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f 
I Claim _, wbo WII the Pcddou... ChIef 0pIraIiD8 Officer ("COO"), ...
I. 
I employed by me PetitionAlI' 80mNovemb« 21,2011, to lamazy U, 20U. (AU POF, 1.) 

.I 
I 3. During the weekead of JIIWIIY 12, 2013, 1brousb' JIDUII'y 13, 2013, 

I CIaim8Dt ctt:lllld out ~ work ofBae·1Dd RIDOvccl aU of Ids pcnolUll ef&ds 1mm Petitioa.... 

I 


I 
r pzemiscar (Deputy DcdIioa.) 


, 4. ClaimaDc· did naC report 10 hit oUlce tbr worlc 011 Moaday. January 14. 


I 2013. mel die! act recum· te1!1pboGe c:alJs 601ft a._ben of Petitioner'.- Board of Oirec:lon,I 
I 
I iDCfudins Tracy TIRCr, the Petitioner's CbainDIn oIthc BomL err. at 28-30.),r 

5. The fact t1W ClaimIDt waa J»t at his oftice that mominS ~ not UIlUSU8I,i .; smc.. as be tes1iBed It the hoaiD&.m tbls mauer. bit job 0= AqUimi him to be out of the . 
1 om=, at the Ihop IISd in lb. field h\ me nmmaI COUlD of ~ duti.. sometimes far clays at a1 
I ~ (ff. 15·19) 
I 

i Ci. CJ~ iiutJIer tatUlcd tbal u had cleaacd out !WI offIcc met naowd 
" f..: '.~ 

1 the palOaal effKts therdiom bcIcImIe ho bad beea iI1forDMcl by vadO\1l'DallIed IDdividualt ow· 
t 
1 

ho was sam. to be fired, Nld he wisbcd to avoid tho CIDlbarrusment ofc1C8Dfq om his office IQ 


J 

; flone ofca-WOIbrI durin. aormaJ ofBc:o!!oms. err. 17-19) 

1. lbe momiq after he cleaDaI out his ofBce. he Danetheless weal to worlt; 

at the shop. (Tr. IS) While 'WOrIciDa there. be reccivet1 a call ~ Pedtion..'s Chief P'mandal 

Ofticcr, MiabuI Juliaccl, uJdDIhim to report to tho main 0111= err. IS} 

8. Ac:cardblS co ClaImant. upon NFOrtiq 10 dus office, Mr. JuJiucc::i and Mr. 

Tumcr iDfbnaed him that be was baing terminated fOr faiJ1n to J'CtUtIl a phOJUt cBlJ ft'ora Mr. 

Turn. the previous day. 

9. At tho hariQ, Mt-. Jutiucd testified dlat clurias thatmee!Ul1 "it waa lat 

Wdl~: I EIOZ'p '~3atvt 'd L65 'ON 
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t 

laJown it was atEQal he Is no lonF aa employee or Lisldad~8 EIlcrsy because ofhis acdODl 

[absence from die oflico aDd &.ihIre. CD returu telephoao calIs]." (Tr. 30) Mr. JuUucl 

, 
~ this actiOD .. ,UIC confirrnlfta what [Clalmaint] bad already done" in "abaDdouin,,. 
bisjo1l.II err. 32) 

JO. At tbIt meeting. ClailDlllt wu ukecl to tum in his Uya aad equipmmt. 

1J. Petitioner pald ClaImmt was_ due to him witlllD 72 houri. 

12. S~. tbe Claim_lied. claim tbr \1DeDlplo:ymcar-compeasadou 

13. ID fUUaS out the Woribn:e Wctt V-lfslDla Ullemploymaat Compensation 

Division ReqUCSl far Sepantiall IdmDatioIl IlteRdaat U) tba& claim. Pctitioutlr IDfotmcd the 

ASetJl;1 tbal CJaimIDt had DOt qulr. 

