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Modified
Request for Hearing Timely Filed
Base Year Wages Earned in Subject Employment
Claim Redetermination Allowed

PROCEDURAL HISTORY: On April 9, 2024, the Oregon Employment Department (the Department)
served notice of a Wage and Potential Benefit Report (WPBR) concluding that claimant had a
monetarily valid claim with a base year of January 1, 2023 through December 31, 2023 (decision #
L0003567298). Claimant filed a request for hearing. ALJ Kangas considered claimant’s request, and on
September 4, 2024, issued Order No. 24-UI-264844, dismissing claimant’s request as late, subject to
claimant’s right to renew the request by responding to an appellant questionnaire by September 18,
2024. On September 16, 2024, claimant filed a timely response to the appellant questionnaire. On
September 30, 2024, the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) mailed a letter stating that Order No.
24-UI-264844 was vacated and that a hearing would be scheduled to determine whether to allow
claimant’s request for hearing and, if so, the merits of decision # L0003567298. On January 28, 2025,
ALJ Christon conducted a hearing, and on February 12, 2025, issued Order No. 25-UI-282872, allowing
claimant’s request for hearing as timely, and reversing decision # L0003567298 by concluding that
claimant did not have a monetarily valid claim for benefits because his wages were not earned in subject
employment. On February 19, 2025, claimant filed an application for review of Order No. 25-UI-282872
with the Employment Appeals Board (EAB).

EVIDENTIARY MATTER: EAB has considered additional evidence when reaching this decision
under OAR 471-041-0090(1) (May 13, 2019). The additional evidence consists of excerpts from the
January 15, 2025 notice of hearing, which has been marked as EAB Exhibit 1, and provided to the
parties with this decision. Any party that objects to EAB taking notice of this information must send
their objection to EAB in writing, stating why they object, within ten days of EAB mailing this decision.
OAR 471-041-0090(2). Unless EAB receives and agrees with the objection, the exhibit will remain in
the record.

WRITTEN ARGUMENT: Claimant filed written arguments on February 19 and March 3, 2025.
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Both of claimant’s arguments contained information that was not part of the hearing record and did not
show that factors or circumstances beyond his reasonable control prevented him from offering the
information during the hearing. Under ORS 657.275(2) and OAR 471-041-0090 (May 13, 2019), and
with the exception of EAB Exhibit 1, EAB considered only information received into evidence at the
hearing. EAB considered any parts of claimant’s arguments that were based on the hearing record.

Additionally, the Department filed a written argument on February 26, 2025. The Department’s written
argument contained information that was not part of the hearing record, and pertained to the question of
whether claimant’s wages at issue in this matter were subject. As explained below, the ALJ lacked
jurisdiction to rule on that matter, and the subjectivity of claimant’s wages therefore is not at issue here.
As such, EAB did not consider the additional information in the Department’s written argument because
it was not relevant and material, to EAB’s determination of whether claimant’s claim should be
redetermined. See ORS 657.275(2) and OAR 471-041-0090(1)(b)(A). EAB considered any parts of the
Department’s argument that were based on the hearing record.

EAB considered the entire hearing record, including witness testimony and any exhibits admitted as
evidence. EAB agrees with the part of Order No. 25-UI-282872 allowing claimant’s request for hearing
on decision # L0003567298. That part of Order No. 25-UI-282872 is adopted. See ORS 657.275(2).

FINDINGS OF FACT: (1) On or around April 2, 2023, claimant filed an initial claim for benefits (“the
prior benefit year”) with an effective date of April 2, 2023. That claim was based on a base year
consisting of all four calendar quarters of 2022.

(2) For the fourth quarter of 2022, claimant had reported wages in the amount of $12,051.20 from Cost
Advisors, Inc. (“the employer”).

(3) On March 31, 2024, claimant filed an initial claim for benefits (“the current benefit year”). The
Department determined that claimant had a monetarily valid claim for benefits, with a weekly benefit
amount (WBA) of $430 and a maximum benefit amount (MBA) of $11,180. The Department made this
determination based on a base year consisting of all four calendar quarters of 2023, with hours and
wages from the employer reported as follows:

Quarter Wages Hours
13t Quarter 2023 $22,232.00 398
2™ Quarter 2023 $3,757.60 68

3" Quarter 2023 $1,456.00 26

4™ Quarter 2023 $7,022.40 126
Total $34,468.00 618

Exhibit 7 at 12.

