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_NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _
YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION lN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF Maryland. THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN lN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE C Y, IF YOU RESIDE IN BALTIMORE CIIY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON December 4, 1988
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of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
decision of the Hearing Examiner.

Upon review
modifies the

\

lssue:



the hearing, and
. The findings

t h e employer
o f fact below

The claimant did not appear at
offered very little information
are made from that record.
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returning to
interview.
prior to the
of the law.

The claimant taught school for about l4 years, apparently.q{t ?
piouisionat certTficate. On May 2l: t?8^q, she was notified
that she was t;rminaied. On June 17, 1988, she was ^notified
ifrut she could-b; rehired if she completed a list o f tasks'
Rehiring, however, was continge!t yp.on. u^n evaluation of her
c-ieAenfi'als, und 'un interview scheduled for lul.I 5,. JPI8. The

claimant was .rproyed as a teacher in the fal-1, 1988 school
semester.

could not have had reasonable assurance of
work prior to July 5, 1988, the date of her

No penalty will therefore be. imposed f9t any..X995
*".i. t.ginning July 3, 1988 under Section 4(f)(3)

The claimant did not have reasonable assurance of returning to.

work within the-;;unIrg of 
--'Si.tion 4(f)(3) 9l the.Marvla.nd

unemployment insurance-Law prior to Ju.ly 3,'1988. No penalty
is imposed on iiiL ituirnant Jnder Section 4(f)(3) up to that
date.

BeginningJuly3,lg88,I!".claimanthadreasonableassurance
of returning to-'wori-*ittin-the meaning of Section 4(f)(3)'
Benefits based ,;;; service for the Baltimore City School
SvstemarenotpuvuurebetweenJuly3,lgsSandthebeginning
oi tt e F a 11, 1988 school semester'

Although the evidence is
conclude that the claimant
5, 1988.

extremely skimPY, the B oard does
had reasbnable assurance as of July
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FINDINGS OF FACT

For l4 years, the claimant has taught school in Baltimore.

On or about June 17, .1988, she was informed that to continue
teaching she had to meet certain requirements (see Employer's
Exhibit #2).

ot?Gatna(4.-arl

Whether the claimant is eligible for benefits within the
meaning of Section 4(f)(3) of the Law.
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She returned to work at the beginning of the 1988 school year.

She was not discharged. She did not have absolute assuran-ce, but
she did have a reaionable assurance of returning to work upon
fulfillment of the requirements.

Whether she returned depended upon her own initiative.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Under Section 4 of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law, under
some circumstances, claiinants who^ do not have reasonable
assurance of returning to work are eligible for benefits.

In this case, the claimant did have reasonable assurance of
returning to work upon fulfillment of the requirements.

DECISION

The determination of the Claims Examiner is reversed.

The claimant had reasonable assurance of returning to work under
Section 4 of the Maryland Unemployment Insurance Law.

Benefits are denied from the week beginning June 19, 1988 and
until she meets the requirements of the Law'

The determination allowing benefits is recinded.
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