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C i r c u i t Court ("the t r i a l c o u r t " ) d e n y ing him unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s . 
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Most of the f a c t s i n t h i s case are u n d i s p u t e d . The 

r e c o r d i n d i c a t e s t h a t M i l l s , who was 72 years o l d a t the time 

of the t r i a l , worked f o r f i v e y e a r s as a t r u c k d r i v e r f o r 

B a l d w i n T r a n s f e r Company, I n c . ("Baldwin"). I n 2010, M i l l s 

d e v e l o p e d an ear i n f e c t i o n . M i l l s does not suggest t h a t the 

i n f e c t i o n was caused or a g g r a v a t e d by h i s j o b , but the 

i n f e c t i o n d i d cause him t o s u f f e r d i z z i n e s s and v e r t i g o . As 

a r e s u l t , f o r two p e r i o d s i n 2010, M i l l s was absent from work 

at B a l d w i n p u r s u a n t t o the f e d e r a l F a m i l y M e d i c a l Leave A c t 

("FMLA"). 

B e f o r e a d r i v e r f o r B a l d w i n can r e t u r n t o work a f t e r a 

m e d i c a l l e a v e of absence, B a l d w i n r e q u i r e s him or her t o 

undergo a p h y s i c a l e x a m i n a t i o n t h a t c o m p l i e s w i t h the 

requ i r e m e n t s of the U n i t e d S t a t e s Department of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n 

("DOT"). The p h y s i c i a n s a t N o r t h s i d e I n d u s t r i a l ("the 

c l i n i c " ) are c e r t i f i e d t o p e r f o r m DOT p h y s i c a l s , and B a l d w i n 

r e t a i n s the c l i n i c t o determine whether i t s d r i v e r s are 

c l e a r e d t o r e t u r n t o work. 

On January 19, 2011, Dr. Jason V a l e n t i n e , a p h y s i c i a n a t 

the c l i n i c , examined M i l l s on b e h a l f of B a l d w i n and determined 

t h a t M i l l s was not p h y s i c a l l y f i t t o r e t u r n t o work as a 
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d r i v e r . S p e c i f i c a l l y , Dr. V a l e n t i n e r e s t r i c t e d M i l l s from 

d r i v i n g any commercial v e h i c l e or from c l i m b i n g f o r one year, 

a t which time, M i l l s c o u l d be r e e v a l u a t e d . Because of the 

r e s t r i c t i o n s imposed by Dr. V a l e n t i n e , M i l l s was unable t o 

c o n t i n u e w o r k i n g as a t r u c k d r i v e r . B a l d w i n d i d not have any 

o t h e r type of work f o r M i l l s t o do. 

On F e b r u a r y 10, 2011, M i l l s v i s i t e d Dr. D a n i e l P o l a n s k y , 

who d e t e r m i n e d t h a t M i l l s was p h y s i c a l l y a b l e t o r e t u r n t o 

work. Because Dr. P o l a n s k y was not DOT c e r t i f i e d , B a l d w i n 

would not a c c e p t the r e l e a s e . B a l d w i n t o l d M i l l s t h a t , t o be 

a b l e t o r e t u r n t o work b e f o r e the y e a r l o n g r e s t r i c t i o n on h i s 

d r i v i n g ended, he c o u l d be reexamined by a p h y s i c i a n a t the 

c l i n i c , but he would have t o do so a t h i s own expense. M i l l s 

would not pay the $45 r e e x a m i n a t i o n f e e , and i n s t e a d he 

d e c i d e d t o comply w i t h Dr. V a l e n t i n e ' s d r i v i n g r e s t r i c t i o n . 

