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The claimant timely appealed to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed 

May 21, 2004 that affirmed a determination denying unemployment insurance benefits for voluntarily leaving work without good cause under AS 23.20.379. 

We have reviewed the entire record in this case. The claimant worked for a grocery store in Ketchikan for over five years. She felt the employer wanted her to leave at the time she quit. She decided to quit because of her belief the employer no longer valued her employment. The claimant further argues that the Tribunal made several factual errors in its decision. While we agree some errors exist regarding dates, they are not material for the purposes of this review.

The facts show that the claimant quit her job because she was told several days earlier that one more call in (for illness) would result in her removal from the work schedule. The claimant was having difficulties at home and needed time to resolve the problems. When the claimant obtained a doctor’s note releasing her from work on March 22, she contacted the employer, and assumed she was no longer employed. The claimant then applied for unemployment insurance that same day.

The Employment Security Division representative recommended the claimant call her employer back and ask about a layoff. The claimant contacted a supervisor who informed her that she could take as much time off as she needed to get her life in order. The supervisor concluded his statement by indicating that he could not, however, guarantee her anything when she was ready to return to work. The claimant opted to continue with her claim for benefits. She quit her job.

The claimant argues that she was not treated as a valued employee. She feels the employer should have given her more information about the leave of absence, given her a list of options, or offered her the paperwork for a leave of absence without her asking for it. The claimant feels the employer would not have given her an ultimatum about showing up for work if he believed her to be a valued employee.

In Williams, Comm’r Dec. 97 2415, February 27, 1998, we previous held:

Although the claimant seeks to place blame on the employer for not offering her options, we have consistently held that a claimant must show they have  considered reasonable alternatives prior to quitting a job. Also, the Tribunal found in this case that the claimant's supervisor offered the claimant an option that she chose not to accept.

The facts in this matter support the Tribunal’s decision that the claimant left without good cause because she failed to exhaust reasonable alternatives. The claimant was offered, but chose not to pursue, a leave of absence. As noted in Williams above, the employer is not obligated to offer the employee options. The worker has the burden and responsibility to maintain her working relationship by seeking out reasonable alternatives if she is considering  a voluntary quit. 

The Tribunal also concluded that the conduct of the claimant’s supervisors did not amount to abuse, hostility, or unreasonable discrimination. We agree. 

The claimant did not have good cause to quit her employment. 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 July 8, 2004.
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