14. Instead, Pedticmer idrcmrHld the Asency that Pcti1ioncr had disclw'pd 

Claimant beaause "bo n:fbaecl to commaaicatcJ or acswer phoae calla of cbairm'lL [ClahnaDt] 

did not sbo~ up f'CII' work nor CODtaa& 8D)'DDO rosardiq his abaence.'. Id. 

lS, Althousb Claimaat had reaeiwcl rcprimaads zeprdias hls pcd"ormuco 

before, DO evidaIco was pqsanilld to indicate thai he bad beea reprimlll!decf far faihaoo to 

CODI'Jll1ld!cate or EO come to 'WOrk. 

16. NotwitbstmiiDB Petitioaer', OWQ admission that it had diadtaraed 

C1eimu.t. the Deputy coacludeclllllt the CJafmIat voJuatarily quit wltbouc fault on the pac oltho 
f 

.·1, Petitiout. (Deputy o=aioil.) ~ tho Deputy mild that the C1aini1Dt Was disqualified from 

I receivin. uncmp1a,mcDr-compcasar.ion 'beaefiu until h. remmed to coVClZ'lld emploYment for 
!, 
i 
 thirty daYi. (Deputy DeolaiOD.) 


I 
El/t 'J • l6~ 'ON 
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17. Upon the Claimat" appeal of 1M Deputy's decfstoll, tbe- AdminiSCRlive 

taw 1udie ("AU") reversed tho Deputy. (AU DcdIioD at P. 2.) In doiDa so. lb. AU ~ I 
thai the ClaiImaat wu disc:IIIrged, but not for miIcoadUl:tt sad bt- the ClIimIat-- WII DOt I 
disqUllificd d"aIQ m:eiving Wlemplo~..dm baldts. (AU Decbioa Itp. 2.)-I I 

18. Contrary to rapreselltatiOJlS It had made on the :Request tbr Separuioa·f · InfilrmadaD fi)tm, Petitioner m1intlfMd II the AU hesrSna tbat It had nol dlschaIpd ClaimaDt;
f 

i 
~-

chat iastad he had abadoned bisjab, as iDdicateci 'by m. cleaainS out his ofBce, fIiliDs to report 
• 

I.- to bII office, IDd iiilinS to RtunI phone calls. 

I 
-~-

t9. This was the endte basis lOt PeddODel"s podtiOD tbat CJaimaat WIS DOt 

,i 
' .. 

· 1 
aayrbjns tbrtbc:r you waul to teU me"" tbat Petitioner's CFO, Mt. Jultucci, .staled that Claimant 


· 

had becD charSed with embczzlcmeat ftom cba compm.y _ that Petiticmcr bad proof tbareo£ 

