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ARCTIC CATERING INC
The claimant appealed timely to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed January 9, 2012 that affirmed a determination of the Division’s Claim Center. The Tribunal ruled that the claimant voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause under AS 23.20.379 and 8 AAC 85.095. 
In her appeal to the Department, the claimant argues the hearing officer was biased and that “Mr. Kassner acted with extreme prejudice against me as a female. I have a reasonable suspicion Mr. Kassner would have found differently for a man in this case… It took Mr. Kassner approximately 10 minutes to determine the case, not even enough time to consider the facts or apply them.” She goes on to argue the hearing officer did not allow her to enter timesheets she has that would prove the employer documents were inaccurate and that this job was not suitable for her because it interfered with making a work search for full-time work in her normal field. She also argues the employer breached the hiring agreement that she would be given 20 hours work per week and could work from home on her own computer.
We have reviewed the hearing record in this case, which was actually over 31 minutes in length and find no bias or improprieties by the hearing officer. The hearing officer asked if the claimant had any objections to the documents being entered and she did not. When she later complained that the employer’s timesheets were inaccurate and offered to send in copies of her timesheets, the hearing officer replied that he gave more weight to her sworn testimony than to the hearsay documents provided by the employer. 

After a review of all the evidence and testimony, we find no material errors in the Tribunal’s findings. The claimant took a part time, on-call position with a casual work agreement when the employer offered her the position. She expected to be able to work from home and to get about 20 hours of work per week. She worked as a data entry clerk and did accounts payable. She quit when she asked her supervisor for a more definite schedule so she could more easily schedule interviews for work and other, personal appointments and was told they could not accommodate her. She gave no notice and quit without going to the owner of the company who she knew as a friend. She felt complaining to the owner might strain the friendship. During the hearing she did mention the inconvenience of going into the work place and not always having a place to sit, but offered that it “was no big deal.” It appears her primary reason for quitting was the inconvenience of the hours as it related to her work search. She testified, however, that she refused to work some hours because of those appointments and was not disciplined for it though she testified “I think it bothered them.” At one point she testified that if offered this job on a permanent, full-time basis, she probably would have taken it.
Department policy has also long provided that part-time work by itself does not constitute unsuitable work, because the nature of the work provides a claimant with time to seek preferred work without having to first quit the part-time work. Rimer, Commissioner Decision 00-2093, February 20, 2001. In this matter, the claimant’s work was both part-time and on-call, but she was never stopped from other work interviews because of her work schedule. The hearing record fails to show she had to quit that work before she secured other work she might have better enjoyed. The record fails to show the claimant’s dislike of work conditions compelled her to stop work when she did. Though the claimant also pointed out that she never worked enough on this job to ever stop qualifying for her unemployment benefits, that is not a factor to be considered in determining "good cause" for quitting work. Even turning down an offer of suitable work without good cause is disqualifying in some instances.

Taking all factors into consideration, we hold 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 7, 2012.
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