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I. STATUTES

Section 288.030.1(24), RSMo Cum.Supp. 2005, p. 4



ARGUMENT

1. The respondent’s Statement of Facts contains information regarding the
December 27, 2005, phone call that is not supported in any documentation provided by
any parties (Appendix Al through A10). Appellant did not call to report her late arrival
on December 28, 2005, because of car trouble. Appellant called to obtain her work
schedule for December 28, 2005.

2. The Appellant did notify her employer on numerous occasions of her expected
absence on December 24, 2005. The employer did not inform the appellant that her
absence would result in termination of her employment. Therefore, the appellant did not
violate RSMo 288.030.1 by “an act of wanton or willful disregard of the employer’s
interest.” She had the interest of the employer in mind when she had the numerous
conversations with her supervisor regarding December 24, 2005.

3. The employer’s response to the unemployment claim (Appendix A5) does not
state the shift was a mandatory requirement only that the appellant did not show up for
her shift. This is a contradiction to the respondent’s claim that the manager specifically
instructed the appellant that it was mandatory that she be present. Again, this supports

the appellant’s Point 11.



CONCLUSION

The Decision of the Labor and Industrial Relations Commission of Missouri, is
not supported by competent and substantial evidence on the record as a whole and is not
correct as a matter of law. Therefore, those findings are not conclusive and the Decision
should not be affirmed by this Court.

In conclusion, the Appellant urges this Court to reverse and remand the decision

of the Labor and Industrial Relations Commission and hold that there has not been a

proper implementation of the law, and that the Commission could not have reasonably
made its findings and reached its result.

Respectfully submitted,

ANDREA WILLIAMS
3213 Essex Drive

St. Charles, MO 63301
(636) 940-0585

APPELLANT
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