On F e b r u a r y 20, 2011, M i l l s f i l e d a c l a i m f o r 

unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s w i t h the Alabama Department 

of I n d u s t r i a l R e l a t i o n s , now known as the Alabama Department 

of Labor ("the d e p a r t m e n t " ) . 1 I n c o m p l e t i n g the paperwork 

1On October 1, 2012, the Alabama Department of I n d u s t r i a l 
R e l a t i o n s , which a d m i n i s t e r e d the s t a t e ' s unemployment-
compensation system, merged w i t h the Alabama Department of 
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r e q u i r e d f o r the c l a i m , M i l l s i n d i c a t e d t h a t he was not a b l e 

t o work and t h a t he was not a v a i l a b l e t o a c c e p t f u l l - t i m e work 

because of o t h e r o b l i g a t i o n s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , he d i d not 

c o n t a c t the department w i t h i n f o u r days of f i l i n g h i s c l a i m t o 

p r o v i d e a d d i t i o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n , as the department had 

i n s t r u c t e d . The department d e n i e d M i l l s ' s r e q u e s t f o r 

b e n e f i t s , d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t , because he was not a b l e t o p e r f o r m 

work f o r which he was q u a l i f i e d based on p a s t t r a i n i n g or 

e x p e r i e n c e , he was not e l i g i b l e t o r e c e i v e unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s p u r s u a n t t o § 2 5 - 4 - 7 7 ( a ) ( 3 ) , A l a . Code 

1975. 

M i l l s a p p ealed the d e t e r m i n a t i o n t o the department's 

Board of Appeals ("the b o a r d " ) . The department s c h e d u l e d a 

h e a r i n g on the i s s u e s whether M i l l s was a b l e and a v a i l a b l e t o 

work and whether he had l e f t B a l d w i n v o l u n t a r i l y w i t h o u t good 

cause connected t o h i s j o b . A f t e r a h e a r i n g conducted by 

t e l e p h o n e , the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r f o r the b o a r d i s s u e d a d e c i s i o n 

i n which she d e termined t h a t M i l l s had v o l u n t a r i l y q u i t h i s 

j o b "when he f a i l e d t o r e t u r n t o work and get a p h y s i c a l 

L a b o r ; the c o n s o l i d a t e d department i s now known as the Alabama 
Department of Labor. See § 25-2-1.1, A l a . Code 1975. 
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r e q u i r e d by the employer from the company d o c t o r . " The 

h e a r i n g o f f i c e r s t a t e d t h a t M i l l s ' s reason f o r l e a v i n g work 

was "of a p e r s o n a l n a t u r e and no work reason was e s t a b l i s h e d . " 

T h e r e f o r e , the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r c o n c l u d e d , M i l l s was 

d i s q u a l i f i e d from r e c e i v i n g unemployment-compensation 

b e n e f i t s , p u r s u a n t t o § 25-4-78(2), A l a . Code 1975. 

I n her d e c i s i o n , the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r p o i n t e d out t h a t a 

c l a i m a n t i s not e l i g i b l e t o r e c e i v e b e n e f i t s i f , among o t h e r 

t h i n g s , he or she i s " p h y s i c a l l y and m e n t a l l y unable t o 

p e r f o r m work of a c h a r a c t e r which she i s q u a l i f i e d t o p e r f o r m 

by p a s t e x p e r i e n c e or t r a i n i n g . " The h e a r i n g o f f i c e r found 

t h a t M i l l s had c a l l e d the department's " i n q u i r y l i n e " on 

Febr u a r y 28, 2011, and p r o v i d e d i n f o r m a t i o n i n d i c a t i n g t h a t he 

had become a b l e t o work as o f Feb r u a r y 14, 2011. T h e r e f o r e , 

the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r c o n c l u d e d , M i l l s met the department's 

e l i g i b i l i t y r e q u i r e m e n t s as of F e b r u a r y 14, 2011. However, 

the d e c i s i o n c o n t i n u e d , h i s d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n f o r b e n e f i t s 

would remain i n e f f e c t u n t i l he o b t a i n e d a j o b and then 

s u b s e q u e n t l y met the s t a t u t o r y q u a l i f i c a t i o n s t o be e l i g i b l e 

t o r e c e i v e unemployment compensation. 
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M i l l s a p p ealed the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r ' s d e c i s i o n t o the 

t r i a l c o u r t f o r a t r i a l de novo. A t r i a l was h e l d on A p r i l 

