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DECISION OF THE COMMISSIONER

Docket No. 05 1021

IN THE MATTER OF:

CLAIMANT:
EMPLOYER:
CLAUDELLEN EDGE
BUDGET RENT A CAR

The claimant timely appealed to the Department from a Tribunal decision mailed 

June 20, 2005 that affirmed a determination denying benefits under AS 23.20.379. The Tribunal held the claimant quit work without good cause.

We have reviewed the entire record in this case. On appeal to the Department, the claimant argues, in part:

I feel I quit my job for good reason: MY FAMILY. But I did not get to do as was originally planned….my impression of the decision is that UI appeal decision makers (UI Tribunal) do not take into consideration that sometimes family situations change. Whether it was my son’s program or my ill dad. I feel family should be number 1. I did not have FMLA or any leave of absence available to me….

We find no material errors in the Tribunal’s findings and we accept them as our own, with several additions. Briefly, the claimant planned to quit on April 16 but left work without notice mid-day on March 31. The claimant planned to quit in mid-April so she could spend the last two months of her son’s therapy with him in Montana. The claimant planned to find work while in Montana. It is unknown if the claimant asked about a transfer with her employer. 

The claimant left on March 31 because she felt stressed about her father who had recently suffered from congestive heart failure, and that her son had been in Montana in therapy for ten months. Also, her replacement at work was doing the job well. While the claimant’s underlying decision to quit so she could participate in her son’s therapy during its final stages may have been for compelling reasons, we must make this decision based on her reasons for leaving on March 31, sixteen days ahead of schedule. Although the claimant did leave Alaska on April 4 to be with her father, there is no evidence that, as of March 31, the claimant planned to leave Alaska any sooner than April 16. 
We have previously held that when a work separation occurs at least two days or more sooner than the planned resignation date, then the intervening reason becomes the reason for leaving. Roush, Comm’r  Dec. No. 96 2904, November 18, 1996, aff’d in Flores, Comm’r Dec. No. 96 2183, December 16, 1996.

The reasons for the claimant’s decision to quit effective March 31, 2005 do not amount to good cause as it is defined for unemployment insurance purposes. The decision of the Employment Security Division Appeal Tribunal entered in this matter is AFFIRMED. Benefits are denied for the weeks ending April 2, 2005 through May 7, 2005. The claimant’s entitlement is reduced by three times her weekly benefit amount, and she may not be eligible for extended benefits.

FURTHER APPEAL may be had from this decision by filing a Notice of Appeal in Superior Court for the State of Alaska within 30 days from the date of mailing of this decision as provided in AS 23.20.445, AS 44.62.560-570 and the Rules of Appellate Procedure of the State of Alaska. Unless an appeal is filed within the 30‑day period, this decision is final.

Dated and Mailed in Juneau, Alaska, on August 10, 2005.
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