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ABR INC
The claimant appealed timely to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed January 12, 2012 that affirmed a determination denying benefits under
AS 23.20.379. The issue before us is whether the claimant voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.
We have reviewed the entire record in this case. We find no material errors in the findings of the Tribunal and we adopt those as our own. The claimant argues in her appeal that her reasons for leaving work have been contradicted by the Claim’s office since she filed her claim and that the Tribunal also erred in its interpretation of her reasons for leaving work.  She contends it was a combination of the conditions at work that caused her to leave work and that her decision to buy a new business had little to do with it. She also contends that her last full-time work for the company ended on October 13, 2011 and thus that date should have been used as her last day of work rather than December 27 as found by the Tribunal. She states, in part: “I left ABR for multiple reasons and the State of Alaska has tried to pigeonhole my reason into one reason multiple times now.”
The claimant continues in her appeal to the Department to give multiple reasons for leaving work.  The three main reasons are that she had difficulty getting along with her immediate supervisor whom she described as a procrastinator. She herself likes to make plans well ahead. This situation had gone on for ten years, but she felt it was worse toward the end of her employment.  Another reason she cites is that the biological field work that she did required travel on boats and small airplanes. She suffers from motion sickness. She took medication, but preferred not to.  Her last reason, which she spoke of when asked by the Tribunal to state the last event causing her to resign, was that she planned to by a small business that she would move to Alaska to operate.  She also cites that reason in an email to fellow employees that she wrote when she gave her notice (Exhibit 5). 
When quitting a job due to the actions of a supervisor, the precedent has been established that a supervisor's actions toward a claimant must demonstrate “abuse, hostility, or unreasonable discrimination” and only if the claimant pursues reasonable alternatives before quitting, Nathan, Comm’r Dec. 05 1730, November 22, 2005. The facts in this case do not show that the claimant’s supervisor acted in a manner that would provide her with good cause for quitting. Likewise, we do not believe the motion sickness was so great a problem as to make this work unsuitable for her or to provide good cause for quitting. As the Tribunal stated, the precedent has been set that quitting work to enter any self-employment is without good cause. Quitting work for such a reason is not the same as quitting to accept an offer of other bona-fide work that offers better wages, benefits or other working conditions as outlined in the regulation.

Based on the above, we conclude as did the Tribunal, that the claimant has not shown good cause for leaving suitable work at the time she did.  When asked in the hearing when her last day of work occurred, the claimant stated it was December 27, 2011 without hesitation. The record shows that though she gave notice of quitting in October, she and the employer agreed that December 27 would be her last day. She attended a conference for the employer in early December as an employee of the company. The Tribunal thus came to the correct conclusion that December 27, 2011 was the claimant’s last day of work and adjusted the dates of the temporary disqualification accordingly.
The Tribunal decision issued in this matter is AFFIRMED. Benefits remain denied for the period in question.
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 February 24, 2012.
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