17, 2012. I n a d d i t i o n t o the f a c t s s e t f o r t h above, the 

evid e n c e i n d i c a t e d t h a t , a t the end o f the one-year 

r e s t r i c t i o n p e r i o d imposed by Dr. V a l e n t i n e , M i l l s d i d not 

r e t u r n t o B a l d w i n t o make h i m s e l f a v a i l a b l e f o r work. M i l l s 

t e s t i f i e d t h a t , a t the time of the t r i a l , he was l o o k i n g f o r 

work. He a l s o s a i d t h a t , s i n c e the y e a r l o n g r e s t r i c t i o n had 

ended, he had been s e e k i n g a j o b i n which he c o u l d d r i v e a 

t r u c k l o c a l l y . 

A f t e r the t r i a l , the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d a judgment 

d e n y i n g M i l l s ' s c l a i m f o r unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s . 

I n e x p l a i n i n g i t s d e c i s i o n , the t r i a l c o u r t w r o t e : 

"Here, [ M i l l s ] f a i l e d t o r e t u r n t o B a l d w i n and o f f e r 
h i m s e l f back f o r work a t the e x p i r a t i o n o f the one 
(1) year r e s t r i c t i o n and as such, t he Court f i n d s 
t h a t [ M i l l s ] v o l u n t a r i l y q u i t h i s j o b w i t h o u t good 
cause connected w i t h work and i s t h e r e f o r e 
d i s q u a l i f i e d from r e c e i v i n g unemployment b e n e f i t s 
p u r s u a n t t o Code o f Alabama § 25-4-78(2)." 

M i l l s a p p ealed t o t h i s c o u r t from the t r i a l c o u r t ' s judgment. 

On a p p e a l , M i l l s a s s e r t s t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t e r r e d i n 

de n y i n g him unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s f o r the p e r i o d 

b e g i n n i n g on F e b r u a r y 20, 2011, when he f i r s t a p p l i e d f o r 
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b e n e f i t s , and e n d i n g on J a n u a r y 19, 2012, when h i s one-year 

d r i v i n g r e s t r i c t i o n ended and he a d m i t t e d l y f a i l e d t o r e t u r n 

to B a l d w i n . 

"The t r i a l c o u r t ' s f i n d i n g s of f a c t i n an 
unemployment compensation case are presumed c o r r e c t , 
and i t s judgment based on such f i n d i n g s w i l l not be 
r e v e r s e d u n l e s s the f i n d i n g s are c l e a r l y c o n t r a r y t o 
the g r e a t weight of the e v i d e n c e . Department of  
I n d u s t r i a l R e l a t i o n s v. P i c k e t t , 448 So. 2d 364 
( A l a . C i v . App. 1983). The Unemployment 
Compensation A c t i s ' i n s u r a n c e f o r the unemployed 
worker and i s i n t e n d e d t o be a r e m e d i a l measure f o r 
h i s b e n e f i t . ' Department of I n d u s t r i a l R e l a t i o n s v. 
Jaco, 337 So. 2d 374, 376 ( A l a . C i v . App. 1976). ' I t 
s h o u l d be l i b e r a l l y c o n s t r u e d i n [the] c l a i m a n t ' s 
f a v o r and the d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n s from b e n e f i t s s h o u l d 
be n a r r o w l y c o n s t r u e d . ' Department of I n d u s t r i a l  
R e l a t i o n s v. Smith, 360 So. 2d 726, 727 ( A l a . C i v . 
App.), c e r t . den., 360 So. 2d 728 ( A l a . 1978)." 

