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INTRODUCTION

This case was remanded to the Board of Appeals by the Circuit
Court of Howard county because the taped cassette of the
original hearing before the Hearing Examiner could not be
located. Therefore, the Board of Appeals held a hearing in
this case on January 27, L987.

EVALUATION OF THE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered aII of the evidence
presented, includj-ng the testimony offered at the hearing
before the Board of Appeals. The Board has also considered all
of the docimentary evidence introduced in this case, as well
as the Department of Emplolment and Training's documents in
the appeal file.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant has been employed in the health field for several
years j-n various positions, including health assistant, secre-
tary, and various cl-erical positions. She worked for the
Patuxent Medical Group, from October, 1984 to October, 1985,
and then she worked there again after December, 1985. This was
part-time, temporary work. She was working every other
weekend, and averaged about 16 hours a week. When she first
started with Patuxent, she had other part-time jobs.

In October of 1985, she joined a rrfloat poolr' for Patuxent
Medical Group in order to get more hours of work per week, but
was not caIled to perform more work. At the same time she
enrolled part time at both Howard Corununity college and a
modeling school in the Towson area. She enrolled in cl-asses
from 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. two days a week, 6:00-9:00 p.m.
one night a week, and on Mondays from 7:00-9:00 p.m. However,
at all times she would have given up attending school if she
could have secured a full-time, permanent job.

When she contacted Patuxent Medical Group to find out lvhy she
couldnrt get more hours, she was told that none were avail-
ab1e. Therefore, she made the decision to continue $rith her
school schedule, at least through the end of the semester,
which ended in December of 1985. Ho$rever, during this entire
period of time, including the period from october, 20, 1985
throuqh December 5, 1-985, she was Iooking for full-time work
and would have given up her schooling if she had found
fu1I-time, permanent work. She was seeking work primarily in
the health medical field, but vras considering a variety of
possible positions in keeplng rrlth her prior experience.



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Board of Appeals concludes that the claimant has been
meeting the requirements of Section 4(c) of the law and was
able and available and actively seeking work, including the
period beginning October 20, 1985 until December 5, 1985 (the
period for which she was prevj-ously disqualified) and there-
after as weII. Although the claimant vrras attending school, her
unrefuted testimony, which the Board found to be credible, is
that she was looking for fuLl-time work and r"rould have adjust-
ed her school schedule or given it up altogether had she found
a permanent fuIl-time job. Therefore, the decision of the
Hearing Examiner and the prior decision of the Board is
reversed.

DECI S ION

The claimant was able, available and actively seeking work
within the meaning of Section 4(c) of the Maryland Unemploy-
ment Insurance Law. She is not disqualified from october 20,
1985 through December 5, 1985 and thereafter.
The decision of the Hearing Examj-ner is reversed.
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EMPLOYER: Patuxent Medical Group

Afte! receipt of your Petition for Review of the decision of the
Hearing Examiner, the Board of Appeals has considered all of the
facts and records in Your case.

The Board of Appeals has concluded that the decision of the
Hearing Examiner is in conformity trith the Maryland Unemployment
Insurance Law and, accordingly, your Petition for Revj.ew is
denied.

YOU may file an appeal on or before the date bel'ow stated. The
appeal may be taken in person or through an attorney to the
circuit court of Baltimore city, if you reside in Baltimore city,
or to the Circuit court of the county in Maryland in which you
reside.

The period for filing an
May 18, 1986.

appeal to court expires at midnight,
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C 1 a imant

is able to work, available for work,
work under Section 4(c) of Ehe Law.
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- APPEARANCES -
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Roslind Drew-Winfield, ClaimanE Not Represented

FINDINGS OF FACT

'Ihe claimant is employed as a Part-Eime employee with the
Patuxent Medical Group. She has worked there since OcEober
2, 1985. Her rate of pay when she works is $7.37 an hour.
The claimant ca11ed this employer on ocEober 5, 1985 and
told the empl-oyer that she woul-d not be available during
the day because she was attending classes. AT thaE Eime,
the claimanE was attending school on Monday from 8:00 in
the morning until 2:30 in the afternoon and again from 7:00

0€t UCA Jli.8 rE.Yr.co 3/!.r
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untll 9:00 1n the evealng. 0n Wednesday, she attended school
fron 6:00 to 9:00 and on Frlday, she attended school from
8:00 unti 1 2,.00. The clainant ca11ed the enPloyer because
she vas in a pool and this Eearnt t.hat. they cwould call
her nhen they had rvork available for her. The clainant
at that tloe vas scheduled for work every other weekend
for six and a half hours. The classes that she aitended
were at John Cassablanca Modeling School in Towson, Maryland
1n the eveninS and durlng Ehe day she attended the Howard
County Comnunity Co1lege. The clalEant gave a stateoenE
to the Claios Exaniner as follors: "I can only vork neekends
and evenlngs unt1l the seEester ends. It nould not Eake
any sense to change my hours because the semester is alnost
over. " The semester ended in December. The clainant
testifies laht wiEh the exceptlon of atEending modellng
school fron 6:00 to 9:00 p.n. every tJednesday thaL she is
now available to work all hours and is now looking for fu11-
tiEe work.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The determination of t.he Claims Exanlner that the claimant.
was not able to vork, available for work, and acEively
seeking work as required by Section 4(c) of the Law must
be affirmed. The clainant, because she was attending school,
was not available to uork all of the usual and regular hours
and so i.nf ormed her employer, who was provi.ding her with
part-tine work. Because Ehe claimant uas attending school
for a si gni fi cant number of hours during the day and evening
each week and had informed the source of the only work that
she was receiving that she would not be able to work during
the day because she was attending school, she is not entitled
to unemployment insurance benefits from Ehe time Ehat she
becane lnvolved rrith the school until the end of the semester
which was durlng the niddle of Deceaber 1985.

DECIS]ON

The claimant vas not able
and not actively seeking
of the Law. She is
unemployment benefits for
1985 and unEl1 December 5,

to work, not available for work
vork as required by Section 4(c)

disqualified from recej.ving
the week beglnning 0ctober 20,

1985.

The deterEination of the Claims Examj-ner is affirned, but
nodified to reflect an ending date of the disqualficiation.
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