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The claimant appealed to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed April 29, 1993 which affirmed a determination denying unemployment insurance benefits for the period February 28, 1993 through April 10, 1993 under AS 23.20.379.


The record in this case has been reviewed, and the claimant's contentions on appeal have been considered.  She first alleges several errors in the findings by the Tribunal.  Upon review, we find there is support in the record for the findings and we find no material errors in those findings. The few errors the claimant pointed out were insignificant.  


The claimant next alleges that the hearing officer was biased because the hearing officer seemed to have more rapport with the employer representative.  We find no basis for such an allegation.  There is no evidence the hearing officer had any prior contact with the employer or knows him personally.  Although the employer chose to call the hearing officer by her first name in the hearing, that does not establish bias on the part of the hearing officer.


The claimant asked for a continuance of the hearing to bring in witnesses who still work for the employer.  She brought in notarized statements from two such witnesses and had a third witness present at the hearing to testify.  The hearing officer ruled that the other witnesses were not necessary and we agree.  Their testimony would only have served as a repetition of the claimant's testimony and that of her one witness, which was not disregarded.  From our perspective, this case does not turn on a dispute over the findings.      


The claimant quit her job because she felt her employer did not treat her with the proper respect, made sexist comments and was intimidating. When asked for examples of such conduct, she pointed out that when she first went to work there, a male with less experience was hired into the manager's position and she was given a clerk's position. When the male left, she again made a bid for the position and was hired in that position in September 1992.


Another example the claimant gave of what she considered sexist remarks occurred on January 19, 1993. It was after she had written a letter to the owner of the business in which she asked for a written description of her duties and for more authority in hiring and firing other employees. In that conversation the employer made a comment about the lack of light in the winter causing depression in women.  She was upset because he mentioned only women, although he recalls that conversation differently, and that he mentioned men also. The claimant was also upset that the employer had her scheduled to leave an hour earlier in the evenings than her predecessor, so she could get home to her children. She charges that her supervisor did not give her authority to hire and fire subordinates. She also charges that he demeaned her in public when she had told a customer a transaction could not be accomplished in a certain time and he contradicted her.       

     A worker has good cause for leaving suitable work due to the actions of her 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. In re Craig, Commissioner Review 86H-UI-067, June 11, 1986. In the instant case, the claimant has not shown that the actions of her supervisor constitute hostility, abuse or unreasonable discrimination.  While the supervisor's statements and actions may have been offensive to the claimant at times, we do not see from the examples of his behavior given at the hearing, that any of his actions were so offensive as to give her good cause for quitting this job.  The standard to be applied in these cases is whether a reasonable person under the circumstances would have quit work, rather than one who is supersensitive, or uniquely motivated. After considering all of the factors in this case, we hold benefits were properly denied. 

 
The decision of the Employment Security Division Appeal Tribunal entered in this matter is AFFIRMED.


FURTHER APPEAL may be had from this decision by filing a Notice of Appeal in Superior Court for the State of Alaska within 30 days from the date of mailing of this decision as provided in AS 23.20.445, AS 44.62.560‑570 and the Rules of Appellate Procedure of the State of Alaska.  Unless an appeal is filed within the said 30‑day period, this decision is final.

Dated and Mailed in Juneau, Alaska on July 20, 1993.
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