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CASE HISTORY

Ms. Mauldin timely appealed a determination issued on June 28, 2001, that denies benefits pursuant to AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily left suitable work without good cause.


FINDINGS OF FACT
Ms. Mauldin worked for Alaska Airlines, Inc. during the period March 1997 through May 11, 2001. She earned $49,500 per year for full-time work as a customer service management trainer. 

In April 2000, Ms. Mauldin bid on and was awarded the station manager position in Cordova. She had been the station manager in Kodiak. Ms. Mauldin went from a base pay of $42,000 plus a $10,000 remote premium in Kodiak to $49,500 base pay with a $5,000 remote premium in Cordova. Shortly after her acceptance for the Cordova position, the pay for Kodiak changed to $45,000, making the pay for Kodiak higher than Cordova. 

Ms. Mauldin questioned management about the change in pay. She did not receive a detailed response. Mr. LaLonde, manager of station operations in Alaska, did not participate in the management decision to change the pay and/or premium for Kodiak. He contends the changes were purely coincidental to Ms. Mauldin’s station change. Ms. Mauldin believed she had been discriminated against and chose to leave the Cordova position.

Sometime around August 2000, Ms. Mauldin returned from approved vacation leave and was asked to temporarily work the Prudhoe Bay station and train the new manager. Her job eventually evolved into training new station managers in Alaska and involved travelling up to five days per week. Ms. Mauldin stored her household goods and lived with her sister in Anchorage.

By January or early February 2001, the position had gone through the budget process and was eventually approved by management. The vice president, Mr. Yerbic (located in Seattle), had not yet decided where to base the position. He vacillated over it being in Anchorage or Seattle, which would have allowed the trainer to go to other stations out of Alaska.

Throughout the budget process and even after it had been approved, Ms. Mauldin discussed the location numerous times with Mr. LeLonde. Mr. LeLonde knew she was concerned about getting a firm location as Ms. Mauldin wanted to obtain her own house or apartment.

On March 8, 2001, Mr. LeLonde informed Ms. Mauldin that Mr. Yerbic wanted to have a conference call with them regarding the location of Ms. Mauldin’s position. Ms. Mauldin did not recall Mr. LeLonde specifically stating the discussion would be about the location of her position. About 30 minutes before the meeting was scheduled (the same day), Ms. Mauldin opted to submit her resignation, effective May 11, 2001.

Ms. Mauldin believed that she gave 100 percent to Alaska Airlines, yet management failed to give her respect in return. She felt the company was taking too long in making its decision regarding her position and its location. Further, Ms. Mauldin did not believe management (corporate) satisfactorily responded to her requests about her positions (Cordova and trainer). 

The company has a grievance procedure that instructs employees to contact the employee relations section if there is a concern about discrimination. Ms. Mauldin spoke with human resources but not until after she submitted her resignation notice. She did not believe she needed to “go over Mr. LeLonde’s head” because they had an excellent working relationship and she felt he was doing his best. Ms. Mauldin knew the hold up on the final decision rested with Mr. Yerbic.

Mr. LeLonde contends that getting approval for management positions can take up to a year to completely process.


PROVISIONS OF LAW
AS 23.20.379 provides, in part:


(a)
An insured worker is disqualified for waiting-week credit or benefits for the first week in which the insured worker is unemployed and for the next five weeks of unemployment following that week if the insured worker



(1)
left the insured worker's last suitable work voluntarily without good cause….

8 AAC 85.095 provides, in part:


(c)
Good cause for voluntarily leaving work under AS 23.20.379(a)(1) includes

(1) leaving work for reasons that would compel a reasonable and prudent person of normal sensitivity, exercising ordinary common sense, to leave work; the reasons must be of such gravity that the individual has no reasonable alternative but to leave work….


CONCLUSION
The record establishes Ms. Mauldin worked under the same or similar circumstances for about seven and one-half months when she gave her resignation notice. Although understandable that Ms. Mauldin would want a place to call home, there is no evidence that Ms. Mauldin was more than just merely inconvenienced. 

While the record shows there may have been some disparity regarding Ms. Mauldin’s pay and station changes in April 2000, her failure to file a formal grievance negates any good cause that may have been shown.

The Tribunal accepts the employer’s contention that establishing a new management position takes time. Seven months or longer to make a final decision is not unreasonable. Ms. Mauldin also had the ability to go directly to Mr. Yerbic with her concerns or to file a complaint with the employee relations section.

Ms. Mauldin may have been frustrated over what she believed to be a lack of action on the employer’s part. However, from the testimony provided, the employer was close to making its decision on the location of the position. Therefore, the Tribunal concludes that Ms. Mauldin did not have good cause to leave her employment in May 2001.

DECISION
The determination issued on June 28, 2001, is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending May 19, 2001, through June 23, 2001. Ms. Mauldin’s maximum benefits payable is reduced by three times the weekly benefit amount. Further, the claimant may not be eligible for future extended benefits.


APPEAL RIGHTS
This decision is final unless an appeal is filed to the Commissioner of Labor and Workforce Development within 30 days after the decision is mailed to each party. The appeal period may be extended only if the appeal is delayed for circumstances beyond the party's control. A statement of appeal rights and procedures is enclosed.

Dated and Mailed in Anchorage, Alaska, on September 27, 2001.
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