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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Ms. Read timely appealed a March 22, 2006 determination that denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue before the Tribunal is whether she voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Ms. Read began working for the employer in October 2003. She last worked on February 10, 2006. She worked full-time, earning $10.49 per hour and “free rent” valued at $1100.00 per month.

Ms. Read worked as an apartment manager and was responsible for the HUD contracts. She was the only apartment manager working for the employer who had HUD units, and her supervisor was the only person more knowledgeable then she was about the HUD requirements.

Ms. Read’s supervisor was off work for six weeks and returned to work on January 1, 2006. On December 1, 2006, Ms. Read received her evaluation through the housing director (director). The evaluation was prepared by the supervisor before she went on leave. It indicated that Ms. Read was performing well. 
During the evaluation, the director indicated that Ms. Read needed to work on getting the vacancy rate down and her collection rate up. Ms. Read told the director that she was more worried about her HUD contracts and that she did not have time to find renters and collect rent. The director became angry and advised Ms. Read that she needed to find time or she could face termination. 
Ms. Read asked for help. Her supervisor’s assistant was assigned to help her three times a week. Although the assistant was not knowledgeable in HUD contracts, she was able to help with phone answering and other duties.
A HUD yearly audit was scheduled for January 30 and 31. Normally, 
Ms. Reed’s supervisor helped her prepare the files for the audit, but her supervisor had submitted a resignation notice on January 10, 2006 to be effective 
February 10, 2006 and told her she was unable to help this time. Ms. Read asked for help from the director on January 19. He told her he would try to find someone to help her. 

On January 23, 2006, Ms. Read again told her supervisor that she needed her help preparing for the audit. Her supervisor told her that not only was she unable to help her on the audit, but that the director had just advised her that he wanted to place Ms. Read on performance probation because of her continuing failure to decrease the vacancy rate and increase her collections on seriously overdue accounts. 
The supervisor told Ms. Read that she disagreed with the director and told him that she believed Ms. Read’s performance to be “fine.” The director also advised the supervisor that they were going to hire a part-time employee to help her get caught up.
Ms. Read immediately decided to resign and gave her resignation notice to become effective the same day as her supervisor’s resignation date, 
February 10, 2006. She decided “the handwriting was on the wall” and that she was not going to get anyone to help her with the HUD contracts for the audit. She was concerned that some of the contracts were wrong and that she would be held responsible for penalties and fines applied. She was also angry that she was going to be disciplined her for failing to complete her work, while at the same time finally admitting that she needed help.
On January 29, 2006, Ms. Read took the day off to attend her grandson’s birth. Her files were not ready for the audit the following day. The auditors discovered multiple problems in the files and in their inspection of the units. Although the result of the audit was not provided prior to Ms. Read’s departure, she understood that when it came out there would be a “blood bath”.  
Ms. Read’s testimony was conflicting. On the one hand, she stated that she feels that she did a “fabulous job” and was a quick learner. She backs this up by indicating that she took a two-day class in processing Section 8 vouchers in 2004 and was able to pass the subsequent half-a-day test with a score of 94 percent. On the other hand, she admitted that in the last four months, she was untimely in getting the vouchers done, renting out the apartments and doing her collections. In addition, she admitted that she was incapable of getting ready for the audit without someone more knowledgeable than she helping her. 
Ms. Read was unwavering in her insistence that she had to quit when her supervisor did, because there was no one else who could help her do her job. 
STATUTORY PROVISIONS

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

Ms. Read’s contention that she quit work because her supervisor’s departure would leave her without anyone with HUD knowledge and no one to help her is not supported by the facts. Ms. Read decision to quit and submission of her resignation letter was on the same day that she found out the employer wanted to put her on probation for poor work performance. 
Further, Ms. Read’s work performance problems began prior to her supervisor’s resignation. Ms. Read knew she would not be ready for the audit and that her files were in disarray. Her belief that there would be a “blood bath” after the results of the audit were known, shows that she feared disciplinary actions would be taken. It is more logical that Ms. Read quit due to fear of disciplinary actions than because she would no longer had a HUD resource person. 
"We have consistently held that a worker who chooses to resign rather than accept dismissal by their employer, does so without good cause. See Pence, Comm'r Dec. 93234931, February 9, 1994, Wood, Comm'r Dec. 950820, 
June 6, 1995 and Brown, 9225776, June 24, 1992."  In Arnold, Comm'r Dec. 96 1772, August 5, 1996. 

Following the same logic in the above commissioner’s decisions, a worker who chooses to resign rather than accept disciplinary actions, does so without good cause. As such, this Tribunal holds that Ms. Read’s quit was not for good cause, as good cause is defined for unemployment insurance purposes.
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on March 22, 2006 is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending February 18, 2006 through March 25, 2006. Ms. Read’s benefits remain reduced by three times the weekly benefit amount, and she is ineligible for the receipt of extended benefits.

APPEAL RIGHTS

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

Dated and Mailed in Anchorage, Alaska, on April 28, 2006.
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