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CASE HISTORY

Ms. Halterman timely appealed a June 20, 2006 denial of unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether she voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.


FINDINGS OF FACT
Ms. Halterman began work for the employer on June 4, 2005. She worked full-time as a medical assistant administrator earning $23.00 per hour. 
Ms. Halterman was hired in a non-permanent position that was scheduled to end in October 2005. Ms. Halterman’s last day of work was August 10, 2005. 

Ms. Halterman began having problems on the job after her immediate supervisor transferred out of the unit. Ms. Halterman felt that the acting supervisor was not giving her the support she needed to do her job properly. 
The acting supervisor’s actions caused some of Ms. Halterman’s work contacts to stop giving her information. Ms. Halterman had to “buy people breakfast” in order to get the information she needed to do her work. The acting supervisor also told her that she could not speak to certain people and reprimanded her for giving a co-worker direction on how to do her work because she was not “her boss.” Ms. Halterman felt that her supervisor was preventing her from acting as a “team player” and deliberately hampering her work. 
In addition, the acting supervisor was not distributing work in the manner 
Ms. Halterman preferred. Ms. Halterman liked to group the claims she was reviewing by medical profession. For example, Ms. Halterman wanted to gather and review a group of claims all of which involved chiropractors. Instead, the acting supervisor gave her claims to review one at a time with no regard to the type of medical profession involved. Ms. Halterman did not feel this was an effective use of her time. Ms. Halterman tried to talk to her acting supervisor, but the acting supervisor persisted in giving her random unrelated cases. Ms. Halterman felt that the acting supervisor never listened to what she had to say.
Ms. Halterman felt that if she did things the way she was asked , she would never finish the project by October 2005 as scheduled. She did not want to work past October because she had enrolled in school full-time. She felt that the fall classes she had scheduled were so complicated that she felt she could not work and go to school at the same time. Ms. Halterman also felt that that the acting supervisor was setting her up to fail and that any subsequent problems would be blamed on her.
On or about July 26, 2005, Ms. Halterman went to the director to complain about the acting supervisor. The director asked Ms. Halterman what the problem was. Ms. Halterman told him “I don’t know.” He advised Ms. Halterman that the acting supervisor was an “appointee” and therefore he did not have the power to discharge her. He advised that she try to get along with her.   

The following day, July 27, 2005, the acting supervisor told Ms. Halterman that she had found out that Ms. Halterman had spoken to the director about her. She told Ms. Halterman that she “was never to go over her head again.” 
Ms. Halterman felt that the acting supervisor was telling her how to do her job and was never going to give her the freedom to do it the way she wanted to do it. Since the director was not going to “take her (the acting supervisor) away” she felt she had no alternative but to submit her two-week resignation notice, which she did that day. 

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

Although it is understandable that Ms. Halterman might be frustrated to have her work assigned in a different manner, it is logical that a new supervisor might want to do things differently than did the previous supervisor. As the commissioner stated in the case of Shelton, Comm'r Dec. 86H-UI-310, October 31, 1986; "It is the prerogative of the employer to make those work assignments as the employer feels best befits the work needed to be done." 
In Morgan‑Wingate, Comm'r Rev. No. 84H‑UI‑295, January 1, 1985, the Commissioner of Labor stated, in part:PRIVATE 

Good cause can be established for quitting work if a supervisor's actions indicate a course of conduct amounting to hostility, abuse, or unreasonable discrimination.

Some situations involving conflicts with supervisors can establish compelling reasons for quitting. However, Ms. Halterman’s examples of her supervisor’s behavior did not show that the situation was so onerous that she had no option but to quit work. 

Based on the above, it is determined that Ms. Halterman voluntarily quit her job without good cause.

DECISION
The June 20, 2006 separation from work determination is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending August 20, 2005 through September 24, 2006. 
Ms. Halterman’s benefits are reduced by three times the weekly benefit amount. She may be 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 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 July 25, 2006.







Catherine Miller, Hearing Officer