, ~ 

~~~ f , "
fI 

0 

21. Mr. J\llhlc:cI offered to have copies of checks flucecl to tM AU as proof of 
, 
: ct~1 aUcpcl c:mbudamat. The AlJ ntbacd to accept suc:b cbec1cs or Ill)' other oWer of 

1 
J 

written evfdcuc:e tbat bad DO'C been &Ubmiued 24 hours ptior to * barinl iD accordInce witb 1M 

-, inatNetiona chat Petitioner had bced pnMded 1n the heariD& noti~ ('fr.3O-11) 

. 22. After Mr. luHucci had bcea c:roa exaaaiucl. Cbe AU offtftcl him a ebancc. 
I 

I !O omr''U)'thina1brther on beballolthe compaay.... 


• - " _. '", ~- _ • .~.' - _ M _. 

o

23. AJtboush thia wuuJ4 bavo ptOVidocl Petidon. aD oppcrtuailY to queadon 

f 

·•• I 
· I 
___EllS 'd l6S 'ON 
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QaImaat regardIDs dle aUepi cmbazlam.it or at least to ofI'cr lome II'Yidcnco or arpaoul 

that sucb embezzlement Jwl bem the: caule lor bia dUmisaalt Mr. JuJiucd simply tesdficd 

r resadina same post-.employmeot slpll'lilioo alleplicms aad re-...-ted Petitioller'S position that 

J Oaimaat had "votuatarily left Ids positJon." (Tr. 35) 

14. On Mardl 22, 2013. tho AU I1MII'Hd tbe Deputy', 4cdaion, fin41nl tbar 

"CJeIzunC was cltlCbarpd 1M not tbr mlsconduct. ThI ClairMa.1ls Dot disqueJified." 

25. Petition..appealed tile AU's rullna to the ao.d ofReriew.a also 

requested that die case be ....."...ded fa me AU for .. opportuDity to offer evidlllCll tepDtiD" 

alleged embezzJemeat. 

25. On May23~ 20)3, tIze Board ofR.niew afBmsed the decision oftbe AU 

and dcaied the request for IaDIDd. firJdJn81hat good cause for remaDd had Dot been sbaWD. 

27. 'l'haeafta; OIl Juae 21,2013. the Petitioncrtirae1y appealed the Board of 

~'. dccisfan to dJiI.Court In fUrtIlcnIIlce ofits appc:aJ, Ihe p~ bas cakal tho position 

thd the Board ofRmaw med.. ilDows: (a) bI filUliD& that abo Claimant was ~ (b) m 

fiIldiul that. tho Peddoa.er's decfsioD to pq the Clalnum witbtll. 72 haUlS of his sepantiOD from 

empla,naeat ia IWiclaaae ofa discblqe; (el Ja ilDplvJlccfy sbiftlDl tho burd= to the PetiCioMr to 

establish that the Claimant WQ discbar&ed Cor Ddscooduct; (d) ClVeQ tISS1ZIDfq argueDdo that the 
~ 
! 	 ClaimaDt was di5charsed. 1ft fiIldiDg thai thcJ Petitioner did not provo Ddscoaduct (simple 01'

I 
t 	 sross) oa the Clldma's pare; <el III fiadmS thal thare was no evidance of tbe ClaiDumt havins 
I 
! ., 	 embezzled fiom the Pcddoner; (f) hi dcnybas·1JKj Pdtioner's n:quen -for reQ2IIId co pr.enf . 

additional evideoce or the CL11mUH'. purported cnbezz1emeat &om the compa.y; (g) in (dIma 

. 
f, 
! s ~ 
I 
I 
I 

. ' 

___£1/9 'd L65 'ON 
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to 1M appropriate wr4;ht to tho Claltnlltt'slac:k ofmponsiveness and abmdonmem of bls job; 

(b) ill finding rbat the Claimant JUStifiably reUeci upon credible intbtmation that ho W."lOiDa to 

be dI&cbatpi; and (l) In applyinJ both the evtcleuce and lbe law. insofar as me Board of Review
•" 