S t a t e Dep't of Indus. R e l a t i o n s v. B r y a n t , 697 So. 2d 469, 470 

( A l a . C i v . App. 1997) . "Whether an employee l e a v e s h i s 

employment v o l u n t a r i l y w i t h o u t good cause i s a q u e s t i o n of 

f a c t . Lagrone v. Department of Indus. R e l a t i o n s , 519 So. 2d 

1345, 1347 ( A l a . C i v . App. 1987)." D i r e c t o r , Dep't of Indus. 

R e l a t i o n s v. Ford, 700 So. 2d 1388, 1390 ( A l a . C i v . App. 

1997). 

The s t a t u t e r e l i e d upon by the t r i a l c o u r t i n t h i s case 

i s § 25-4-78(2), which p r o v i d e s , i n p e r t i n e n t p a r t : 
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"An i n d i v i d u a l s h a l l be d i s q u a l i f i e d f o r t o t a l 
or p a r t i a l unemployment: 

"  

"(2) V o l u n t a r i l y q u i t t i n g work. I f he has l e f t 
h i s most r e c e n t bona f i d e work v o l u n t a r i l y w i t h o u t 
good cause connected w i t h such work. 

"a.1. However, he s h a l l not be 
d i s q u a l i f i e d i f he was f o r c e d t o l e a v e work 
because he was s i c k or d i s a b l e d , n o t i f i e d 
h i s employer of the f a c t as soon as i t was 
r e a s o n a b l y p r a c t i c a b l e so t o do, and 
r e t u r n e d t o t h a t employer and o f f e r e d 
h i m s e l f f o r work as soon as he was a g a i n 
a b l e t o work; p r o v i d e d , however, t h i s 
e x c e p t i o n s h a l l not a p p l y i f the employer 
had an e s t a b l i s h e d l e a v e - o f - a b s e n c e p o l i c y 
c o v e r i n g s i c k n e s s or d i s a b i l i t y and: 

" ( I ) The i n d i v i d u a l f a i l s t o 
comply w i t h same as soon as i t i s 
r e a s o n a b l y p r a c t i c a b l e so t o do; 
or 

" ( i i ) Upon the e x p i r a t i o n of 
a l e a v e of absence s h a l l f a i l t o 
r e t u r n t o s a i d employer and o f f e r 
h i m s e l f f o r work, i f he s h a l l 
then be a b l e t o work, or i f he i s 
not then a b l e t o work, he f a i l s 
t o so n o t i f y h i s employer of t h a t 
f a c t and r e q u e s t an e x t e n s i o n of 
h i s s a i d l e a v e of absence as soon 
as i t i s r e a s o n a b l y p r a c t i c a b l e 
so t o do." 

For the reasons d i s c u s s e d below, we agree w i t h M i l l s t h a t 

the t r i a l c o u r t ' s f i n d i n g t h a t he f a i l e d t o r e t u r n t o B a l d w i n 
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and o f f e r h i m s e l f f o r employment cannot serve as the b a s i s f o r 

d e n y i n g him b e n e f i t s f o r the year b e g i n n i n g on January 19, 

2011, when Dr. V a l e n t i n e r e s t r i c t e d M i l l s from w o r k i n g as a 

commercial t r u c k d r i v e r . We note t h a t , on a p p e a l , M i l l s 

concedes t h a t , because he d i d not r e t u r n t o B a l d w i n a t the end 

of h i s r e s t r i c t i o n p e r i o d , he i s not e n t i t l e d t o r e c e i v e 

unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s from January 2012 f o r w a r d . 

To r e v i e w the p r o p r i e t y of the t r i a l c o u r t ' s 

d e t e r m i n a t i o n , we must c o n s t r u e the meaning of § 25-4-

7 8 ( 2 ) a . 1 . ( i i ) . 

