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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The employer timely appealed January 24, 2008, notice of determination that denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily left suitable work without good cause.
FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant began working for the interested employer in late July 2007. She last worked on December 19, 2007. At that time, she normally worked part-time and earned $9.00 per hour as a clerk.

The claimant had not been working for the business owner long when she realized that she was uncomfortable with the owner’s manner of training and supervision. The claimant felt that the owner ridiculed her in front of the customers and her coworkers.
The claimant had previously heard the owner explain to a coworker that he was not supposed to rinse the floor mop in a specific sink; employees used that sink to wash white articles of clothing. The claimant assumed the owner meant that employees should always rinse the floor mops in the other sink. 
Two weeks after the claimant started working for the employer she was cleaning the shop. When she rinsed the mop in what she understood to be the correct sink, the owner corrected her; the owner intended the claimant to use the sink that she told the coworker not to use. The owner explained that she believed the claimant could properly clean the sink after she rinsed the mop.

Not long after the mop incident, the claimant was processing a purchase in the cash register. The claimant was not aware that a coworker had not finalized a purchase; a balance remained on the register. The result was that the claimant charged her customer for both purchases. The customer returned to the store to get the purchase price corrected. From that point forward the owner took the claimant off the register until she believed she had properly trained the claimant. The claimant found it demeaning to have to find another employee to help customers with their purchases after that day. 
The owner expected the claimant to learn to properly fit a tuxedo. On one occasion the claimant was fitting a customer with a tuxedo when the owner approached the claimant and the customer. The owner made some adjustments to the fitting and commented that surely the customer would rather get a fitting from someone with 30 years of experience as opposed to someone who was just learning. 
The claimant felt belittled in front of the customer. The owner maintained that she had intended her comment to light hearted and joking and that her training method was very “hands on.” The owner believed that new employees needed to learn what the owner felt were the best way to properly fit a tuxedo. Further, the owner felt that good customer service was the reason she stayed in business for 30 years; it was bad business if customers had to come back to the store to have their purchases corrected.

On December 7, 2007, the claimant submitted her resignation notice to the owner. She did not attempt to discuss her concerns regarding the owner’s mannerisms. At the time the owner assumed that the claimant was quitting because of her advancing pregnancy. On December 19, 2007, the owner gave the claimant a cake as a farewell gift. Because business was slow, the owner gave the claimant the remainder of her notice period off with pay.
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

In Griffith, Comm'r. Dec. 8822158, December 20, 1988, the Commission held, in part:

A worker does not have good cause to quit if the supervisor is merely "demanding," if it is the supervisor's "style of  supervision" and the supervisor acts similarly to all employees…
The business owner may have been a difficult person for the claimant to work for, given the different nature of their working styles. There is no indication that the claimant's job was in jeopardy over this matter or that the situation was egregious enough to render continued employment untenable. The owner made management decisions for bona fide business reasons. There is no evidence of a pattern of harassment, abuse, or unreasonable discrimination by the owner. Furthermore, the claimant failed to exhaust all reasonable alternatives prior to quitting.
It is the conclusion of the Appeal Tribunal that the claimant has not established that she left suitable work with good cause.
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on January 24, 2008, is REVERSED. The claimant is denied unemployment benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending December 22, 2007, through January 26, 2008. The claimant’s maximum benefit entitlement is reduced by three weeks, and 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 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 March 18, 2008.
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