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CASE HISTORY

Ms. Norris timely appealed a determination issued on February 21, 2002 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. Norris worked for The Arc of Anchorage (ARCA) during the period November 10, 1993 through February 6, 2002. She earned $6.46 per hour plus housing for full-time work as a community living specialist. Ms. Norris quit effective February 6 because she felt too much stress at work.

About one year before she quit, Ms. Norris began to feel stress at work. A new supervisor was hired that she did not get along with. Ms. Norris requested several times that she be given a new supervisor. Her requests were denied. That supervisor left ARCA’s employment in mid-December 2001.

In May 2001, Ms. Norris was told by her doctor to only work five days per week. Since June 2001, Ms. Norris only worked one week when she did not have two days off. Ms. Norris contended in the hearing that management did not honor her doctor’s recommendation. She was unable to support that contention.

In mid-December 2001, the out-going supervisor wanted entrance into Ms. Norris’ apartment to do an environment check. The environment checks are typically done quarterly. All units owned by ARCA are subjected to the checks. Ms. Norris refused to answer the door. The employer did not have a key to her dead bolt and Ms. Norris did not want to give a copy to management.

There was no specific incident that occurred on January 23, 2002, when Ms. Norris gave her two-week resignation notice. She had no reason why she did not stay employed after the previous supervisor left in December 2001. Ms. Norris knew of the employer’s grievance policy but opted not to utilize it.


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 fails to establish Ms. Norris was compelled to leave her work when she did. There is no evidence that her physician recommended Ms. Norris quit her job. Further, one of her stresses, the previous supervisor, was no longer employed in January 2002. It stands to reason that an individual would remain employed after a reason for stress no longer exists.

Finally, Ms. Norris did not exhaust reasonable alternatives before leaving work. The employer had a grievance procedure in place, which Ms. Norris failed to utilize. A component of good cause requires the worker to exhaust reasonable alternatives. Ms. Norris did not have good cause to leave her employment when she did.

DECISION
The determination issued on February 21, 2002 is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending February 16, 2002 through March 23, 2002. Ms. Norris’ 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 March 15, 2002.
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