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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The claimant timely appealed September 29, 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 in May 2007. He last worked on August 10, 2008. At that time, he normally worked 12 hours per day 7 days per week, two weeks on and two weeks off on the North Slope of Alaska. He earned $21.00 per hour as a night dispatcher.

The claimant lives in Texas. In the fall of 2007, the claimant and his fiancé decided to get married. The couple originally intended to sell the fiancé’s house in Texas and have her relocate to Alaska. When the house did not sell by December 2007, the couple decided that the wife would remain in Texas and the claimant would commute back and forth to the North Slope for work.

In late January 2008, the claimant relocated from Alaska to Texas and began commuting. The commute from Texas to Alaska every two weeks involved multiple days of travel and cost several hundred dollars every two weeks. 
The claimant was married on March 1, 2008. The travel consumed a major portion of the claimant’s income and his off duty hours. It also extended the time the couple was separated. The couple began to experience a strain on their marriage. The couple agreed that their marriage would be better served if the claimant found a job in Texas and quit his job in Alaska. The claimant did not attempt to transfer with the employer as the employer does not operate in Texas. The claimant spent the next several months applying for jobs in Texas without success. 
On August 8, 2008, when the claimant decided it was no longer feasible for him to continue to commute more than 4,000 miles to work he quit his job. 
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

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 Toomey, Comm'r. Dec. 88H‑UI‑181, September 29, 1988, the Commissioner considered the case of a claimant who worked at a remote site in Alaska on a rotating schedule. The claimant decided to leave his employment, because he felt that his lengthy absences were placing a strain on his marriage and, that there was the possibility of his son developing serious problems without his presence and guidance. However, there was not a problem or emergency requiring his presence. The Commissioner stated:


It is understandable that Mr. Toomey or, for that matter, any parent being [absent] from home frequently or for lengthy periods is not the best of situations and may be expected to cause some degree of difficulty and strained relations. The question is, at what point do the circumstances become so compelling and necessitous as to provide "'good cause"'? It is not that Mr. Toomey's fears and concerns were not real. Rather, it is that he simply has not shown concrete circumstances so compelling and necessitous as to provide "'good cause"' as that term is defined for unemployment insurance benefit purposes. No compelling problem or emergency was eminent or occurring..
The Tribunal understands the pressures on a new marriage, and is sympathetic to the strain associated with a spouse working in a remote location. However, as shown in Toomey, above, the claimant has not shown concrete circumstances so compelling and necessitous as to provide "'good cause"' as that term is defined for unemployment insurance benefit purposes. As such, a disqualification is in order. 
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on September 29, 2008, is AFFIRMED. The claimant is denied unemployment benefits under 
AS 23.20. 379 for the weeks ending August 16, 2008, through September 20, 2008. The claimant’s maximum benefit entitlement is reduced by three weeks, and he 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 October 31, 2008.
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