(4) On January 15, 2025, OAH served notice of the hearing in this matter, scheduled for January 28,
2025. The notice stated that the issues to be considered at hearing were:

Whether claimant’s claim determination reflects all of the wages or hours worked in subject
employment in the base year to which claimant is entitled. (ORS 657.150.) Was the request for
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hearing filed within the 10-day time limit; and, if not, is there good cause for extending the limit
a reasonable time? (ORS 657.266(5), 657.875, OAR 471-040-0005 and 471-040-0010.)

EAB Exhibit 1 at 1. The notice of hearing also enclosed copies of the statutes and administrative rules
relevant to the issues to be addressed at hearing. Regarding the claim determination issue, the following
laws and rules were enclosed with the notice of hearing: ORS 657.150; ORS 657.170; OAR 471-030-
0023; OAR 471-030-0100; ORS 657.266; OAR 471-030-0010; OAR 471-030-0021; and OAR 471-030-
0048. EAB Exhibit 1 at 3—6. The notice of hearing did not indicate that the question of whether
claimant’s wages were earned in subject employment, per ORS 657.040 et. seq., would be addressed at
hearing, nor were copies of those statutes enclosed with the notice of hearing. Prior to the hearing, the
ALJ did not identify the question of whether claimant’s wages were earned in subject employment as an
issue to be addressed at hearing, and the parties did not waive their right to notice of that issue being
addressed at hearing. The issue was not addressed at hearing, and no testimony was taken on that issue.

CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS: The ALJ lacked jurisdiction to address the subjectivity of
claimant’s wages, and the Department’s initial determination that claimant’s base year wages were
subject remains undisturbed. Claimant’s base year should be the fourth quarter of 2022 through the third

quarter of 2023, and claimant’s claim should be redetermined using that base year, with a WBA of $493
and an MBA of $12,818.

Jurisdiction to Address Wage Subjectivity. OAR 471-040-0015(1) (August 1, 2004) states, “To afford
all parties a reasonable opportunity for a fair hearing, notice of hearing setting forth the time, date, place,
and issue(s) in general shall be personally delivered or mailed at least five days in advance of the
hearing to parties or their authorized agents at their last known address as shown by the record of the
Director.”

OAR 471-040-0025 (August 1, 2004) states, in relevant part:

(1) The purpose of the hearing is to inquire fully into the matters at issue and to make a decision
on the basis of the evidence adduced at the hearing.

% %k 3k

(8) In any hearing, the administrative law judge shall render a decision on the issue and law
involved as stated in the notice of hearing. The administrative law judge’s jurisdiction and
authority is confined solely to the issue(s) arising under the Employment Department Law.
Subject to objection by any party, the administrative law judge may also hear and enter a
decision on any issue not previously considered by the authorized representative of the Director
and which arose during the hearing. The administrative law judge may continue the hearing or
remand the matter to the authorized representative for consideration and action upon such
issue(s) under the provisions of ORS 657.265. However, in no event shall the administrative law
judge accept jurisdiction of a new issue and proceed with hearing on such issue when an
interested party to such new issue has not waived right to notice.

The principal issue to be addressed at the hearing on the merits of decision # L0003567298, as explained
on the notice of hearing, was the determination of “whether claimant’s claim determination reflects all
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of the wages or hours worked in subject employment in the base year to which claimant is entitled.”
EAB Exhibit 1 at 1. At hearing, the ALJ did not propose to take jurisdiction over any additional issues,
nor did the parties waive their right to notice on any additional issues. Therefore, the scope of the
hearing on the merits of decision # L0003567298 was confined to the determinations of what claimant’s
base year should be, and what his benefit amounts should be, based on the wages reported for his base
year. Nevertheless, the order under review sidestepped this issue, instead concluding that “the larger
issue in this case is whether claimant worked in subject employment during the base year at issue, as
required under ORS 657.150(2)(a) for a valid claim[.]” Order No. 25-UI-282872 at 5. The order under
review further concluded that claimant’s wages for the base year determined by decision #
L0003567298 were not subject wages, explaining, in relevant part:

Claimant serves as the sole corporate officer and director of his corporation. As such, his role in
his corporation was not subject employment as defined by ORS 657.044. Because his wages
were not earned in subject employment, they cannot be used to support an unemployment
insurance claim.