"'"The i n t e n t of the L e g i s l a t u r e i s 
the p o l e s t a r o f s t a t u t o r y c o n s t r u c t i o n . " 
Siegelman v. Alabama Ass'n of Sch. Bds., 
819 So. 2d 568, 579 ( A l a . 2001) ( c i t i n g 
R i c h a r d s o n v. PSB Armor, I n c . , 682 So. 2d 
438, 440 ( A l a . 1996); Jones v. C o n r a d i , 673 
So. 2d 389, 394 ( A l a . 1995); and Ex p a r t e  
J o rdan, 592 So. 2d 579, 581 ( A l a . 1992)). 
We are m i n d f u l t h a t "the L e g i s l a t u r e w i l l 
not be presumed t o have done a f u t i l e t h i n g 
i n e n a c t i n g a s t a t u t e ; t h e r e i s a 
p r esumption t h a t the L e g i s l a t u r e i n t e n d e d 
a j u s t and r e a s o n a b l e c o n s t r u c t i o n and d i d 
not enact a s t a t u t e t h a t has no p r a c t i c a l 
meaning." Weathers v. C i t y of O x f o r d, 8 95 
So. 2d 305, 309 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2004) 
( c i t i n g Ex p a r t e Watley, 708 So. 2d 890 
( A l a . 1997), and Ex p a r t e Meeks, 682 So. 2d 
423 ( A l a . 1 996)).' 

" G l a s s v. A n n i s t o n C i t y Bd. of Educ., 957 So. 2d 
1143, 1147 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2006). A d d i t i o n a l l y , 
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'"[a] l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w i l l not be adopted, 
when i t would d e f e a t the purposes o f a s t a t u t e , i f 
any o t h e r r e a s o n a b l e c o n s t r u c t i o n can be g i v e n t o 
the words."' Limestone County Water & Sewer Auth.  
v. C i t y of Athens, 896 So. 2d 531, 537 ( A l a . C i v . 
App. 2004) ( q u o t i n g H a r r i n g t o n v. S t a t e , 200 A l a . 
480, 482, 76 So. 422, 424 (1917)). '[T]he law i s a 
re a s o n a b l e master, and i t s h o u l d be so c o n s t r u e d i n 
the l i g h t of common sense i n a s c e r t a i n i n g the 
l e g i s l a t i v e i n t e n t . ' S t i t h C o a l Co. v. Sa n f o r d , 192 
A l a . 601, 606-07, 68 So. 990, 992 (1915)." 

T.G. v. Houston Cnty. Dep't of Human Res., 39 So. 3d 1146, 

1149-50 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2009). 

The t r i a l c o u r t determined t h a t M i l l s was d i s q u a l i f i e d 

from r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s b e g i n n i n g i n January 2011 because, a 

year a f t e r he a p p l i e d and was d e n i e d those b e n e f i t s , he f a i l e d 

t o r e t u r n t o work a t B a l d w i n . In o t h e r words, the t r i a l 

c o u r t ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f § 2 5 - 4 - 7 8 ( 2 ) a . 1 . ( i i ) d e p r i v e s M i l l s 

of o b t a i n i n g b e n e f i t s d u r i n g the p e r i o d t h a t , p u r s u a n t t o 

Bal d w i n ' s p o l i c y , M i l l s was not a b l e t o d r i v e c o m m e r c i a l l y . 

However, M i l l s ' s f a i l u r e t o r e t u r n t o work a t the end o f t h a t 

p e r i o d cannot p o s s i b l y be the b a s i s f o r the d e n i a l o f b e n e f i t s 

as e a r l y as Febr u a r y 20, 2011. 

As mentioned, the l e g i s l a t u r e ' s i n t e n t i n e n a c t i n g the 

Unemployment Compensation A c t ("the A c t " ) , § 25-4-1 e t seq., 

A l a . Code 1975, was t o p r o v i d e " ' i n s u r a n c e f o r the unemployed 
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worker and i s i n t e n d e d t o be a r e m e d i a l measure f o r h i s 

b e n e f i t . ' " B r y a n t , 697 So. 2d a t 470 ( q u o t i n g Dep't of Indus.  