mlled to com:lude that the Clalmmt quit wkbout good CIUI8 iIlvolvlQ fimlt OIl 1I1e l*' of the 

Petitioner. 

CONCLUSION! OFUW. 

1, This Court's review ottho Board of~aw. Workforce West V"trg!ni&'s 

Final On:!cr \vu euunoiated in SyUabUl Point 3 orA.tIIr:Jru y. GQtstm. 192 W.Va. 561.453 

S.!.2d 395 (J 994). 11$ foUows: 

[t]bo findmgs of &ct of tho Board of amew of the west V-qinia Dcpartmel1t of 
Employment Security are em1tIed to sub$taatial defereace UIlless a reviewing 
court believes the fhu:tingt are clearly W1'Ong<, If the question Oil TOView is one ' 
purely of law, no defereace I.s liveD and tho standard of judicial review by tho 
court ia de novo; 

2. Additionally, tho' Court observed, _ "tho tiadinaa of fact ot the Board of 
.. . 

Rc:vjew ot the West VargiDia Departmc:llt of Bmploymeat Secwity Ire cntitlccf to subatmldal 

i 
j deference UDless a nriewiq court believes the findiDas are clearly wrong." Id. at 399. 
i 

3. The West VirsbUl Supreme Court bolda tIW, "tal n:vicwing COUrt must evaluate 

the (econi of an admlaistrative ISCDAY" proceediDI to deeerminc whed1cr there is C'Vldence on 

the record as & whole to support tho es=oy's decisio'l\o The evaluation il coud~edpmsulllt to 

the adaUniJtrative bOdy's fiadJnp of f'act. regardless of wbether the court would have teadlecI a 

{ di~t CODgl\J8iOD_OD dm same sal offacts.'t SylIUus Point l,W'czlkuy, West Ylrg/~ Ethlr:s

I·, (D""/I,201 W.Va. 108,492 S.lUd 161 (1991). "The 'clearl), wrous' and the 'arbitrary aud"· .dow" samdards of review are deferential 0Det which pretUDle u 1lpQcy'. actloua are valid 

· " " t I 
___,El/L ·L.__ .L6~ 'ON 
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.' 

"I . 

II 

i as lon& as tbe decision is $Uppcmecl by nbstantial evidence 01" by a ratioaal buil... Syl. PL 3, I,. 


. 
,..{luHno 196 W.VL 442, 473 s.E.ld. 483 (19M). 


4. 1'ha clalmaDl bas the 1NrdeD to establish that he qualifia fbr uacmploymCDt


i bc:ncSts by, inln'd/lll provtna that lie did GOt "leave emptoymeat wlua.tariJy whbaut sooci cause ,I 


InYOlvfalfIWton the partoftbe aployer{.] W.V~ Cede f21A-6-3(a).

f 

5. The employer Isu tho blJRleD ofproof to show dW a claimmt fa diaq1alfficd tOr
f 

unemplOJDlCQI benc4u. suc:b IS bJ' rnson: or clischarF for miscloDduct. Hrbvt J., 'lM1IUIJ 

i M.ffIQrlQl Hoq. y. BOIJI'd ofRdN of Wut J1irglnla Bunau vf Emplllymtml ~.~Ia 
•J 

w.v.. D, SO S.B.2d 161 (200S) (boldiq", Ibe cmpIo)'er has d!.e '"butdca Ofpasuu1on to 

! 
I 

• 
demonstrate by a pzepcmderance of !be evideace diu' a ctahDaDt's c:oaduct &Jla 9itl\ia dsa 

I 
 dJsq&JD1ltliia1 pIO\IisiOIlS."). 


6 After due and mature CODSlderation ohho brief's II1d the entire record mtde bcilre 

thD a&eacY. tba Coaft is oftlso opiDiDa thId a beaIiDa 011 &bit madI:r ilMt uec:eaary to nruJcr its 

dClC:lsiOIL The Court ftnds that the Board of Rnf.-, Worldon:e wed VirpUa's 'f)plicatioa of· 