Order No. 25-UI-282872 at 5. Such a determination was outside the scope of the issues noticed for
hearing, and the ALJ therefore lacked jurisdiction to rule on this issue under OAR 471-040-0025(8). To
be clear, ORS 657.150(2) does require, as discussed further in the following section, a finding that the
individual has met a threshold amount of subject wages and/or hours for their base year in order to form
a monetarily valid claim for benefits. That finding must therefore be based upon the subject wages
reported by the individual’s employer(s) for the base year. However, the determination of whether the
wages are, themselves, “subject wages” (i.e., wages that are subject to ORS Chapter 657, and which
therefore can be used as the basis for a claim) is an entirely separate analysis. That analysis is governed
by separate statutory provisions (ORS 657.040 et. seq.) and requires findings of fact not contemplated
by ORS 657.150 or any of the other statutes or administrative rules included in the notice of hearing.
Thus, because the issue of whether claimant’s wages during the base year were subject wages was not
properly noticed, it was not an issue to be addressed at hearing, and ruling on that issue was improper.
As such, the conclusion in the order under review that claimant’s wages were not subject is set aside,
and the Department’s original conclusion that claimant’s wages were subject remains undisturbed.

Claim Redetermination. ORS 657.010 states, in relevant part:

(1) “Base year” means the first four of the last five completed calendar quarters preceding the
benefit year.

* %k ok

(3) “Benefit year” means a period of 52 consecutive weeks commencing with the first week with
respect to which an individual files an initial valid claim for benefits, and thereafter the 52
consecutive weeks period beginning with the first week with respect to which the individual next
files an initial valid claim after the termination of the individual’s last preceding benefit year

! While the Department did not explicitly state, either at hearing or in decision # 10003567298, that claimant’s base year
wages were subject, it can be inferred that the Department made such a determination, as the Department would not have
found claimant to have a monetarily valid claim if his wages were not subject.
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except that the benefit year shall be 53 weeks if the filing of an initial valid claim would result in
overlapping any quarter of the base year of a previously filed initial valid claim.

(4) “Calendar quarter” means the period of three consecutive calendar months ending on March
31, June 30, September 30 or December 31, or the approximate equivalent thereof, as the
Director of the Employment Department may, by rule, prescribe.

% %k ok

OAR 471-030-0005(2) (January 11, 2018) states, “Except for purposes of computing total base year
wages under ORS 657.150(2) and benefit entitlement under ORS 657.150(4), a week is within that
calendar quarter which includes the greater part of the week.” (emphasis added)

ORS 657.150 states, in relevant part:

(1) An individual shall be paid benefits for weeks during the benefit year in an amount that is to
be determined by taking into account the individual’s work in subject employment in the base
year as provided in this section.

(2)(a) To qualify for benefits an individual must have:

(A) Worked in subject employment in the base year with total base year wages of
$1,000 or more and have total base year wages equal to or in excess of one and
one-half times the wages in the highest quarter of the base year; and

(B) Have earned wages in subject employment equal to six times the individual’s
weekly benefit amount in employment for service performed subsequent to the
beginning of a preceding benefit year if benefits were paid to the individual for
any week in the preceding benefit year.

(b) If the individual does not meet the requirements of paragraph (a)(A) of this
subsection, the individual may qualify for benefits if the individual has worked a
minimum of 500 hours in employment subject to this chapter during the base year.

* k% %

(4)(a) An eligible individual’s weekly benefit amount shall be 1.25 percent of the total wages
paid in the individual’s base year. However, such amount shall not be less than the minimum,
nor more than the maximum weekly benefit amount.

* k% *

(d) All weekly benefit amounts, if not a multiple of $1, shall be computed to the next
lower multiple of $1.

* * %
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(5) Benefits paid to an eligible individual in a benefit year shall not exceed 26 times the
individual’s weekly benefit amount, or one-third of the base year’s wages paid, whichever is the
lesser. If such amount is not a multiple of $1, it shall be computed to the next lower multiple of

$1.

The Department determined that claimant had a monetarily valid claim, with a base year of all four
calendar quarters of 2023. This was determined based on the date of claimant’s initial claim, which was
March 31, 2024. Claimant’s contention in this matter is that the Department should have instead
determined his base year, based on his initial claim, to be the fourth quarter of 2022 through the third
quarter of 2023. Transcript at 16—17. The record supports claimant’s contention.