R e l a t i o n s v. Jaco, 337 So. 2d 374, 376 ( A l a . C i v . App. 1976)). 

Furthermore, d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n s from b e n e f i t s must be n a r r o w l y 

c o n s t r u e d . I d . A c l a i m a n t c e r t a i n l y i s not r e q u i r e d t o w a i t 

u n t i l he or she once a g a i n has the a b i l i t y t o work b e f o r e he 

or she can a p p l y f o r b e n e f i t s f o r payments aimed a t a s s i s t i n g 

the c l a i m a n t d u r i n g the p e r i o d he or she cannot work. We 

conclude t h a t the p r o v i s i o n a t i s s u e does not become o p e r a t i v e 

u n t i l a l e a v e p e r i o d has ended and the c l a i m a n t then f a i l s t o 

r e t u r n t o work. D u r i n g the time a c l a i m a n t i s not a b l e t o 

work, § 2 5 - 4 - 7 8 ( 2 ) a . 1 . ( i i ) has no a p p l i c a t i o n . To i n t e r p r e t 

the s t a t u t e i n the manner the t r i a l c o u r t has i n t e r p r e t e d i t 

would d e p r i v e a c l a i m a n t o f unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s 

at the time those b e n e f i t s are most needed. Such a r e s u l t 

d e f e a t s the purpose of the A c t . A c c o r d i n g l y , we conclude t h a t 

the t r i a l c o u r t e r r e d i n d e n y i n g M i l l s unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s from Feb r u a r y 2011 u n t i l the end o f the 

year d u r i n g which Dr. V a l e n t i n e r e s t r i c t e d him from d r i v i n g on 

the ground t h a t M i l l s f a i l e d t o r e t u r n t o B a l d w i n t o o f f e r 

h i m s e l f f o r employment i n January 2012. 
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Our i n q u i r y does not end t h e r e , however. T h i s c o u r t 

"'must a f f i r m the judgment of the t r i a l c o u r t i f t h a t judgment 

i s s u p p o r t e d by any v a l i d l e g a l ground, even i f t h a t ground 

was not argued b e f o r e the t r i a l c o u r t or t h i s C o u r t . ' " 

P a t t e r s o n v. L i b e r t y N a t ' l L i f e I n s . Co., 903 So. 2d 769, 780 

( A l a . 2 0 0 4 ) ( q u o t i n g Ex p a r t e CTB, I n c . , 782 So. 2d 188, 191 

( A l a . 2 0 00)). 

S e c t i o n 25-4-77 of the A c t e s t a b l i s h e s the r e q u i r e m e n t s 

a c l a i m a n t must meet t o be e l i g i b l e t o r e c e i v e b e n e f i t s . 

Assuming a c l a i m a n t meets those r e q u i r e m e n t s , he or she s t i l l 

might be d i s q u a l i f i e d from r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s because of 

c e r t a i n reasons enumerated i n § 25-4-78. In d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t 

M i l l s had v o l u n t a r i l y l e f t h i s employment w i t h o u t good cause 

connected t o h i s work, the t r i a l c o u r t a p p l i e d the second s t e p 

i n the p r o c e s s of d e t e r m i n i n g whether M i l l s was d i s q u a l i f i e d 

from r e c e i v i n g unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s . The 

t h r e s h o l d q u e s t i o n , however, i s whether M i l l s was e l i g i b l e t o 

r e c e i v e b e n e f i t s i n the f i r s t p l a c e . 

