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    GCI COMMUNICATIONS

The claimant appealed timely to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed on August 24, 2005 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 argues that she was not given a full opportunity to explain the “whole” story and seeks to submit new exhibits. The claimant also argues that the hearing officer made an error in finding the human resources department made every effort to assure her that the work assignments are not guaranteed by the bid system. The claimant contends it was her supervisor who made that statement; we agree. However, this is not a material finding and does not affect the outcome of this decision.

Upon review of the hearing, the claimant was given an opportunity to add anything else at the end of the hearing. She declined to provide anything further and the hearing was closed. The claimant was given a fair hearing and opportunity to present any and all evidence. We will not now accept new evidence that could have been presented at the hearing. 

The facts show the claimant quit her job as customer service representative because her feet began to bother her and she believed the employer did not administer its shift bid process properly. The claimant had a variety of other reasons for leaving but was clear through her testimony that her decision to quit employment was a result of the bid process and her feet. We will limit our discussion to those areas of concern.
Until early May 2005, the claimant was located at the 5th Avenue Mall. She was moved after a shift bid in April to the C Street location. The supervisor advised the claimant that shifts are awarded on the basis of seniority, which includes time in service, attendance, and experience with product. The claimant was ranked number 2. There may or may not have been other employees also ranked number 2. 

The claimant did not like working at the C Street location. The stool provided did not give her the ability to prop her feet up, which caused her some pain. She did not seek a doctor’s advice nor did she advise her employer that she experienced discomfort. If she sat, then her feet “dangled” so she chose to stand.
A day or two before she quit, the employer moved two other employees to the 5th Avenue Mall location. The claimant was upset that she had not been returned to that location. The supervisor told her it was only for one week for training. The claimant knew the training was only for one day and felt her intelligence was insulted. She quit without notice.

The employer placed the claimant at the C Street location because of training reasons. While the claimant may not have attended formal training, there is no evidence that the placement was for anything other than business reasons. Further, the claimant did not know for sure the seniority level of the other employees. They could have been of the same ranking. 
The claimant had completed almost two months of a two- or three-month bid rotation. At most, she could have expected to remain at the C Street location for another month before the next bid. Before quitting, the claimant could have waited until the next bid rotation, or even gone to upper level management such as human resources to grieve the bid process. There is no evidence that she took that step.

Finally, with regard to the claimant’s medical (painful feet) concern, a doctor’s advice is typically required. The claimant did not seek a physician’s assistance until after she quit, nor did she seek remedies such as a box or some other object upon which to place her feet while sitting. The employer also offered her the ability to train in another area. When the claimant felt her supervisor was “putting her off” to get the training, she could have complained to the next highest supervisor.
“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, affirmed in Kalen-Brown, Comm’r 
Dec. 04 1952, December 13, 2004.
It is logical to conclude that the employer in this matter had a grievance procedure in place, or at the very least, a human resources office that could have been able to offer assistance or a chain of command to make a complaint.
We do not believe the working conditions were so onerous that it left the claimant no alternative but to quit. Most importantly, she did not take reasonable steps to preserve her employment. 

The Department therefore adopts the Tribunal's conclusion and decision. The decision of the Employment Security Division Appeal Tribunal is AFFIRMED. Benefits remain denied for weeks ending July 2, 2005 through August 6, 2005.
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 September 23, 2005.
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