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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The claimant timely appealed an October 16, 2007, determination that denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.

FINDINGS OF FACT
The claimant began working for the employer on May 3, 2006. She worked 84 hours per week. She worked a cyclical rotation of two weeks-on and two weeks-off on Alaska’s North Slope. She earned $10.75 per hour as a housekeeper. She last worked for the employer on August 20, 2007.
Approximately six months before the claimant’s last day of work she spilled a cleaning compound known as GLANCE SC on her leg. The claimant reported the spill to her supervisor and requested that she be allowed to shower and change her clothing before returning to work. The supervisor told the claimant that she was just trying to get out of work and that she should change her pants and get back to work.  
Exhibit 7, pages 2 through 5 of 5, is a Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for the chemical compound indentified as GLANCE SC. The MSDS reports that this compound is a hazardous material and that exposure to the skin can cause permanent damage. Section 4 of the MSDS indicates that the first aid measures for skin contact with this compound are to flush the skin for 15 minutes and then seek medical attention immediately.  
The claimant changed her pants, as instructed by her supervisor, and returned to work. The claimant maintained that her leg was burning and the pain increased as the day progressed. At the end of her shift the claimant asked her supervisor if she could see the medic because her leg was still burning. The supervisor, a female with no medical training, instructed the claimant to pull down her pants and let her look at it. The claimant maintained that upon inspection there was a red rash that the supervisor apparently decided was not impressive enough to warrant medical treatment. The supervisor denied the claimant’s request for medical attention.

The claimant argues that the supervisor intimidated her and yelled at her in front of her coworkers. The claimant also maintained that it was not uncommon for the supervisor to use profanity against her if the supervisor thought she was working to slowly.  The claimant insists that there had been animosity between the two women from the moment they began to work together. The claimant was not in a situation to quit her job at the time of the spill, and fearing retaliation from her supervisor, the claimant did not report the chemical spill to the camp manager.  
The claimant argued that she had repeatedly asked the camp manager for a transfer to a different work location or reassignment to a different supervisor; those requests were denied. The claimant’s final request was in August 2007. The camp manager’s response, at that time, was to tell the claimant that she was a problem employee and “you can either stay where you are or quit.” This statement was made during the claimant’s final work rotation.
The claimant asked the camp manager for a private meeting so they could address her concerns about the supervisor. She went into the meeting with the camp manager. The camp manager then invited the supervisor into the meeting. The claimant argued that she was intimidated by the supervisor to the point that she could not effectively discuss her concerns with the supervisor in the room. The claimant maintained that the supervisor took over the meeting and intimidated even the camp manager. 
On August 20, 2007, the claimant’s two-week work cycle ended, and she returned home. She was scheduled to report back to work on September 3, 2007. On her way to the airport, the claimant fell and injured her ribs. She was unable to report to work; she called in to report she would not be able to work during the current rotation but should be able to return to work for her next rotation scheduled to begin October 1, 2007.  
On October 1, 2007, believing that she had exhausted all attempts to get a reassignment to a different supervisor or get a work-site transfer, the claimant called her supervisor and left her a voice message that she was quitting her job and would not be reporting to 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; or was discharged for misconduct                   connected with the insured worker's last work…
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
In Craig, Comm'r Review 86H-UI-067, June 11, l986.

A worker has good cause for leaving suitable work due to the actions of his supervisor only if the actions include a course of conduct amounting to "hostility, abuse or unreasonable discrimination. In addition, a worker must make a reasonable attempt to resolve the matter prior to leaving work." 

A supervisor who refused to follow the established MSDS first aid guidelines a worker has had contact with a known hazardous material displays a blatant disregard for the welfare of that worker. Such a blatant disregard can only be interpreted as abusive.   
The claimant made numerous requests for reassignment and work-site transfers before quitting her job. She attempted to voice her concerns to the camp manager, who also displayed a disregard for her concerns. The claimant did not quit until she was told that she had no further options but to “stay where you are or quit”. 
The supervisor’s behavior was egregious enough to be considered hostile and abusive, giving the claimant a compelling reason to quit her job. The claimant pursued all reasonable alternatives prior to quitting.  Therefore, the Tribunal holds that the claimant voluntarily quit suitable work with good cause.
DECISION
The notice of determination issued in this matter on October 16, 2007, is REVERSED. Benefits are allowed for the weeks ending October 6, 2007 through November 10, 2007. The claimant’s maximum benefit entitlement is restored, and she may be eligible 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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