law co Cbo IactIr pnsentccl ill this cue, 81 indIcutd la ill 8Da1 declsiou. is DOt clearly 'WI'ODS illJ 

i view ofdltneliabie, probative and ~ evideace an the wholerecom,j 
1, Peddoaer IIICIlI thIr the Apttr:y erred in in Wing that the Claim_ was. 

diIcJuarged.. Fim. PetitiODef itself iDfbrmed the ascac)' tbat it hid. in _ dlschmp1 ClaimantJ 
l 
I 

iD Its IIZISW.. OD the "Jnroraiauon RcpnIiDs Separadou" !bam. Petition..explicitly atared that it 

I 
I '.. ~-cUscharpdClaimant (or failure to-report to tbo offiQO ADd failure to C01I1IIlUl:!.ic:atEwUh 
j 

corponce om.... on that lime t'oIm Petittoa. Ilso expliddy infonned dID Apucy tbatJ 
I 

I Claimaat bad _ quit. Petitioner's OWl1 ero b:ltified at the boarin. Oil this matta'ttw Claimant 
I 

1 I 
A.R.178 




... 


ball beca summODeCl to the malA oiIice aM iDfbrmcd tbIIt. he WIll 1\0 10DlS' cmpIoyecL. 

'J"here1bre, Petitioner'. proteslllioas to the contmy after 1M fict ..ofna &Vall. 

8. It \VOuid &. amply evidem ftoIIl PetiUOI1cr'S Gown Alpl'lSeaUdiollt to tb AlP. I
WIl C1atmIm did not q\:Iit. 8VD ifhe bad offend DO II\IIdenc$ at. alL. Bat In faa, be dicJ offer: 

IIIDJIle ovideaco flam which tba AU could reuanably ibid tbat be had DOt voluatlrily let his I
aaticipatiOD of bema b!InIIiaaIad; (2) he plaullibly explained his a'bseace &om tho main office 

theteaftllr by establislUq tIW !iii work regularly lOGic him off...te for ~ at a time; (3) he 

plausiblY exp1aiDcd hi. failure to n:tanl pboae calls by DOdDS thl! be was oft= out ofcell phone

coverage wbca he WI$ working off-eife; (4) although be had cleaDcd aut biI offico. he retllincd 

hi. company oqulpmeat. keyl aDd car until U was iastructcd co tum them OWl' after mftmlpnc:at 

Intbnaad blm be was 110 lapemployed. 

9, FDI1her undercuttiDs Petfdcmer's posidoa i. the fiDct that it paid him WI" due 

within 72 bola u it was thea ami:utoruy required to do wbCD emPloyees waw tcrmiaated rather 

thIa ac tho am regular' pay day as requJrecl when au. emplo7ee voluntarily quit. ! 

Notlritbstandiq PctitioW$ ~III 10 tho CODIwY. the Act that Pcritio..- actecl 

",1'U1Jt-,tly with 8ra&utory ptQYisioDs fOr P&ymeal aftar dllC/uup t'Il1:h..- 1bas\- d1e stB1Utory 

req\liremeuts for paymc:Ill after lIS cmp.Io~ filii is higbly reltr1811t and probadve in thia matter; 

,; 

J I AI rile 1iIIac CIaimaaI', dIsr:IIIrae. W.VL Code ,11.S04pIWViIW die 

1- . (bPIt'1lcuVih·fImt CIr CIIIpOICfaaill.........~..,.... IaatIh ...... rll'lll or· 
f 
j corpaudoa &hall JIll)' lb. IIIIpIOYIft .atct In rull wiIhlII .".,.,wo 1Iouno 
I (II) 'WIua1Wl' III nIpIoyw qui.. or I'llSlIIMo Ibt penon. ana or IIOIJtOrIIkIn I!mll p&)' 


dae ...~ 111..- no !.- 1hIn !he !WI rcaaIIr ,.".,. dm. IhrouP .... 
,i ropJar pq chllllacll or by allil ,,~ by die -,IV)'W. aaopI ilia iF .... 

emplopc IPWI _!cut CIIIt ptr1 paiDd'l _kill of Inll!lllin to _ .... ,--. tma
; 

\ fit CCIIpOrWdGII Wll PlY&II .... .rncd by dla ClllpI~ IIC'" dIM orqui.... 
; 

8 

I 
WdOO:~ £lOZ '; "J3Q 