Under ORS 657.010(1), a “base year” is “the first four of the last five completed calendar quarters
preceding the benefit year.” In other words, to determine an individual’s base year, the calendar quarters
to be considered are the five consecutive calendar quarters prior to the quarter in which the initial claim
is filed. ORS 657.010(4) defines “calendar quarter” as “the period of three consecutive calendar months
ending on March 31, June 30, September 30 or December 31, or the approximate equivalent thereof, as
the Director of the Employment Department may, by rule, prescribe.” Thus, the first quarter of a given
calendar year runs from January 1 through March 31 of that year, unless the Department has, by rule,
defined a particular calendar quarter as an “approximate equivalent” of these dates.

At hearing, the Department’s witness testified that March 31, 2024 “falls within the Department’s claim
calendar for [the] second quarter” of 2024. Transcript at 12. This testimony suggests that the Department
considered March 31, 2024, to be within the second quarter of 2024 because the majority of the week in
which that date falls (Sunday, March 31, 2024, through Saturday, April 6, 2024) is in the second
calendar quarter of 2024, per OAR 471-030-0005(2). However, that provision of the rule explicitly does
not apply “for purposes of computing total base year wages,” and therefore is not applicable here. The
Department’s rules do not appear to otherwise address this concern. Therefore, because the Department
has not, by rule, altered the definition of a calendar quarter for purposes of computing total base year
wages, the definition under ORS 657.010(4) applies here. As such, because March 31, 2024 was the last
day of the first quarter of 2024 as ORS 657.010(4) defines the calendar quarter, claimant’s initial claim
was filed in the first quarter of 2024, not the second, and the last five calendar quarters completed prior
to the benefit year are therefore the fourth quarter of 2022 through the fourth quarter of 2023. The first
four of these calendar quarters are the fourth quarter of 2022 through the third quarter of 2023.

The Department’s witness also testified that, aside from the question of within which calendar quarter
March 31, 2024 fell, claimant also could not use his wages from the fourth quarter of 2022 as part of his
base year for the current benefit year because those wages had already been used for the previous benefit
year. Transcript at 11-12. However, the Department offered no support for this assertion, and it is not
clear what authority the Department relied on to conclude that wages reported for a given calendar
quarter can only be used for the base year of one benefit year. During that discussion at the hearing, the
ALJ asked the Department’s witness, “Is there a phenomenon or an issue at Oregon Employment
Department when considering base years being used to calculate benefits known as double dipping?”
Transcript at 11. The Department’s witness responded, “We do have what’s called a double dip law, yes.
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The claimant did actually meet the requirements for that. That’s why he was eligible for this current
claim.” Transcript at 11.

The “double dipping” provision of the law discussed at hearing refers to ORS 657.150(2)(a)(B).

That provision requires, for an individual to qualify for benefits, that they have “earned wages in subject
employment equal to six times the individual’s weekly benefit amount in employment for service
performed subsequent to the beginning of a preceding benefit year if benefits were paid to the individual
for any week in the preceding benefit year.” Given the colloquial name for the provision, one might
expect it to bar the usage of a calendar quarter’s wages for more than one benefit year, and this may
have been the basis for the Department’s contention to that effect. However, the actual text of the statute
does not say this. Instead, it merely requires, for an individual who has filed an initial claim for a new
benefit year after having been paid benefits in a previous benefit year, that they have earned at least six
times their WBA after the start of the previous benefit year to be monetarily eligible for benefits for the
new benefit year. This provision exists in Oregon law so that it comports with the federal requirement
that “an individual who has received compensation during his benefit year is required to have had work
since the beginning of such year in order to qualify for compensation in his next benefit year[.]” 26

U.S.C. § 3304(a)(7).

As noted above, the Department’s witness testified that claimant met this requirement for the current
benefit year, and that assertion is supported by the record. The record does not explicitly show that
claimant was paid benefits in the prior benefit year. Nevertheless, it can be inferred that he was paid
benefits during that benefit year because of the Department’s testimony that he had met the “double dip”
requirement, which would not come into play if he had not been paid benefits. Further, claimant’s prior
benefit year began in April 2023, and claimant had combined wages of $8,478.40 in the third and fourth
quarters of that year. This significantly exceeds six times claimant’s WBA, even when that WBA s re-
determined using the base year that claimant asserted he should be entitled to use.? Thus, the record
shows that claimant satisfied the requirements of ORS 657.150(2)(a)(B).

