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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The claimant timely appealed a February 26, 2009 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 February 17, 1995. She last worked on February 9, 2009. At that time, she normally worked part-time and earned $21.20 per hour as a load handler in training.

The claimant had numerous complaints regarding her experiences working for the employer over the previous four years. Those complaints included a sexual harassment law suit that was settled in 2007, a complaint of sexual discrimination filed with the Human Rights Commission in August 2008, and a complaint citing unfair labor practices filed in October 2008.  

In January 2009, the claimant was given the option to accept a lay-off or a transfer to the position of load handler. The employer was attempting to cut cost by reducing the work force. 
While working as a rating specialist, the claimant worked from 4:00 a.m. until 12:30 p.m. five days per week and earned $20.40 per hour. As a load handler the claimant would work from 10:00 p.m. until 3:00 a.m. five days per week and earn $21.20 per hour. The claimant hoped the increased load handler pay would help offset the reduced hours.

In the position of load handler the claimant was assigned to a different supervisor. The new supervisor was aware of the claimant’s earlier issues. He had been present in an encounter the claimant had with her previous manager in which both the manager and her new supervisor intimidated her. This created a source of tension for the claimant in her new position.

On February 2, 2009, the claimant began her training as a load handler. The training was being performed by two female trainers. The claimant participated in training each day until Friday, February 6, 2009. The claimant did not get the entire 25 hours she expected that week. The training cut the hours short and the claimant had only 21 hours when the week ended. She was not happy about the shortened hours.
On Monday, February 9, 2009, when the claimant arrived for her second week of training her new supervisor entered the training room. The supervisor was ranting about the lack of complete training the two women had performed the previous week. The supervisor’s comments and actions disturbed the claimant. She believed if she were not properly trained she would likely make mistakes in her new position. This troubled her because she felt the employer was waiting for her to make a mistake so it could discharge her for not performing her job properly. 

Later that evening, the claimant found she could not get her concerns off of her mind. She was unable to sleep and became more worried as the evening progressed. Finally, the claimant decided to call the human resource department the following day and express her concerns. 
On February 10, 2009, the claimant called a human resource employee to discuss her concerns. The claimant did not intend to quit her job when she began the phone call. However, during the course of that conversation the claimant decided she had “just had enough of it.” The claimant told the human resource employee that she quit. 
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

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
A worker may give multiple reasons for quitting. However, the one reason that was the precipitating event is the real cause of the quit, with the other reasons being incidental. In such cases, good cause depends on the precipitating event and the other reasons are not at issue. 
A worker has good cause for voluntarily leaving work because of a supervisor's actions only if the supervisor follows a course of conduct amounting to hostility, abuse, or unreasonable discrimination. In addition, the worker must make a reasonable attempt to resolve the matter prior to leaving work. Griffith, Comm'r. Dec. 8822158, December 20, 1988, aff'd Griffith v. State Department of Labor, Alaska Superior Court, No. 4FA-89-0120 Civil, September 25, 1989.
On her last day of work, the supervisor’s ranting, while perhaps unprofessional, were not directed at the claimant. He was complaining about the quality of the training provided the previous week. There is no indication that the claimant's job was in jeopardy. Nor did the claimant present sufficient evidence that her new supervisor followed a course of conduct which amounted to abuse, hostility, or discrimination, leaving her with no reasonable alternative other than to quit her job. Consequently, good cause for quitting suitable work has not been shown, and a denial of benefits under AS 23.20.379(a)(1) is in order.
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on February 26, 2009, is AFFIRMED. The claimant is DENIED unemployment benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending February 14, 2009 through March 21, 2009. 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 April 9, 2009.
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