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NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM TH]S DECTS]ON ]N ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND,

THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY" ]N THE C]RCUIT COURT OF

BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.
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FOR THE CLAIMANT

_APPEARANCE-

FORTHE EMPLOYER

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
reverses the decision of the Appeals Referee.

The claimant did not voluntarily quit her job with KeIIy Girl-
Temporary Services. She refused a three-day assignment on Novem-
ber 25, 1983 because her husband was sick. Considering the
reason for her refusal- and the fact that the assignment was only



for three days, the Board concludes that the cfaimant. had good
cause within 'the meaning of 56 (d) of the Iaw to refuse the offer
of work. Atthough the employer became suspicious of the
cfaimant's true motives, there is no evidence to contradict the
claimanE' s testimony.

Subsequently, on November 30, 1983, the claimant went on ,in-
active status" with t.he employer. This meant that she was not
avaif abl"e for assignments and is somewhat akin to what would be
termed a leave of absence in a regular, permanent emplo),ment
situation The cfaimant did not intend to quit, as evidenced by
her return to active status one week later, on Decenlcer 5, 1983.
The cfaimant accepted and began a new assignment for the employ-
er on December 19, 1983.

The proper disqualification in this case is under 54 (c) of the
law. The claimant was not availab]e for work from November 25,
1983 until Decernber 5, l-983. This is al-so consistent with recent
Board decisions involving claimants on Ieaves of absence. see,

-:-i-i1' , Muller v- Board of Education, Board Decision No. 144-BH-83-

DECIS ION

The claimant did not quit her emplolment voluntarily, wlthin the
meaning of S6 (a) of the Maryfand Unempfolment Insurance Law. No
disqualification is imposed based on her separation from her
emplolment with Kefly GirI Temporary Services.

The claimant refused, with good cause, to accept available,
suitable work within the meaning of S6 (d) of the faw. No
disqualificat.ion is imposed under this section of the 1aw.

The claimant is disqualified from receiving unemployment. bene-
fits , within the meaning of 54 (c) of the law, for the two weeks
ending November 25, 1983 and December 3, 1983 only.

The decision of the AppeaLs Referee is reversed.
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