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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The claimant timely appealed a May 6, 2008, notice of determination that denied unemployment insurance benefits under AS 23.20.379. The issue is whether the claimant voluntarily quit suitable work without good cause.
FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant began working for the interested employer on February 16, 2006. She last worked on March 14, 2008. At that time, she was normally scheduled to work Monday through Friday, seven and one-half hours per day. However, the claimant had been on family medical leave since December 2007, and she was limited to working only six hour per day. She earned $18.95 per hour as an eligibility technician.

The claimant was planning to get married in May 2008. The claimant’s fiancé lives in Kansas. Prior to making the decision to relocate the claimant to Kansas, the claimant and her fiancé considered the possibility of relocating him to Alaska. The claimant’s fiancé owned a home in Kansas and had worked for the same employer for over 20 years. No viable options for employment for the claimant’s fiancé in Alaska were found.
Prior to the claimant’s last day of work she had been able to use her personal leave and donated leave to maintain her full-time income. When she quit her job the claimant had exhausted her leave options. At that time, she believed that she would not be able to support herself in Alaska on working only six hours per day.

The claimant’s monthly net income for her last month of employment was $2,218. This amount was based on seven and one-half hours of combined wages earned and leave pay. Six hours per day is eighty percent of seven and one-half hours. And estimated eighty percent of the claimant’s net income from her last month of employment would be $1,774.
The claimant’s living expenses in Alaska prior to her move, compared to her living in expenses in Kansas, are shown below:




Alaska



Kansas
Rent:



$850




None 
Groceries:


$250




None
Transportation:

None




None
Telephone:


$ 85




$ 85
Utilities:


included in rent


None 
Student loans

$300




$300

Medical & Insurance
unknown



unknown
Various credit cards
unknown



unchanged

Total Cost


$1485



$385

The claimant quit her job on March 14, 2008, and moved from Alaska on March 30, 2008. In the hearing, the claimant explained that due to her medical condition she required more than the customary amount of time to prepare her household for the move. She was physically unable to work all day and then spend all evening preparing for such a move.

The claimant’s wedding was scheduled for May 2008. The claimant moved on March 30, 2008, because she needed time to plan the wedding. The claimant found that it was not possible to arrange a wedding long distance.
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; or

(2) was discharged for misconduct connected with the insured worker's last work.

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;
(2) 
leaving work to accompany or join a spouse or maintain a family unit in a location from which it is impractical to commute to that work, so long as the decision to leave work was reasonable in view of all the facts, no reasonable alternative existed to leaving work, and the worker's actions were in good faith and consistent with a genuine desire of retaining employment
CONCLUSION
A claimant may give two or more reasons for quitting. However, the one reason that was the precipitating event is the real cause of the quit, with the other reasons being incidental. In such cases, good cause depends on the precipitating event and the other reasons are not pertinent to the matter at hand. In many cases, the quit is in fact caused by a combination of factors. However, although the other factors contributed to the worker’s overall circumstance, the claimant would not have quit at the particular time, had it not been for the precipitating event.
In the matter at hand, the Tribunal finds that the precipitating event leading to the claimant’s decision to quit her job was her desire to relocate to Kansas to marry her fiancé and establish a family unit.
In Cunningham, Comm’r Dec. 96 1256, December 10, 1996, the Commissioner state in part:

The regulation requires us to examine the underlying reasons for a decision to quit and relocate. But we must also recognize the variety of family circumstances that contribute to the decision. Place of residence, child care difficulties, and the career of the primary wage earner may impact families in ways that do not affect single claimants who have no dependents. Further, we must consider all three legs of the domestic quit test in the regulation. A claimant who meets the standards of reasonableness, compulsion, and good faith has good cause for a quit to relocate. Hougen, Comm'r. Dec. 96-1185, September 12, 1996.   
At the time that the claimant quit her job, her fiancé was not legally her spouse. The claimant and her fiancé do not have a child in common, and were not a family unit in that respect. Therefore, the claimant has not established a compelling reason for quitting her job under the provisions of 
8 AAC 85.095 (c)(2). 
The claimant’s belief that she would not be able to support herself financially working only six hours is unsubstantiated by the evidence. The claimant’s expenses in Alaska were approximately $1485 per month. Her estimated monthly income at six hours per day was $1774. The claimant had no income when she arrived in Kansas. She continued to have $385 in monthly expenses; this does not represent an improvement in her financial circumstance and consequently, does not create a compelling reason for leaving suitable work.
The claimant’s desire to move to Kansas to marry her fiancé is completely understandable. It does not, however, constitute good cause for quitting suitable work under AS 23.20.379. Therefore, the Tribunal finds that benefits were properly denied. 
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on May 6, 2008, is AFFIRMED. The claimant is denied unemployment benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending March 22, 2008, through April 26, 2008. The claimant’s maximum benefit entitlement is reduced by three weeks, and she may be ineligible for the receipt of extended benefits.
APPEAL RIGHTS

This decision is final unless an appeal is filed to the Commissioner of Labor and Workforce Development 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 July 2, 2008.




                                  

Kathy A Thorstad, 








Hearing Officer