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a. 

r 
1 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 10. ApWt III of thlt evidence thai Claimant was dIsc:hupd, aU 1bat Petitioner! 
I, 
~ 

offered to the c:omrary \YU Mr. JuUuc:ci's asaartiaD that; when PetitlGDds qeots told Claimant.. 
he VIIS no Ionser employed. they were merely coJlfinDias the action CIaIm.t hid already lakOD

1 
lq c:1euIUI. ow his daa1c" not npartiD& to the office aad &iliaS to ~ phono QUa. Oivca thef 

t foregDiDs C'ridcuco in ClaIm_. Savor. the Court fIDeI. that tho AU did DOt CIa' In fiDdlq dIItJ 
t 

~ • che picpoia.u:e ofEbe evIcleace lay widl ClabnIDt. 


i 
 11. lDaxpUcably. PIahuiff'Ddt alleges dIM die AfI=t:y =eel by improperly sbUtiq.I ,J 

~ 
Ibe burdal to the Petitioner &0 atabUsh that the ClaimaDt was dJsdIarpd for ndscoaducL As 

i 
- f discuaed above; it is weD IISCabHtbcd that plOofofdiSqualiftcaaon faDs squarely OD Cl!lPlo~ 

'17rtNNU MmuJrlal Hr»p. v. 801U'rl D/Rt/VI6MJ ojWat ~Bill'''' q(Empltq.." Pro~, 

lIS W.V,,- 29', 620S.E..2d 169. ntsreforc, lbtsassisa=eatofecwiswllboat merit.· 

12. AU ofPeli1foDCI'" assigumCGII oten:or ill his PelftiOlllbr Appeallo the Board of 
i 
I R.evfcw were based. on dao AU'. fiDdlq thIS Claimant hid nat voluatarily abIUIdoned hia job. 

, •i ThrouzhoQC tile cIocwaeat; Peddoaer unwavc:riDaly c1~ to' tho position that CIaJmIDt 

J tlbandoned his Job. and WIll not dfscharsed at all, let .tOM for embezz1CIIDcaLi 
; 
J 13. In fiscI. Petitio:ser expllc:idystarecI that tho AU erntilA conc-luclina tbaC ClaJrnant 

I had beea cIiJcbupcl for embezzlemeau. Petitioner caDtiDucd to Insist that it did Ilot dIscbarp 

f Claimant for a:a1tezz1rnneat, expIaiang that at tho 1ime pf separaI!oll from employmcrat itdic1 not 
~ 

IcDaw ofsucb CODduct. Aithouab PedtiOlUll' suspeated CDbcale&ncat, it 'Wale to great paiDs in its r 
Petition fbt Appeal to the Board of Raview to explain OSIOI apia tba eaibezzJlQerlt played :.10 

role inCIaimmt". separation, aad dIaC iastacl. CainulDt had simply abaDdoaed his emplo)'mClDt 

14. Perple:x.ingly, Petition« theft moved 1h. B_ of ReYienv to remand tho cu. to 

the AU for an opponum~ CO offer ibrtbcr r.ridenGO on the STCnmcl for which it did IlOC 

A.R.180 




, . 
( 

discbqe ClaimIDt, _ DOW claims that the Baud ened iD dllll)'iq it tbis oppo#lmity. 'Ibis 

assiJDIDCDC is without merit. I 
I$. rust. PetitfGur utterly tiilecl to meet the ltIndad for remand. As 'the Bon of 

Review clemy id:Inned P.tioner, ill ordct tbr a case to.be remanded for preseIlft1lon of 

mddftlOJ2&l evidcace, tho • petition. mUll ,bow, lrat. alia "tJ1t impartazu:o. ofsucb mdenee CO Ilbe issues ill the cue and tile reuoas for faUlU'O to offer lb. ovidmce prior to lb. bearinS befims· 

me AdmiDiItradw Law Jud..... (lU) III hi$ It..- rDr'R.etDaDd. Petido.. failed to shoW II1Y I 
reason wbauoever fbr bis fai1\n to otJ'er evidence ofembezzlemat. 

