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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On April 13, 2006, Ms. Tabucol timely appealed a notice of determination that denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue before me is whether she had good cause to refuse a referral to or an offer of suitable work.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Ms. Tabucol opened a new claim for benefits effective October 2, 2005. She had moved back to Oak Harbor after having been laid off from work in Dutch Harbor, Alaska, where she was working as a seafood processor. She filed for benefits for the first two weeks of her claim.
Ms. Tabucol registered for work with Express Personnel Services upon moving and opening her claim. Ms. Tabucol does not own a vehicle. She accepted a referral to a job from Express Personnel Services as an assembler, where she worked until she was discharged on March 27 for reasons other than transportation problems. 
Ms. Tabucol got a ride to and from this job either with her niece, who worked nearby, or by carpooling with friends.
Ms. Tabucol reopened her claim for unemployment benefits on March 31. She refused three job referrals from Express Personnel Services during week ending 

April 1 because they were located in Bow, Sedro Wooley and Mt. Vernon, towns she says are all at least 35 minutes from her home and located in areas where her friends and niece could not provide transportation. Ms. Tabucol asked a friend if she knew if there was bus service to any of the three locations and was told she knew of a bus that would drop her off at a mall to the last two locations, which was about half the distance to either town. Ms. Tabucol never found out where exactly Bow was located.
Ms. Tabucol was employed at the time of the hearing and has been working since the last week of April. She got a job at a fish market in Anacortes, which is 25 minutes from her home and where she gets a ride with her niece, who works there also.
STATUTORY PROVISIONS

AS 23.20.379. Voluntary quit, discharge for misconduct, and refusal of work.

(b) An insured worker is disqualified for waiting-week credit or benefits for a week and the next five weeks of unemployment following that week if, for that week, the insured worker fails without good cause

(1) to apply for available suitable work to which the insured worker was referred by the employment office; or

(2) to accept suitable work when offered to the insured worker.

CONCLUSION

“The Tribunal is not an investigative body . . ..” Galusha, Comm’r Dec. 96 2396, February 11, 1999. The parties are to be prepared in a hearing situation to present the evidence and testimony they have prepared and not expect the tribunal to gather evidence they themselves have not inspected. Koala Hair Company, Comm’r Dec. 98-Tax-019, September 19, 2000.

Ms. Tabucol’s only objection to the three job referrals was their location, specifically their distance from her residence in a direction to which she would not be able to secure transportation by means of private escort, either by friends or her niece.
“A claimant is required to be available for work which she would not have good cause to refuse . . . .  But just as importantly, she cannot be disqualified for refusing work for which she is not required to hold herself available.  The two issues mirror each other.” Robbins, Comm’r Dec. 9028684, 1/30/91.

Barring unusual circumstances, a claimant may restrict herself to work in her principal occupations during her first 13 consecutive weeks in unemployed status 
(AS 23.20.385 and 8 AAC 85.410). There is no similar provision for transportation preference. Because Ms. Tabucol’s only objection to the referrals was transportation mode, and she has not brought forth any evidence to establish that any one of the three referrals was not accessible by public transportation, she has not established good cause for refusing any one of the referrals.
The Claim Center, in issuing one set of disqualifications for all three referrals, has proceeded as if the jobs were all part of one refusal, which they are not. The determinations will be remanded for separate determinations on each referral.
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on April 12, 2006 is AFFIRMED and MODIFIED. Ms. Tabucol is denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending April 1, 2006 through May 6, 2006. Her benefits are reduced by nine times her weekly benefit amount, and she remains ineligible for extended benefits.
The determination is REMANDED to the Juneau UI Claim Center to be processed as three separate determinations, one for each job refusal, with the imposition of a three week overall reduction of benefits for each determination.
APPEAL RIGHTS

This decision is final unless an appeal is filed to the Commissioner of Labor 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 Juneau, Alaska, on May 5, 2006.
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