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CLAIMANT                               INTERESTED EMPLOYER
LISA BARR
SEATTLE MORTGAGE CO

CLAIMANT APPEARANCES                   EMPLOYER APPEARANCES 
Lisa Barr
Dick Dolman


ESD APPEARANCES
None


CASE HISTORY
Ms. Barr timely appealed a determination issued on July 10, 1998, that denied unemployment insurance benefits pursuant to AS 23.20.379.  Benefits were denied on the ground that the claimant voluntarily left suitable work without good cause.


FINDINGS OF FACT
Ms. Barr worked for Seattle Mortgage Company during the period June 23, 1997, through June 23, 1998.  She earned $1975 per month for full-time as a loan processor.  Ms. Barr gave a two-week notice on June 22, 1998, but left her employment at noon on June 23, 1998.

On June 23, 1998, Ms. Barr was given the impression by her supervisor that she might not get paid for the two weeks of her resignation notice.  She did not verify that belief before she opted to not return to work after her lunch period.  

Ms. Barr initially gave her resignation notice because she was not receiving the pay and training associated with her new position as a loan processor.  She was promoted to that position in late April 1998 with the understanding that she would receive a raise to about $2400 per month "very quickly."  Ms. Barr had been promoted once before in 1997 and had gotten the raise immediately, therefore, she thought she would receive the raise upon her promotion.

Once the employer hired a new receptionist to replace Ms. Barr, she began training her replacement and trying to learn her new job as well.  She was also required to assist servicing because another employee had gone on vacation and training for two weeks. About three weeks went by before Ms. Barr could sit down with another loan processor to begin her own training.

Ms. Barr trained in the processor position for about one week.  During the training, Ms. Barr was interrupted numerous times to respond to questions by the receptionist.  On or about June 20, 1998, Ms. Barr was told by her trainer that she (the trainer) was too busy to help out any longer. Ms. Barr's supervisor was also too busy to affect immediate training.

Ms. Barr went to her supervisor to complain about the lack of training.  There was nothing that could be done immediately to assist Ms. Barr.  Mr. Dolman, manager, felt that the work load would subside by early August and training could start then.  Seattle Mortgage does not have a formal training procedure; most loan processors learn from on the job experience.

At some point after April, Ms. Barr did ask if she could have her old position back or a pay increase to compensate for the additional duties she was performing (training the new receptionist and doing the servicing work).  Mr. Dolman indicated he would work on the numbers and let her know.  Mr. Dolman became busy and was unable to get back to Ms. Barr.  He had intended to provide her with a $100 per month increase until she could "stand alone" in her new position.

Before leaving, Ms. Barr did not approach Mr. Dolman again about the raise or training issues.  She knew the other processors were very busy and unable to help.  Ms. Barr had complained to her supervisor several times.  She would have stayed employed had the employer given her the raise for the loan processor position immediately.  Ms. Barr would have also stayed for the two weeks of her resignation notice if she was sure her wages would be paid.

The employer was happy with Ms. Barr's work performance and had a high level of confidence in her ability to learn a new aspect of the company.  Mr. Dolman anticipated Ms. Barr being at $3000 per month at the end of one year in her new position.  Ms. Barr was aware of that figure and time frame.


PROVISIONS OF LAW
AS 23.20.379 provides in part:


(a)
An insured worker is disqualified for waiting-week credit or benefits for the first week in which the insured worker is unemployed and for the next five weeks of unemployment following that week if the insured worker



(1)
left the insured worker's last suitable work voluntarily without good cause....

8 AAC 85.095 provides in part:


(c)
Good cause for voluntarily leaving work under AS 23.20.379(a)(1) includes



(1)
leaving work for reasons that would compel a reasonable and prudent person of normal sensitivity, exercising ordinary common sense, to leave work; the reasons must be of such gravity that the individual has no reasonable alternative but to leave work....


CONCLUSION
The record fails to support the conclusion the employer would not have paid Ms. Barr for her services during her two-week notice period.  The Alaska Statutes at 23.05.040 requires employers in the State of Alaska to pay employees wages for all services performed.  There is no indication Mr. Dolman would not have paid Ms. Barr for her services, nor did she verify her belief before quitting.  Accordingly, good cause for leaving for this reason has not been shown.

Although Ms. Barr was upset over the lack of training, that reason is undermined since she would have stayed had she been paid additional monies after her promotion to loan processor.  Leaving because an employer fails to compensate an employee the amount of a promised raise can establish good cause for leaving.  However, the employee must exhaust all reasonable alternatives before leaving work and the raise must be promised.

Ms. Barr failed to approach Mr. Dolman after her initial request for a raise.  There is no dispute the office was very busy during the period Ms. Barr was to receive her training and requested the additional monthly income.  

Ms. Barr could have gone a second time to Mr. Dolman to obtain his position on the "numbers" after her initial contact with him.  Had she done so, she would have learned of his intention to pay her an additional $100 per month until her training was complete.  Further, the raise was not promised, but was to be given "very soon" with no specific date agreed upon by the parties.

To avoid the disqualifying provisions of AS 23.20.379, a claimant's decision to leave work must not only be compelling, but she must exhaust all reasonable alternatives.  Ms. Barr has failed to show her reasons for leaving work were compelling.  It is not unusual for a company to delay training in the midst of a busy season.  The company was happy with Ms. Barr's abilities and job performance.  Accordingly, Ms. Barr voluntarily left her last work without good cause. 


DECISION
The determination issued on July 10, 1998, is AFFIRMED.  Benefits are denied for the weeks ending June 27, 1998, through August 1, 1998.  Ms. Barr's benefits are reduced by three times the claimant's weekly benefit amount.  Further, the claimant may not be eligible for future extended benefits.


APPEAL RIGHTS
This decision is final unless an appeal is filed to the Commissioner of Labor within 30 days after the decision is mailed to each party.  The appeal period may be extended only if the appeal is delayed by circumstances beyond the party's control.  A statement of appeal rights and procedures is enclosed.

Dated and Mailed in Anchorage, Alaska, on August 11, 1998.








Jan Schnell, Hearing Officer

