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NOTICE OF RIGHT OF

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM TH'S OECISION IN ACCORDANCE
PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
MARYLANO IN W{ICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT

APPEAL TO COURT

WTH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN
BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNry IN

November 12, 1983

- APPEARANCE -

FON THE E[fPLOYf,f,:FON TIII CLAITIEIIT:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appealsmodifies the decision of the Appeals Referee and concludes that,the claimant's reason for voluntariry quitting' her )ob, whil-e
not good cause, is a valid cj-rcumst.ance, within the meaning of
56 (a) of the Law.
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The Board has rur-ed that a reducti.on in pay and or hours mayconstitute good cause or a valid circumstance for leaving one, sjgbl depending on the individual facts -J' eacn case. Here theclaiman_t's pay was red.uced f rom $4.40 per hour to $3.50 perhour. Th_ere appears to have ar.so been a minor decrease in herhours, arthough the evidence on this point is not crear.
These reductions all- resurted from a change in the craimant, sposi-tion after she returned from a 30 day r-eave of absence.Prior to taking the 1eave, the craimant was made aware that herformer position as a manager might not t; avaitibre when shereturned. rn savag.e, v. _church Hospital, 1067-BH-g3, the Boardfound that the lraEinfl offfience by an employer wastantamount to a promise to reinstate the employle at t'ne tonctu*sion of the leave and the employer, s raiilre to do so was adischarge for a non-disqualifying reason even where the claimantwas made aware that reinstatement would not be guaranteed.

Here however, the cr-aimant was reinstated but at a rower payrate, and .she accepted the rate and worked for a whire at thatjob before deciding to quit. under these circumstances, theBoard concLudes that. the reduction in the claimant, s status andpay does not rise to the level of good cause but is a..substan-tial cause which is directly. connected with the conditions ofemployment" and therefore is a valid circumstance within themeaning 56(a) of the law.

DECISlON

The claimant feft work voluntarily, without good cause, withinthe meaninq of s6 (a) of the l,iaryrand unemployment rnsurance Law.sl" is disqualified from receiving benefiis irom the week begin_ning February 13, 1983, and the nine weeks immeoiaie]v iorro*inq.
The deci-sion of the Appeals Referee is modified.
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NOTICE OF RIGHT TO PETITION FOR REVIEW

ANY INTERESTED PARry TO THIS DECISION MAY REOUEST A REVIEW AND SUCH PETITION FOR REVIEW MAY BE FILED IN ANY EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY OFFICE. OR WTH THE APPEALS DIVISION, ROOM 5'5, 11OO NORTH EUTAW STREET, BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201, EITHER IN PER-
SON OR BY MA'1.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING A PETITION FOR REVIEW EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON l4ay 2, 1983
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the meaning of Section
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Theresa M. Carbone - Claimant
Louis Carbone - Husband - Witness

Amber St.Clair -
The Gibbens Company,
Incorporated,.
Douglas Hiob -
Sales Director

FOX Tf,E ET{PLOYET:

TINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant !ugq., working for the emp.l-oyer on September 14,1918. Her l-ast {"y of work was February 16, rgb: ano sheresigned the emproyment effective rebruaiy lg, igBs ,ithortnotice.
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In May of L982, the claimant took a thirty-day leave of absence
due to the illness of her husband. At that time, she was a
supervisor earning $4.40 per hour. At the time the claimant was
granted the leave, there was an understanding between her and
the sales director that her position as supervisor might not be
avai-lable to her when she returned to work. When she did return
after her leave her expired, she was assigned as a cashier which
resul-ted in a reduction in her hourly pay to $3.50 per hour. The
claimant's hours were cut when she reLurned, but not
drastically. She appeared to be averaging thirty-fi-ve hours per
week. The claimant found working to be stessful, under these
conditions and decided to quit the employment.

There was conLinuous work available to the claimant, if ' she had
chosen to remain at the employment.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The non-monetary determination of the Claims Examiner that the
cl-aimant's unenployment was due to leaving work voluntarily,
without good cause, within the meaning of Section 5(a) of the
Maryland Unemployment fnsurance Law, is supported by the
testimony of the claimant and the employer. The claimant
separated herself from the employment on her own initiative when
there was continuous work avaj-lable to her, for reasons
attributable to t.he conditions of the emplo)rment, but for
reasons that do not constitute good cause under the Law. The
Appeals Referee fj-nds that. the claimant's reasons for quittinq
the employment were not of a compelling and necessitous nature
or reisons that constitute serious, valid circumstances as
provided for under the Law. ft is for this reason, the
determination of the Claims Examiner must be affirmed.

DECI S ION

The unemp.loyment of the claimant was due to leaving work
voluntarily, without good cause, within the meaning of Section
6(a) of t.he Maryland Unernployment Insurance Law. She is
disqualified from receiving benefits for the week beginning
February 13, 1983 and until such becomes reemployed and earns at
least ten times her weekly benefit amounL (S1030) and thereafter
becomes unemployed through no fault of her own.

The determination of the Claims Examiner is affirmed.
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