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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The claimant timely appealed a March 26, 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 June 2007. She last worked on February 7, 2008. At that time, she normally worked part-time and earned $12.00 per hour as a receptionist.
When the claimant began working for the employer she was under the impression that the employer would provide her with extensive training. When she interviewed, the claimant informed the employer that she had minimal experience with financial matters as they related to the employer’s business.
When the employer hired the claimant, the position had been vacant for a while. There was no one with experience available to train her. The employer had another job, and he was not available to meet with the claimant during the hours that she worked, so she was not immediately able to discuss her concerns about her lack of training with him.
The claimant indicated that she felt confused about how to perform many of the duties of the job. When she finally did get a chance to meet with the employer she asked for training. He responded by giving her reading material and computers disks that he indicated would provide her with adequate information. 

The 2008 income tax season was beginning and the claimant was unfamiliar with all that that entailed. The employer indicated that he expected her to increase her work hours, and using the computer disks he had provided, she was expected to teach herself how to do the job.
The claimant began to feel anxious about her job. She no longer felt that she was capable to teach herself how to do the work. When she did try to learn something she felt that the employer belittled her if she did it incorrectly. She did not feel that she was able to perform the expected duties of her job with the training that she had received. The employer had not given the claimant any indication that her job was in jeopardy because her performance was lacking. 
On January 24, 2008, the claimant gave the business owner a verbal notice of her intent to resign on February 7, 2008. The claimant quit her job because she felt the employer had not provided the training that he had promised when he hired her and she was unwilling to teach herself how to do the job.
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; or

(2) 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…

(d)
“Misconduct connected with the insured worker’s work” as used in AS 23.20.379(a)(2) means

(1)
a claimant’s conduct on the job, if the conduct shows a wilful and wanton disregard of the employer’s interest, as a claimant might show, for example, through gross or repeated negligence, wilful violation of reasonable work rules, or deliberate violation or disregard of standards of behavior that the employer has the right to expect of an employee; wilful and wanton disregard of the employer’s interest does not arise solely from inefficiency, unsatisfactory performance as the result of inability or incapacity, inadvertence, ordinary negligence in isolated instances, or good faith errors in judgment or discretion...

CONCLUSION

In Missall, Comm'r Dec. 8924740, April 17, 1990, 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 but to quit at the time she did. A compelling circumstance is one such that the reasonable and prudent person would be justified in quitting her job under similar circumstances. 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. 

A worker who leaves work due to the worker's belief that the worker is not qualified for the position does not leave for a compelling reason. Even if the employer has indicated that the worker's performance is not satisfactory and the worker assumes that the worker may be discharged, the quitting is not for good cause. It is up to the employer to decide whether the worker's performance warrants a continuance of the employment relationship.
In the matter at hand, the claimant was unwilling to use the tools provided to learn the job. She felt that she was not qualified and that she needed more training. While the claimant’s frustration is understandable, she did not have a compelling reason for quitting her job. 
Therefore, based on the above, 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 March 26, 2008, is AFFIRMED. The claimant is denied unemployment benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending February 16, 2008, through March 22, 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 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.
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