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The employer timely appealed to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed September 2, 2014, which reversed a determination that denied the claimant benefits under AS 23.20.379. The Tribunal ruled that the claimant had voluntarily quit suitable work with good cause and allowed benefits for the weeks ending July 26, 2014 through August 30, 2014, restoring the three weeks to her maximum benefit amount and removing her potential ineligibility for extended benefits in keeping with the decision. 

We have reviewed the record in this case, including the audio of the hearing, and find the Tribunal’s findings incomplete and at times unsupported. The facts are as follows: 
1) The claimant quit her job as a program technician because she felt her supervisor was discriminating against her, not recognizing her contributions, making the workplace hostile and unprofessional, and eliminating her chance for advancement. 
2) The claimant had a disagreement with a co-worker and was trying to work it out as put forth in a staff meeting, when her supervisor “interfered,” and said they were being too loud. The claimant replied they were working it out and it was going well; the supervisor wrote the claimant up for insubordination. 
3) The claimant refused to follow new policy and procedure set by her supervisor regarding client intake because she did not feel the new way met her standards. Her supervisor confronted her twice for violations and both times the claimant reiterated that this was how it had always been done.
4) The claimant met with a human resource representative on two occasions, initially including her supervisor, to try and resolve their differences. At the first meeting, the claimant said she wanted respect and consistency and told the supervisor her input was not relevant to the topic of communication and she needed to get back on track with the issue. In the second meeting she complained that her supervisor was controlling the office and did not give her the opportunity she wanted to use her skills. After both meetings, her situation improved temporarily.
5) The claimant was written up on February 3, 2014, over a mistake she made regarding client confidentiality, which she discounted as being a common office occurrence. 
6) The supervisor hired a new program technician and introduced him to co-workers as her successor, and said that because he had a Bachelor’s degree (which was required to advance), he was to be in charge in her absence, and testify in court (which was a supervisory prerogative). The claimant felt this announcement turned the office “toxic,” was a “slap in the face,” and eliminated her chance for advancement, because even though she did not have the credentials, she had more experience in the position. She also felt unrecognized for her punctuality, willingness to work late, and slighted by not being consistently greeted.
7) On June 11, 2014 the claimant was put on a two-day suspension for insubordination by repeatedly violating policy and procedure in giving instruction to co-workers, and calling the Anchorage office after being told not to do so without approval. The claimant admitted to both, saying she gave instruction on simple matters, and called the Anchorage office when she needed to, when her supervisor was unavailable, and when she needed an answer for a client. She asked her supervisor why she was being written up for something so “petty” and couldn’t she come up with a more serious offense. She also demanded to see the letters of complaint against her regarding giving instructions to co-workers, to better face her accusers, but was denied as it was against company policy to divulge such letters. Others called the Anchorage office and were not written up, but it is unknown whether they did so with prior approval.
8) On July 18, 2014, the claimant’s supervisor asked the claimant to watch the office while the supervisor interviewed, as the claimant would be the only staff member in the office. The claimant was leery of this responsibility when she was not “trusted” to give instruction to co-workers, so before accepting, she persistently requested written guidelines for the task and certain assurances. When the supervisor said she did not have time until after the interviews and “did not want to get into it right now,” the claimant resigned by walking off the job, feeling disrespected.
9) The company president was aware of the complaints the claimant had with the supervisor, who was the program manager, through his signature on her two write-ups, her suspension for insubordination, and her emails sent directly to him, explaining the situation but not requesting a formal meeting. The employer provides both an informal and formal dispute resolution program. The informal consists of discussing concerns with a supervisor, the human resource manager, the agency director and up to the president. If the matter cannot be settled, the employer also offers a formal grievance procedure.

10) The claimant did not pursue a formal grievance because she felt her prior informal attempts had not provided any substantial results and her supervisor was friends with those higher up. 
The Tribunal cited the Superior Court in Keywehak, 4BE-03-0205CI, April 24, 2004, for the definition of hostile work environment as “a pattern of ongoing and persistent harassment severe enough to alter the conditions of employment,” and then concluded the supervisor’s behavior was repetitive and chronic enough in nature to constitute a hostile environment. We disagree and hold that the record displays more a personality conflict, to which the claimant contributed (as shown by documented insubordination), and not hostility or abuse from the supervisor. 
The final exchange highlights the conflict: What the claimant considered disrespect when the supervisor did not meet her immediate request we view as a business decision on the part of her supervisor to remain punctual for her interviews. The refusal was not unreasonable and was not accompanied by threats or harsh language. The facts establish as much disrespect (insubordination) by the claimant for her supervisor as anything. We have consistently held: "A mere personality conflict does not constitute a circumstance of such compelling and necessitous nature as to provide good cause [for voluntarily leaving work]."   Rudd, Comm'r Dec. 87H‑EB‑195, July 6, 1987.  
A supervisor's hostility, abuse, or unreasonable discrimination does give a worker good cause to quit, provided the worker attempts to resolve the matter.  In re Townsend, Commissioner Review No. 95 1844, October 20, 1995.  

Furthermore, the claimant did not pursue reasonable attempts to resolve the matter before quitting. The claimant’s argument that the human resource department was unsupportive is without merit. Both times the claimant met with the department, things did improve, if only for a while. The employer had a formal grievance process, which the claimant chose not to pursue. 

For these reasons, the decision of the Employment Security Appeal Tribunal is REVERSED. Benefits are 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 said 30‑day period, this decision is final.

Dated and Mailed in Juneau, Alaska on October  6, 2014.
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