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The claimant appealed timely to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed May 29, 2002, that affirmed a determination denying benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.

We have reviewed the entire record in this case including the tape of the hearing. On appeal to the Department, the claimant contends that the judgement against him is too harsh. He also states that he didn’t mention in the hearing that it was important to find housing in the area where he hoped to get work and if his sister had not let him stay with her that could have been difficult.

We find no material errors in the Tribunal’s findings and therefore adopt those as our own. However, we do not agree with the conclusion based upon those facts. The claimant quit his hotel van driver position where he earned $8 for part-time work to accept a Teamster’s union position paying $21.13 per hour. Though he did not have an actual dispatch to go to work when he quit, he was urged to take a urinalysis test, obtain a badge from Alyeska Pipeline company, and find housing in the Glennallen area. A person in authority with the new company he wanted to work told him this in a phone call she initiated. He therefore reasonably believed he was going to be hired. He was dispatched five days later by the union and began the job shortly after that. Before he was dispatched, he traveled to the Glennallen area to obtain housing and it took a few days to find a place he could stay. Under the circumstances, we hold the claimant had a reasonable assurance of being hired in a job paying considerably more than the job he quit.

We have previously held that quitting work to accept better employment is with good cause, but only if the promise of new work is definite and has a date to start. Viera, Commissioner Decision 00 2122, Feb. 2, 2001. Although the claimant did not have a definite starting date in this instance, he had reasonable assurance of being hired in a job paying substantially more than he was earning in his part-time position. In addition, he had to make some preparations to obtain that employment. Under the circumstances we hold he had good cause to leave work. 

The decision of the Employment Security Division Appeal Tribunal is REVERSED. Benefits are allowed for the weeks ending April 20, 2002 through May 25, 2002, provided the claimant meets all other qualifying provisions. The other associated penalties are also removed from his claim.

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 July 17, 2002.
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