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The claimant appealed timely to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed December 14, 2000 that modified a determination denying benefits under AS 23.20.379. The Tribunal decision modified the work separation reason from a discharge to a quit. The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily left work with good cause or whether the employer discharged the claimant for misconduct connected with her work.

We have reviewed the entire record in this case including the tape of the hearing. In July 2000, the employer hired a new property manager for one of the apartment complexes where the claimant worked as a leasing agent. The claimant disliked the new manager’s changes such as requiring some on‑call work. The claimant also disliked the new manager’s style and personality.

On October 9, 2000, the new manager gave the claimant a written reprimand identifying issues needing immediate improvement. On October 14, the claimant gave the new manager a written rebuttal to the reprimand. On further reflection, the claimant decided she did not see things getting better between her and the new manager. On October 23, the claimant told the new manager to terminate her employment or she would quit within a couple of weeks. The claimant felt it would be easier to get unemployment insurance benefits if she could get the employer to discharge her. She told the new manager she would go without making a fuss if the employer would agree to terminate her.

The new manager felt the claimant was threatening to cause trouble if the employer did not terminate her. After contacting higher management, the new manager gave the claimant a termination notice on October 23 effective that date.

The claimant argues that the new manager was snippy and was contributing to fluctuations in her blood pressure and blood sugars. She did not complain to the new manager or other management that the work situation affected her health. Before the job ended, the claimant did not use the grievance process that she knows the employee handbook contains nor did she complain to higher management about her new manager or her changed duties.

The claimant voluntarily and intentionally forced her separation from work by implying she would cause trouble if the employer did not discharge her. The separation is a voluntary leaving of work.

The claimant has the burden of establishing good cause for voluntarily leaving work. The basic definition of good cause requires the existence of circumstances so compelling in nature as to leave the claimant no reasonable alternative but to leave employment. The definition contains two elements. The reason for leaving must be compelling, and the worker must exhaust all reasonable alternatives before leaving.

“It is a long standing holding of the Department that even if a claimant establishes good cause for leaving work, it must still be determined that the worker pursued reasonable alternatives in an effort to preserve the employment relationship. In re Walsh, Comm'r Decision 88H-UI-011, March 15, 1988. That is not to say the claimant must pursue all alternatives, but when an employer has a grievance policy in place and communicates that to the employees, a reasonable alternative to quitting would be to pursue such a grievance.” Stiehm, Comm’r Dec. 9427588, July 29, 1994.

The Department has also long held that an employee is not able to establish good cause for quitting if she fails to pursue the reasonable alternative of conferring with her employer about her feelings against her manager before she quits work. Shepard, Comm'r Dec. 86H-UI-324, December 10, 1986; other cites omitted.

Although the claimant may have disliked the work conditions, the hearing record fails to establish the claimant had no reasonable alternative but to demand a discharge when she did. She did not provide management a sufficient opportunity to investigate and adjust work conditions that might have needed adjustment. No material errors in the Tribunal's findings have been found. The Tribunal properly applied the law to the facts. The Department therefore adopts the Tribunal's findings, conclusion, and decision.
The decision of the Employment Security Division Appeal Tribunal entered in this matter is AFFIRMED. Benefits remain denied for the period shown.

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 30-day period, this decision is final.

Dated and Mailed in Juneau, Alaska on March 12, 2001.
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