Finally, because ORS 657.150(2)(a)(B) does not bar claimant from using wages from the same calendar
quarter for both his prior and current benefit years, the fourth quarter of 2022 through the third quarter
of 2023 are the correct calendar quarters to use for claimant’s base year for the current benefit year, so
long as the wages from those quarters are sufficient to qualify claimant for a monetarily valid claim. The
record shows that they are.

The sum of claimant’s wages for October 1, 2022 through September 30, 2023 is $39,496.80. The
“highest quarter”—i.e., the base-year quarter in which claimant earned the most—was the first quarter
0f 2023, in which claimant earned $22,232.00. One and one-half times claimant’s highest-quarter wages
is $33,348, which is less than claimant’s total base year wages. Therefore, claimant’s earnings for these
four quarters qualify him for a monetarily valid claim. 1.25 percent of his total base year wages is
$493.71, and claimant’s WBA, when rounded to the next lowest dollar amount, therefore is $493. 26
times claimant’s WBA is $12,818, and 1/3 of claimant’s total base year wages is $13,165.60. As the
former figure is the lesser of the two, claimant’s MBA is $12,818.

2$493 x 6 = $2,958.
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For the above reasons, claimant is entitled to a redetermination of his claim. Claimant’s base year should
be the fourth quarter of 2022 through the third quarter of 2023, with a WBA of $493 and an MBA of
$12,818.

DECISION: Order No. 25-UI-282872 is modified, as outlined above.

D. Hettle and A. Steger-Bentz;
S. Serres, not participating.

DATE of Service: March 25, 2025

NOTE: You may appeal this decision by filing a Petition for Judicial Review with the Oregon Court of
Appeals within 30 days of the date of service stated above. See ORS 657.282. For forms and
information, visit https://www.courts.oregon.gov/courts/appellate/forms/Pages/appeal.aspx and choose
the appropriate form under “File a Petition for Judicial Review.” You may also contact the Court of
Appeals by telephone at (503) 986-5555, by fax at (503) 986-5560, or by mail at 1163 State Street,
Salem, Oregon 97301.

Please help us improve our service by completing an online customer service survey. To complete
the survey, please go to https://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/5552642/EAB-Customer-Service-Survey. If
you are unable to complete the survey online and wish to have a paper copy of the survey, please contact
our office.
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( employment — UUnderstanding Your Employment
epartment
Appeals Board Decision

English

Attention — This decision affects your unemployment benefits. If you do not understand this decision, contact the
Employment Appeals Board immediately. If you do not agree with this decision, you may file a Petition for Judicial
Review with the Oregon Court of Appeals following the instructions written at the end of the decision.

Simplified Chinese

EE - ARG SRR . WREAPAAHA R,  ELARARL EFRR S WREAFEZ A
o, BT DAL IGZ ARG RIT S U, R RE XM EREBE SR mVE R .

Traditional Chinese

EE - AHREHEBEN RS, WREAPEARFIR, LB E EHRERE. WREAFRELH
TRy AE ] DAL IR R AT R R W&iﬁﬂ)llkuﬁlﬂm%’mﬁ_J/zJE?fE%EPum

Tagalog

Paalala — Nakakaapekto ang desisyong ito sa iyong mga benepisyo sa pagkawala ng trabaho. Kung hindi mo
naiintindihan ang desisyong ito, makipag-ugnayan kaagad sa Lupon ng mga Apela sa Trabaho (Employment
Appeals Board). Kung hindi ka sumasang-ayon sa desisyong ito, maaari kang maghain ng isang Petisyon sa
Pagsusuri ng Hukuman (Petition for Judicial Review) sa Hukuman sa Paghahabol (Court of Appeals) ng Oregon
na sinusunod ang mga tagubilin na nakasulat sa dulo ng desisyon.

Vietnamese

Chu y - Quyét dinh nay &nh huéng dén tro cap that nghiép ctia quy vi. Néu quy vi khong hiéu quyét dinh nay, hay
lién lac v&i Ban Khang Céo Viéc Lam ngay lap tirc. Néu quy vi khong dong y v&i quyet dinh nay, quy vi cé thé nop
DPon Xin Tai Xét Tw Phap véi Toa Khang Cao Oregon theo cac huéng dan dwoc viét ra & cudi quyét dinh nay.

