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CASE HISTORY

Ms. Petrilla timely appealed a determination issued on January 20, 2000, that denies benefits pursuant to AS 23.20.379.  The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily left suitable work without good cause.


FINDINGS OF FACT
Ms. Petrilla worked for Credit Union 1 during the period March 18, 1997, through January 6, 2000. She earned $1950 per month for full-time work as a member services assistant. Ms. Petrilla quit effective January 6, 2000.

In May 1999, Ms. Petrilla was promoted from a teller to a member services assistant. From that point on, she met with the bank manager, Ms. Moore, about the job duties and flow of work. At times, Ms. Petrilla felt overwhelmed with the work load and upset at other employees because of their failure to assist her. 

Ms. Moore was very happy with Ms. Petrilla’s performance and did what she could to help Ms. Petrilla toward her goal to become a loan officer.

Ms. Moore attempted to aid Ms. Petrilla but was unsuccessful in getting the other tellers to help out. Finally, in November 1999, Ms. Petrilla spoke out in a staff meeting about the lack of assistance from other tellers. The other tellers began helping after that point. Failure to get help from the tellers caused Ms. Moore to take her lunch between 2:00 and 3:00 p.m.

The amount of work for Ms. Petrilla increased as she asked for additional tasks such as collection rewrites. Ms. Petrilla was told no additional staff would be provided, however, the vice president of member services sent his assistant to the branch to observe operations. The assistant observed on at least four different days in November and December 1999. Some staffing changes were made in late December.

Ms. Petrilla gave her resignation notice on December 22, 1999. She had been assisting a customer whose loan application had not been completed. As she searched for the application, the customer said, “I turned in the application about two weeks ago. It seems like you don’t have your sh—- together.” Ms. Petrilla spoke to Ms. Moore about the customer (who was upset). Ms. Moore agreed with the customer, which caused Ms. Petrilla to be hurt as she took both the customer’s and Ms. Moore’s comments personally. 

Ms. Petrilla took her job seriously and spent a lot of time staying organized. She decided she no longer wanted to deal with the stress of her position and felt things would not change. Before making the decision to quit, Ms. Petrilla did not seek the assistance of the personnel department. She did try at one point to transfer to the main branch but was not selected for the position. Ms. Petrilla knew of the existence of the personnel department as she had utilized that section during her maternity leave.

During the period between December 22, 1999, and January 6, 2000, changes were being made to alleviate the work load on the member services assistant. Ms. Petrilla did not attempt to rescind her resignation, although she would have stayed employed. Ms. Petrilla admits if Ms. Moore had not agreed with the upset customer’s statement she would have remained employed.


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
In order for a quit because of working conditions to be with good

cause, a worker's objections to the conditions must be based on a

real and compelling reason. Mere dislike, distaste, or slight

inconvenience engendered by the working conditions will not

afford good cause. Failure to make attempt to secure from the

employer an adjustment of the objectionable conditions can

negate the worker's good cause and subject her to

disqualification.

The record establishes Ms. Petrilla quit, at the time she did, because of a customer’s comment that was agreed to by the supervisor. In fact, the working conditions had begun to change as a result of Ms. Petrilla’s staff meeting comment and the vice president’s observations at the branch. Accordingly, it must be decided whether the comment made amounted to good cause.

Good cause is established by determining if the underlying reason was compelling and whether a reasonable and prudent individual was left with no alternative but to quit.

First, the comment made by the customer and Ms. Moore was not abusive or discriminatory in nature. Ms. Petrilla simply took the comment personally rather than viewing the comment might have been made toward the credit union as a whole.

Finally, Ms. Petrilla failed to seek resolution by obtaining assistance through the personnel section or confronting Ms. Moore about the comment. Accordingly, good cause for leaving work has not been shown in this matter.

DECISION
The determination issue on January 20, 2000, is AFFIRMED.  Benefits are denied for the week ending January 8, 2000, through 

February 12, 2000. Ms. Petrilla’s maximum benefits payable is reduced by three times the 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 for circumstances beyond the party's control.  A statement of appeal rights and procedures is enclosed.

Dated and Mailed in Anchorage, Alaska, on February 16, 2000.
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