployed through no fauft of his own.

The decision of the Hearing
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Frank S. Solomon, Esq.
605 Baltimore Avenue
Towson, MD 2L204

Don Benter, Esq.
BenEer, Carter & Mervis
900 Reisterstown Road
PikesvilIe, MD 21-208
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