On a p p e a l , the department argues t h a t M i l l s d i d not seek 

employment d u r i n g the year he was r e s t r i c t e d from d r i v i n g ; 

t h e r e f o r e , i t says, he was not e l i g i b l e t o r e c e i v e 
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unemployment compensation. In sup p o r t o f i t s a s s e r t i o n , the 

department p o i n t s out t h a t , t o be e l i g i b l e f o r unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s , a c l a i m a n t must be p h y s i c a l l y and 

m e n t a l l y a b l e and a v a i l a b l e t o p e r f o r m work of a c h a r a c t e r he 

or she i s q u a l i f i e d t o p e r f o r m by p a s t e x p e r i e n c e or t r a i n i n g , 

and he or she i s r e q u i r e d t o make a r e a s o n a b l e e f f o r t t o 

o b t a i n such work d u r i n g the p e r i o d f o r which unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s are sought. § 25-4-77(a)(3) and (5), 

A l a . Code 1975. 

M i l l s p r e s e n t e d e v i d e n c e i n d i c a t i n g t h a t , on Febr u a r y 10, 

2011, h i s p h y s i c i a n , Dr. P o l a n s k y , d e t e r m i n e d t h a t he was 

p h y s i c a l l y a b l e t o r e t u r n t o work. In h i s b r i e f , M i l l s 

conceded t h a t , o t h e r than b e i n g r e s t r i c t e d from b e i n g a 

commercial t r u c k d r i v e r , he was not m e d i c a l l y r e s t r i c t e d from 

p e r f o r m i n g any o t h e r j o b . T h e r e f o r e , M i l l s met the 

requirement t h a t he be p h y s i c a l l y and m e n t a l l y a b l e t o work. 

§ 2 5 - 4 - 7 7 ( a ) ( 3 ) . 

However, a f u r t h e r e l i g i b i l i t y r e q u i r e m e n t i s t h a t the 

c l a i m a n t make a " r e a s o n a b l e and a c t i v e e f f o r t t o secure work 

which he i s q u a l i f i e d t o p e r f o r m by p a s t e x p e r i e n c e and 

t r a i n i n g . " § 2 5 - 4 - 7 7 ( a ) ( 5 ) . " I t i s not n e c e s s a r y t h a t a 
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c l a i m a n t seek employment s o l e l y i n the same i n d u s t r y as her 

former employment. H e a t h e r l y v. Campbell, 485 So. 2d 735 

( A l a . C i v . App. 1986)." Canady v. A l l e n , 646 So. 2d 147, 149 

( A l a . C i v . App. 1994). A c l a i m a n t must p r e s e n t e v i d e n c e t h a t 

shows he or she made g o o d - f a i t h and r e a s o n a b l e e f f o r t s t o 

secure employment. S t a t e Dep't of Indus. R e l a t i o n s v.  

S i n g l e t o n , 364 So. 2d 325, 326-27 ( A l a . C i v . App. 1978) . In 

t h i s case, t h e r e i s no evi d e n c e i n the r e c o r d i n d i c a t i n g t h a t 

M i l l s sought employment o f any k i n d d u r i n g the time f o r which 

he seeks unemployment-compensation b e n e f i t s . M i l l s thus 

f a i l e d t o meet h i s burden o f d e m o n s t r a t i n g t h a t he made a 

g o o d - f a i t h and r e a s o n a b l e e f f o r t t o secure employment. 

A c c o r d i n g l y , M i l l s was not e l i g i b l e t o r e c e i v e unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s , and the t r i a l c o u r t ' s d e t e r m i n a t i o n 

t h a t M i l l s was not e n t i t l e d t o r e c e i v e b e n e f i t s was c o r r e c t , 

a l b e i t f o r a reason not s t a t e d i n the judgment. The t r i a l 

c o u r t ' s judgment d e n y i n g M i l l s ' s c l a i m f o r unemployment-

compensation b e n e f i t s i s t h e r e f o r e a f f i r m e d . 

AFFIRMED. 

P i t t m a n , Thomas, and Donaldson, J J . , concur. 

Moore, J . , concurs i n the r e s u l t , w i t h o u t w r i t i n g . 
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