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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The claimant timely appealed September 19, 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 March 2008. He last worked on August 28, 2008. At that time, he normally worked full-time and earned $20.00 per hour as a locator.

The interested employer in this matter is operating a new business as a service vendor to other businesses. It is the employer’s responsibility to locate underground power lines prior to the customer digging during times of construction or repair. The claimant worked as a locator in Eagle River, Alaska. Eagle River has especially steep terrain, as the city is located on the side of a mountain.
When the claimant began working for the employer the business owner was experiencing some personal difficulties. In the first few months of business both the business owner’s parents passed away. She was also having difficulty with cash flow. The claimant maintained that the employer consistently had trouble meeting the payroll. 
In May 2008, the claimant’s paycheck was returned from the employer’s bank due to nonsufficient funds in the account. The returned payroll check caused several of the claimant’s personal checks to bounce. The claimant maintained that he was supposed to be paid every other Friday, and paychecks were frequently anywhere from two days to two weeks late. The claimant did not file a claim with the Department of Labor Wage and Hour Division because he was not aware that he could.

The employer maintained a very limited number of employees. The claimant indicated that in the early part of the summer season he was frequently required to work overtime to meet the timeline required for locates. It was the claimant’s understanding that all locates were required to be completed within 48 hours of the order. The claimant’s work ethic had him placing the burden of this responsibility on himself rather than on the employer. The claimant began to experience stress because he was overworked and understaffed to complete the work orders in a timely manner. The claimant repeatedly expressed his need for assistance to the operations manager.
In addition to the emotional stress of being overworked the claimant also began to experience physical symptoms related to working on steep terrain. He began to experience severe muscle fatigue, spasms, pain and numbness in his legs. The claimant did not seek medical attention for the symptoms because he did not have insurance. The claimant did not file a workers’ compensation report regarding his work related physical symptoms. The claimant self-medicated with topical pain relievers and continued working.
In July 2008, the claimant told the employer that if he did not get some help he was going to quit. The operations manager was able to hire help for the claimant but the helper quit after his first day on the job. Shortly thereafter, the employer transferred two workers from the Wasilla area to assist the claimant. 
During the third week of August 2008, those two individuals also quit. The claimant decided he had enough; he was no longer willing to continue working under the stress of being overworked and understaffed. He submitted his resignation notice to the operations manager with an effective date of August 28, 2008. The claimant worked out the resignation period. 

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
A worker 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 beside the point. In many cases, the quit is in fact caused by a combination of factors, but, although the other factors contributed to the worker’s overall dissatisfaction, the worker would not have quit at the particular time, had it not been for the precipitating event. The most recent occurrence is most often the cause of the quit. This is especially true if the other reasons are based on incidents that happened long before the quit, or are based on conditions under which the worker continued working for some time. 

In the matter at hand, the claimant gave numerous reasons for why he quit his job. He was dissatisfied with the employer’s payroll problems, and stressed out about being overworked and experiencing physical symptoms from working on steep terrain. The claimant had worked with the payroll and cash flow problems from his first day of employment, indicating that the pay situation was not egregious enough to cause him to quit his job. The claimant did not seek medical attention for his physical symptoms, also indicating they were not egregious enough to cause him to quit his job.

When two coworkers quit, the prospect of again being faced with an insurmountable amount of work and no assistance led the claimant to quit when he did.
The Benefit Policy Manual, §§VL 450.05, 515.6 of the Employment Security Division provides, in part:
A worker who leaves employment because the work required is excessive or because of speed requirements has good cause only when the employer's requirement is unreasonable and when the worker has attempted to resolve the situation. . . . The requirement for the additional duties must be permanent, or at least not subject to change in the foreseeable future. If the situation is in the process of being remedied, the worker does not have good cause to quit. . . .
When the claimant quit his job he had just learned that two of his coworkers had quit. He assumed that he was going to be burdened with an excessive amount of work and no help. He did not wait see how the situation would be addressed before resigning his job. Consequently, the claimant failed to establish good cause for quitting work on the date chosen. Therefore, a disqualification of benefits is in order.
DECISION

The notice of determination issued in this matter on September 19, 2008, is AFFIRMED. The claimant is denied unemployment benefits under AS 23.20.379 for the weeks ending September 6, 2008, through October 11, 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.
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