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AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
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JUNEAU, ALASKA  99802-1149

DECISION OF THE COMMISSIONER

Docket No. 03 0357

IN THE MATTER OF:

CLAIMANT:
INTERESTED EMPLOYER:
WILLIAM LANGDON
ALEUTIAN PACKAGE STORE

The claimant appealed timely to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed March 10, 2003 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. On appeal to the Department, the claimant states, in part;

I voluntarily terminated employment with the Aleutian Package Store (Rick’s Liquors) for good cause and complied with the two required elements:

(1) The quit was compelling: To maintain a healthy lifestyle it was necessary to dip into my savings at an average rate of $521.50 per month.

(2) There was only one reasonable alternative to not quitting: To restore the pricing to pre-Koso management levels.

We find no material errors in the Tribunal’s findings. The claimant quit his job as the sole employee of the package store after the employer cut prices on the products being sold. The claimant believed as a result he would not get a raise as promised when he began the job. He complained to the employer about the lower prices, but did not specifically ask about his raise or tell the employer that he could not pay his living expenses on the salary he was earning.

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. Walsh, Comm'r Decision 88H-UI-011, March 15, 1988. That is not to say the claimant must pursue all alternatives. He need pursue only those that are reasonable.  

The Tribunal properly applied the law to the facts. A reasonable alternative in this case would have been for the claimant to bring his concerns about his pay to his employer. Simply confronting the employer about product pricing, a business decision for the employer, did not put the employer on notice that the claimant had problems with his pay. Even though an employer may not have a formal grievance policy, it is still possible for a worker to make his grievances or concerns known to the employer.  Failure to do so negates good cause for quitting. In  Sandoval v. Alaska Dept. of Labor, Alaska Sup'r. Ct. 1C CCH Unemp. Ins. Rptr., ¶ 8124, December 19, 1986, the Court ruled that good cause involves evidence that the claimant endeavored to resolve his work grievance with his employer before “taking the drastic step of quitting his job.”

It is unfortunate the claimant was dipping into his savings on a monthly basis. However, lifestyle costs vary from person to person and the claimant has not shown he could not afford the basic necessities of life. The employer supplied his housing, or at least a portion of it.

After considering all these factors, the Department 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 May 1, 2003.








GREG O’CLARAY








COMMISSIONER