16. ~ PedtioDer simply DOtccl dW the AU hid. probibltccl it !om offeriag 

documc:ntaty evideace at the hariq bflClUle of its failure to timely offer such evideaca at least 

24 houri before the heuins ill aGCOIdauco wid! the rulCL Neitheru the bearing hOI' h1 111 Request 

1br R.emand dtd Petitioner ever ofFer SOoc1 cause rot ill failuro to preMIIf such evidc:aoo ill :. 

timely filsbfOD. 11serefbre, the Board did DOt 1ft in deayiq the R.equest. I
1 ,.', 

I 

17. Petitioner lIsa oompJtiaed that che AlJ'denied it tho oppottuDity to "examine the 

Claimant lad offe:r resr:iDumy tepntias 1M ClaimaDc'. embea1emeat hID d1e c:ompany." ca. 7, 

pol) 'I'hia is aJao emmcoUi. M diIouased above, Pctiliaaer had. ov=y opponuaicy to queatiDD 

Claimac OIl the subject. Wbea PctitiOMr ,Qte4 ~ CJafmaut bad been c:b.upd with 

embczzlCIDeDt, the AU simply 1lOtIIcl rhat charges Ilone we.re IlOt proo£ He did nDt pcom"bit 

Petitioner from qUeatioaiDI ClalmaDt or offerinl its OWll leltimollY Rgudinl cabazlcnaad. 

Th~~Jh~ claim is withD11t mc:rit.~. _ 
~.:. ... _. -. 

18. Moreover. evea ifPeddQur had shOWD Jood Cl\lSO as to why itbed failetl to offer 
f 
\ 	 cmbealemeat mdeQCe beton lbe AU, che Bod', dania) would sdll have baa proper, II no 


sudI eYideacDWwlcl have had any relevmco whatsoever to the p:oceedfnsa. 


t 
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" ! 
19. tJn4ct W.Va. Code ilIA-6-3. IU1 employee fa disqualified fi'om UlllIDploymeDt 

bcadits if' dIo employer pmvel by a prepoadcnDco of dlo COIidcnco that it dlldaar&ed 1M 

emplo,eo fbrmiscoadaoL 

20, 

Cl.imaat It all 1be fact that it may have fbW14 eWleac» of milCOJlduct dar emplo)lDHl1t' 

sepuatfoB is of no momCDL Tba statUte does not disqualUy an CIDlplayee fOr comm"'iDI 

misc:onduot. It disqalifi. aa emp1o)ee !om IIIDployrnllll bcnefill If flo \nI dlsc:luar&cd for' 

aUsccmduc:C. 

21. PM lbe foreaoma I'CIlIOIUIt thrreCanr. the Court 1ImII'that each Qf PetiCloner"1 ,anisalnentl otcnor is whhoUl merit 
i 

°RDg I
Acc:oldiDsl7, tho Com does hereby ORDEll the decisioD of tho Board of R.t:view. 

WodcfcmIe W. Vlqia,ia _creel May 21.20)3 AfJrIRMED. iiJKIIq thaC the claimaat Is uot 

disqualified &om nceiYins unanplo)'IDCIIIf compcasalfon· beaofitt aDd dea~ P~om=r'l 

~ t= mallld for pniSIIfttadOll of f\Inher mdence. Thc:ndbn. thJI matter Is bcrcby I 
J 

DISMISSED IDeS ST.RJCIC:EN tom the ope docket of the Court. Additlcmally. 1bb ccnzrt ,i 
DIRECts the C'UGuft Clerk 10 dlslzibutO ccrr.iiecl COplCIIDfthis cn'dcIrto the following: f 

l 
The Ch'cuit Clerk • DIRECBD to mUla gartUicd cop;, of thJa Order to: 

1 
Matthew Hansbony. Esq. 

I 
i400 White 0aIcI B1vcl. 


" BridgepoIt. WV %d330 


Josepb Lecmoro, Esq. 
707 VqbUa SL, 8" f100t i 
CbuIettaa..wv mOl t 

BDtaecl tbia Sb day ofNowmber. 20U. 

I 
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Carrie Webster. JudI' 
TlUl'Cee:I1dIludicial Clmrit 
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