Spanish

Atencién — Esta decisidon afecta sus beneficios de desempleo. Si no entiende esta decisién, comuniquese
inmediatamente con la Junta de Apelaciones de Empleo. Si no esta de acuerdo con esta decisidon, puede
presentar una Aplicacion de Revision Judicial ante el Tribunal de Apelaciones de Oregon siguiendo las
instrucciones escritas al final de la decision.

Russian

BHumaHne — [laHHOe pelueHue BnusieT Ha Bawe nocobue no 6e3pabotuue. Ecnu peweHne Bam HENOHATHO —
HemeaneHHo obpaTtuTech B AnennsaumoHHbin KomuteT no TpyaoyctponcTsy. Ecnv Bbl He cornacHbl C NPUHATLIM
pelueHnem, Bbl MOXeTe nogatb XogaTtancteo o lNepecmoTtpe CyaebHoro PelwweHns B AnennsumoHHein Cyg wraTa
OperoH, crnegys MHCTPYKUMAM, OMMCaHHBIM B KOHLIE peLUEHMS.

Oregon Employment Department » www.Employment.Oregon.gov + FORM 200 (1124) « Page 1 of 2
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Khmer

GANGEIS — IUGHUTEGIS NSHIUT MR HAUIIN S SMSMBNIFIUAINAHA [USITiNAEASS
WUHNGAMIYGIS: AJUSIAGHANN:AYMIZZINNMBENIMY I [V SITINAERESWUUUGIMiGH
FUIHGIS SIS INNAEAMGENRMMTh e smil S s figiuimmynnnigginnig Oregon WUHSIHMY
BRI SNB amaNS N GUUNTISIRIGR UIEEIS:

Laotian

Sals — 9’IL"IO&]DUJJEJUN”EHUE’INUEjl_IED?_JEmeﬂﬂbm@ﬂjj‘]‘u“ejmﬂb mmwu:@ﬂi}mmaw nz ;Jmmomm’mwvmwmw
SZﬂsiJﬂﬂU?ﬂjjﬂlﬁlmem mtmwucmwmmmmgw EﬂﬂUﬁﬂJJ"]OFJDﬂﬂoejoﬂ’mtﬂUEﬂ@lJﬂﬂmﬂﬁUﬂﬁﬁﬂll%tﬂBlJﬂﬂ Oregon 4y
TOUUUNUOC’HJJ&T"lEElJle“]EﬂLJSﬂ\E@E“JC]BUlﬂ“]fJEBjﬂ“]mO?JlJU.

Arabic

e ) AN e 381 58 Sy sl deadl e Sl e Joa) f D 138 agdi ol 1Y ool Aalall Al d) Ak e i 81 Al s
1A i A el clals )Y e Ll SIS g g sl HUELY) LaSa g 30 il daal yall 5 S5

Farsi

S R a8l aladinl el e ala b e L aloaliDl st 38 se areat L 81 0 IR e A0 LS o S gl e paSa gl - da s
ASS HIa1 aad Cal i o G845l 5l aat ool 31 Gl 50 2 se Jeadl ) sied 31 saliid U 2l g e o lad Culia ) S

Employment Appeals Board - 875 Union Street NE | Salem, OR 97311
Phone: (503) 378-2077 | 1-800-734-6949 | Fax: (503) 378-2129 | TDD: 711
Email: appealsboard@employ.oregon.gov

Website: www. Oregon.gov/employ/pages/employment-appeals-board.aspx

The Oregon Employment Department is an equal opportunity employer/program. Auxiliary aids and services are available upon request to
individuals with disabilities. Language assistance is available to persons with limited English proficiency at no cost.

El Departamento de Empleo de Oregon es un programa que respeta la igualdad de oportunidades. Disponemos de servicios o ayudas
auxiliares, formatos alternos y asistencia de idiomas para personas con discapacidades o conocimiento limitado del inglés, a pedido y
sin costo.

Oregon Employment Department « www.Employment.Oregon.gov « FORM 200 (1124) « Page 2 of 2

Page 10
Case # 2024-UI-21160


http://www.oregon.gov/employ/pages/employment-appeals-board.aspx

