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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The claimant timely appealed an August 14, 2007, nonmonetary 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
The claimant began working for the employer on February 19, 1995. She last worked on July 22, 2007. She normally worked 8 hours per day, four days per week, and earned $11.00 per hour.

A few months prior to the claimant’s last day of work, the new manager moved the computer monitor at the front desk placing it at an angle at the far left corner of the desk. In his mind, this was a more efficient location offering better access to the telephone, reservation forms, and various other items.  
The claimant did not like the monitor being moved.  She complained about the desk being more crowded.  She also found that the new location made it more difficult for her to read the monitor. The claimant wears bifocals and would have to lean forward and tilt her head back to read the monitor in its new location.  She moved the monitor back to its original location where it remained for a few months. She did not consider purchasing computer glasses or trifocal lenses as a possible solution to the readability of the screen.      
In the days leading up to her last day of work, the claimant would arrive at work to discover that the monitor had again been moved.  She would move it back and complete her shift.  
On July 23, 2007, the claimant came to work to discover that, once again, the monitor had been moved.  This time however, the manager had placed a note on it instructing the claimant to leave it where it was and not move it again.  The claimant became very upset and said “I would not be able to do my job if I can’t read the computer screen.”  
The claimant went into the manager’s office and told him that she could not read the monitor.  She said “unless you move the monitor back, I am going to have to quit.”  The manager asked her if the vision problem was due to the height of the monitor and suggested that it could be made higher or lower. The claimant became even more upset and walked off the job. 

The claimant called the owner of the hotel from the parking lot to ask for her assistance in resolving the situation. The owner of the hotel acknowledged that the claimant seemed truly distraught, and the owner was concerned about the situation.  This was not typical behavior for this employee.  She told the claimant that she would call her back. 
The following day, the owner went to the hotel to view the monitor at the front desk. She did not feel that the monitor was in a problem location.  The owner told the manager she supported his decision and instructed him to call the claimant to advise her that the monitor was fine where it was.   
The hotel manager told the claimant that he was unwilling to compromise on moving the computer at that point.  He felt that the claimant had placed him in a difficult situation by making demands and walking off the job in front of a co-worker.  He believed that compromising would undermine his authority before the entire hotel staff.  He feared that other employees might think that if they walked off the job too they could get, or do, whatever they wanted.  

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


(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; or

was discharged for misconduct connected with the insured worker's last work.

8 AAC 85.095. Voluntary Quit, discharge for misconduct, and refusal of work.


(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;



(2)
leaving work to accompany or join a spouse or maintain a family unit in a location from which it is impractical to commute to that work, so long as the decision to leave work was reasonable in view of all the facts, no reasonable alternative existed to leaving work, and the worker's actions were in good faith and consistent with a genuine desire of retaining employment;



(3)
leaving unskilled employment to attend a vocational training program approved by the director under AS 23.20.382, only if the individual enters that training upon separating from work.

CONCLUSION
When the claimant walked off the job after threatening to quit, regardless of later attempts to have the situation resolved, the employer understood that she had quit her job.  
In Missall, Comm'r Dec. 8924740, April 17, 1990, the Commissioner summarized Department policy regarding what constitutes good cause for voluntarily leaving work. The Commissioner held, in part:


The basic definition of good cause is 'circumstances so compelling in nature as to leave the individual no reasonable alternative.' (Cite omitted.)  A compelling circumstance is one 'such that the reasonable and prudent person would be justified in quitting his job under similar circumstances.' (Cite omitted).  Therefore, the definition of good cause contains two elements; the reason for the quit must be compelling, and the worker must exhaust all reasonable alternatives before quitting.

The claimant has not established that by relocating the computer monitor the employer created an unsuitable work environment.  Nor has she shown that seeing the monitor was challenging to such a degree that it would compel a reasonable and prudent person, wishing to remain employed, to quit their job.

While the new location of the computer monitor may have made it more difficult for the claimant to do the work, she did say that she could read it if she leaned forward and tilted her head back.  The employer also offered to raise or lower the monitor and purchased a privacy screen. They were offering to make some accommodations, but were unwilling to put it back in its previous location. 
It is the conclusion of the Appeal Tribunal that the claimant voluntarily left suitable work without good cause.
DECISION
The notice of determination issued in this matter on August 14, 2007, is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending July 28, 2007 through September 1, 2007. The claimant’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 September 12, 2007.
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