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First of all , the Board disagrees with the Referee's concl-usion
that. the loca] office of the agency cannot impose a S21 (j )

penalty concerning more than one week, even though similar
cj-rcumstances obtained in each of those weeks Since 521 (j )

applies to the Claimant's search for work during each week, the
Claimant's activities during any week can give rise to a penalty
under 521 (j ) of the Law. If circumstances which give rise to a
S21 (j ) penalty in one week are repeated in another week, a new
penal-ty under S21(j ) is certainly justif ied.

The Board disagrees, however, that a penalty under S21(j) of the
Law was justified at all. In this case, the Claimant was clearly
engaged in a systematic and sustained effort. throughout the week
to obtain work and he clearly provided tangible evi-dence of that
effort The Claimant simply did not fail to actively engage in
seeking work within the meaning of S21 (J) of the Law. The
Appeals Referee's decision upholding the first disqualification
of the Claj-mant under S21 (j ) will therefore be reversed.

The agency has filed a letter with the Board in this case in
which it. indj-cates that Sa (c) of the Law does apply to Federal
Supplemental Compensation cfaims. The agency points out, cor-
rectly, that 521 (b) of the Maryland Unemployment fnsurance Law
makes applicable to claims for Federal Supplemental Compensation
all other sections of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law
which do not conf Ii-ct with the Federal l-aws concerning Federal
Supplementa1 Compensation. There is no conflict between S  (c) of
the Maryland Unemployment Insurance and the Federa1 Supplemental
Compensation laws. Therefore, S (c) of the l-aw does remain in
effect concerning claimants for Federal- Supplemental Compen-
sation. Of course , concerning the "actively seeking work'l
provision of S4 (c) , that provision has clearly been superseded
by S21(j ) . The "avail-abi1ity" section of S  (c) of the Law,
however, is not in conflict with any part of S21 of the 1aw or
the federal 1aw set.ting up the Federal Supplemental Compensation
program. Therefore, this section of the Iaw is still applicable
according to S21 (b) .

The Claimant, t.herefore, could be penalized under 54 (c) of the
Law from the receipt of Federa1 Supplemental Compensation
benefits for any week in which he was not. available for work
within the meaning of 54 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment Insur-
ante Law.

The difficult question which arises i-n this case, however, is
whether or not the acceptance of part-time work constitutes
unavailability for work within the meaning of Sa (c) of the Law.
The Board has rul-ed in the past that the acceptance of part-time
work is encouraged and accommodated by the Maryland Unemplolrment


