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This case arises under section 4 (c) of the Iaw, which requires
a claimant to be able to work, available for work and actively
seeking fult time work ln order to remain eligible for bene-
fits. The claimant was available for work and was actively
seeking full time work, submitting four to five applications
per week, during the period in question. The only resEraint on
her availability was the requirement that she spend three days
over Ehat period of time transporting her son to Ehe hospital
and then to doctors for treatment of his broken toe. Those
three days were February 25, March 10 and March 31, 198S. With
the exception of these three days, the claimant was actively
seeking fuI1 time work during these periods. There is some
indication that the claimant may have refused a temporary job
assignment with a temporary agency during this period. At. the
Claims Examiner 1eve1 , however, a decision was apparently not
to disqualify the claimant under Section 5 (d) of the Iaw.
Thus , the only issue is whether the claimant was sufficientrly
available for work under Section 4(c) of the Iaw.

In the case of Cuff v. Chesapeake Ptvwood (1355-BR-82), the
Board ruled that a claimant's ilLness for the better part of
one day woul-d not support a dlsqualificati-on of benefits under
Section 4(c) for the entire week. As the Board stated in that
case, isolaEed, fortuitous incidents do not establish in and
of themselves, unavailability for work for the entire week'
See also, Law-v. .&}y--l4EE:.@1!4 (433-BR-83) and Paul v'
ttaryland Shipbuildinq and Orvdock (915-BR-84) . A claimant's
fnab-Tilty Eo worE on a single day does not in and of itself
support i firrai.rg that the claimant was unable to work for the
reii ot the week. @p v' Fairchild, Ing' (673-BR-83)'
within the meaning of ttre precedent cases cited above, the
cfaimant's three days of unavailability for work over a four
week period do noi establish Lhat she did not meet the
requiiements of section 4(c) of the law, especially. in th9
lidht of Lhe fact that she was contacting four to five job
p.5spe"t. for fu1l time work during this period and t'hat she,
ln fact, obtained work shortly thereafter. For these reasons,
the decision of the Hearing Examiner is reversed.

DECIS ION

The claimant was available for work within the meaning of
Section 4 (c) of Lhe Maryland Unemplo)ment Insurance Law for
the weeks ending February 27, 1988, March 12, 1988 and Apri]
2, 1988. No disqual-ification is imposed under Section 4(c) of
Lhe law for these three weeks. (The Hearing Examiner already
lifted this penalty with respect to the other weeks in
question. )



The cfaimant may contact the local- office concerning the other
eligibj-lity requirements of the law.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner is reversed.
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Claimant - Present

F]ND]NGS OF FACT

The claimant declined offers of temporary employment at the endof February 1988 and early March 1988 for the reason that her sonhad fractured a toe and was dependent upon the cfaimant to
CransporE hi-m to and from the doctor on several occasions. Forthls reason, the claimant declined otherwise gainful , Eemporary
empfoyment. The cfaimanL is present.ly employed having securedgainful employment on a fu11-tlme basii effectlve aprit Z, fOea.

The claimant,s son required her for care and services on February25, March 10 and 31, 1988 on whlch days the claimant vlsited anorthopedic surgeon for treatment. Except for these days, the
cfaimant was otherwise availabl-e for work and looklng for work.
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8803083

CONCLUSIONS OE I,AW

Section 4 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law provides
that an otherwise eligible indlvidual must be able, available and
actively seekj-ng work, without restrictions in order to qualify
for benef it.s for any given calendar week- If an individuaf is not
available for work on any day of the cafendar week, benefits must
be denied for t.he enEire period. Accordj-ngLy, the cfalmant must
be disqualj"fied from receipt of benef it.s for the weeks ending
Feb:ruary 27 , 1988, March 72 , 1988, and April 2 , 1988 . The
claimant may be eligible for partial benefits for the week ending
April 9, 1988.

DECISION

It is held that the clai-mant was not avaiLabLe for work,
\^rithin the meaning of Section 4 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment
Insurance Law during the weeks ending February 27, 1988, March
12, 1988 and April 2, 1988. Benefits are alLowed for other weeks
for which proper claims have been filed, subject to meeting the
other eligibility requirements of the Statute.

Robin L. Brodinsky
Hearing Examiner
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