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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The claimant timely appealed an April 22, 2008, notice of 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 interested employer on December 26, 1998. She last worked on February 26, 2008. At that time, she normally worked part-time and earned $12.86 per hour as a support employment specialist.

In June 2007, the employer changed the requirements of the claimant’s job. Previously she had been providing daily behavioral rehabilitation services for one individual. The change required that she would service no less than two and possibly as many as four or five at a time. The work involved the use her personal vehicle. At the time the employer implemented this change it also notified employees that transfer opportunities were available for workers that were unwilling, or unable, to meet the new criteria. 
The claimant could no longer afford to maintain a personal vehicle for work use. The increased cost of car insurance, the increase in fuel cost, the increased risk of liability, and the potential for car damage from multiple clients was more risk than she was willing to take. The claimant requested a transfer to a different position.
The claimant was assigned work in one of the employer’s group homes. However, the change in job duties resulted in a reduction of her hours. Over the next several months she attempted to work with the employer to get her hours increased to a minimum of 30 hours per week. In the hearing the claimant indicated that she felt she had been harassed and mistreated by the employer because new employees were being given more hours than she was. She stated that it had been a constant struggle to keep the hours that she had. 
On the afternoon of February 12, 2008, the claimant called the group home where she worked and discussed the hours that she was needed. She was unable to work a split shift or to work later than 7:30 p.m. because she no longer had a vehicle. The conversation ended with the group home director telling her that she did not need to work that day because she could not work the hours she was needed. 
Because the claimant had been working with the executive director in trying to resolve these issues she called him to discuss this latest reduction in her hours. That conversation ended with the claimant in tears and the executive director shouting so loudly into the phone that friend in the room with the claimant could hear the executive director’s comments from across the room. The executive director’s final statement was that if the claimant was not willing to use her own vehicle or work at one of the group homes when she was needed, he didn’t want her working for him. 
On February 13, 2008, the claimant quit her job because she believed that by cutting her hours the employer was trying to force her out of her job. She believed this was being done because the employer was aware that she was trying to sell her house and would be moving.
The claimant did not actively seek other employment before quitting, nor did she take her concerns directly to the director, who had assisted her with other problems in the past.
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

The definition of good cause for leaving work in 8 AAC 85.095 contains two elements. The underlying reason for leaving work must be compelling, and the worker must exhaust all reasonable alternatives before quitting. Craig, Comm'r Dec. 86H-UI-067, June 11, 1986. A claimant seeking to establish good cause must satisfy both PRIVATE 
elements.

A change in the worker's hours, shifts, or days of work initiated by the employer is seldom a sufficient breach of the contract of hire to give a worker compelling reason to quit. Even where the employer and worker have specifically agreed that the worker is not required to work at a certain time, and the employer later requires the worker to work at that time, this fact alone is seldom good cause to leave. 
In the matter at hand, the claimant’s hours were reduced because she was no longer willing, or able, to perform the job that required the use of a personal vehicle. As such, good cause for leaving work because her hours were unstable and insufficient did not create a compelling reason for leaving the work.
A worker must pursue all reasonable options prior to leaving the employment. An option is reasonable only if it has some assurance of being successful. An alternative which is merely an alternative for its own sake is not reasonable. Therefore, there must be foundation laid that the option does have some chance of producing that which the employee desires. Ulmer, Comm'r. Dec. 87H-EB-177, November 23, 1987.
The claimant’s maintained that she had worked successfully with the director in the past, and that he had assisted her with other matters. When she failed to allow him an opportunity to address this issue before she resigned she did not exhaust all reasonable alternatives prior to quitting the job.
Therefore the claimant did not establish that she had good cause to quit her job when she did.

DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on April 22, 2008, is AFFIRMED. The claimant is denied unemployment benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending March 1, 2008, through April 5, 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.

Dated and Mailed in Anchorage, Alaska on May 23, 2008.
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