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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The claimant timely appealed a September 26, 2007, nonmonetary determination that denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether she voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.
FINDINGS OF FACT
The claimant began working for the employer on March 9, 2006. She last worked on June 28, 2007. She normally worked 8 hours per day, five days per week, and earned $13.80 per hour as the “delivery will-call” coordinator.

The claimant was dissatisfied with the amount of her wages and the lack of support personnel in the delivery department. She had voiced her concerns about the staffing shortages numerous times. She had also asked for a raise and was told to check back again in June because she was more likely to get a positive response during the busy season when funding for raises was more plentiful. 
On May 29, 2007, the human resources manager (HRM) called the claimant into her office for an interview. This meeting included the claimant, the HRM, and the assistant store manager (ASM). In that meeting, the HRM told the claimant that a coworker had filed a complaint alleging that she had been heard using profanity, swearing, yelling, and overall being disrespectful to her coworkers in the work place. The HRM let the claimant know they were conducting a formal investigation and that the information discussed in the interview was confidential.  The HRM instructed the claimant not to discuss the investigation with the other associates. After the interview the claimant returned to work.  
The HRM immediately began to hear rumors that the claimant was questioning coworkers and sales associates about who had filed the complaint. The claimant’s questioning was creating some tension among the staff. 
On June 5, 2007, the claimant “stormed” into the HRM’s office and “demanded” that the she give her the name of the person that had filed the complaint against her. The HRM told her that information was considered confidential and would be kept confidential to avoid any possible retaliation against the worker who filed the complaint. The claimant left the HRM’s office to return to work. The HRM then called the store manager (SM) and discussed the incident with him. The HRM and SM called the claimant into the office to inform her that she was being placed on suspension for a few days. To limit her contact with other associates, the SM escorted the claimant from the store. Escorting a suspended, or discharged, worker from the store is standard procedure for the employer. The claimant felt that being escorted from the store was humiliating.
While the claimant was suspended, she discussed the situation at work with her spouse. They agreed that if they could afford to lose her salary, she could quit her job. Because she felt so humiliated by being escorted from the store, the claimant no longer wanted to work at the store. She felt that the complaint and ensuing investigation created a hostile work environment. 
On June 7, 2007, the claimant went into the store to meet with the SM and the HRM. They informed her that they had completed their investigation and that they believed her behavior towards her coworkers had been inappropriate. She was told that she had been placed on suspension so that she could cool down, and that it was not considered a punitive or corrective action. The claimant received verbal counseling, a written notice was placed in her personnel file, and she was informed that her time on suspension would be paid. She was allowed to return to regular duty the following day, which she did. She was also unhappy about the backlogged work when she returned.
On June 18, 2007, the claimant submitted her resignation notice with an effective date of June 29, 2007. She argued that it took from June 5, 2007, until June 18, 2007, to determine whether her family could afford for her to be out of work. 
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
The claimant quit her job because she felt humiliated when the employer escorted her from the store on the day that she was suspended. She also felt the allegations of disrespect and the formal investigation created a hostile work environment
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’s humiliation at being escorted from the employer’s place of business is understandable, but that practice is standard procedure for this employer and is not unreasonable. This in itself does not create a compelling reason for a worker to quit her job.
The claimant failed to follow the directions of the HRM when she was told that the investigation was confidential. She was given specific instructions not to discuss the investigation with other associates. The tension that the claimant perceived was actually generated by her own lack of discretion and inappropriate behavior when she attempted to investigate the matter on her own. The claimant’s perception of a hostile work environment are found to be unsubstantiated and does not establish a compelling for quitting her job.

As noted in the Missall decision, the definition of good cause contains two parts: compulsion and exhausting all reasonable alternatives. As a compelling reason for quitting her job has not been established, it is unnecessary for the Tribunal to evaluate whether the claimant exhausted all reasonable alternatives prior to quitting. It is the conclusion of the Appeal Tribunal that benefits were properly denied. 
DECISION
The notice of determination issued in this matter on September 26, 2007, is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending July 7, 2007 through August 11, 2007. The claimant’s maximum benefit entitlement, remains reduced by three weeks, and she may be held 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.
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