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Affirmed
Disqualification

PROCEDURAL HISTORY: On September 29, 2025, the Oregon Employment Department (the
Department) served notice of an administrative decision concluding that claimant quit working for the
employer without good cause and was denied benefits effective December 15, 2024 (decision #
L0013184460).! Claimant filed a timely request for hearing. On November 24, 2025, ALJ Fraser
conducted a hearing and issued Order No. 25-UI-312043, affirming decision # L0013184460. On
December 4, 2025, claimant filed an application for review with the Employment Appeals Board (EAB).

WRITTEN ARGUMENT: Claimant submitted two written arguments on December 4, 2025, at 8:52
a.m. and 5:07 p.m., and submitted a third written argument on December 15, 2025. EAB did not
consider the earlier of claimant’s arguments submitted on December 4, 2025 because she did not state
that she provided a copy of her argument to the employer as required by OAR 471-041-0080(2)(a) (May
13, 2019). Additionally, all three of claimant’s arguments contained information that was not part of the
hearing record.

Claimant suggested that she might have been prevented from offering at least some of the additional
information, regarding the garnishment of her wages, into the hearing record “because there was no
prior notification of any garnishment, and this was only learned after the hearing.” Claimant’s Second
December 4, 2025 Written Argument at 1. This suggestion is, to some extent, contradicted by claimant’s
own hearing testimony, in which she referenced concerns about her wages being garnished.?
Additionally, much of the documentation enclosed with the written arguments are dated prior to the
hearing, and claimant did not show that she was unable to obtain copies of these documents until after
the hearing, such that she might have been prevented them from offering the information during the

! Decision # L0013184460 stated that claimant was denied benefits from December 15, 2024 to May 16, 2026. However,
decision # L0013184460 should have stated that claimant was denied benefits beginning December 15, 2024 and until she
earned four times her weekly benefit amount. See ORS 657.176.

2 For example, claimant testified, “And I advised [the employer] not to garnish my paycheck, final paycheck, but she in fact
did.” Transcript at 35.
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hearing due to factors or circumstances beyond her reasonable control. ORS 657.275(2), OAR 471-041-
0090 (May 13, 2019).

The only new information in claimant’s written arguments which clearly could not have been offered
into the record at the time of the hearing consists of correspondence between claimant and the
employer’s witness that took place after the hearing, and related documentation. This correspondence
regarded claimant’s ongoing concern that she was not properly paid wages owed to her, or that her
wages had been garnished. Even if claimant was prevented by factors or circumstances beyond her
reasonable control from offering this information in into hearing record, however, claimant has not
shown that this information was relevant and material to EAB’s determination of whether she had good
cause for quitting because, as explained below, this concern was not the proximate cause of her decision
to quit. ORS 657.275(2) and OAR 471-041-0090(1)(b)(A). Under ORS 657.275(2) and OAR 471-041-
0090, EAB considered only information received into evidence at the hearing. EAB considered any parts
of the latter two of claimant’s arguments that were based on the hearing record.

FINDINGS OF FACT: (1) Stiles, LLC employed claimant as a personal assistant from April 2 through
December 18, 2024. Claimant provided assistance to a resident at a retirement community.

(2) Beginning in November 2024, claimant had some difficulties with her paycheck. These stemmed, at
least in part, from claimant’s request that one of her paychecks be reissued, and the subsequent stop
payment order imposed on the check once it was determined that the same sum had already been direct-
deposited into her bank account. Claimant attempted to discuss her concerns with the employer’s human
resources (HR) representative, but did not receive responses to her inquiries in what she felt was a
timely fashion. Claimant felt that this constituted retaliation against her. Additionally, the issues with her
paycheck resulted in financial hardship for claimant.

(3) In addition to claimant’s concerns about her paycheck, she also felt her “work environment was too
hostile,” that she was “being bullied,” and that the employer would change her schedule without
sufficient notice. Transcript at 20.

(4) On December 18, 2024 at approximately noon, the employer’s intake coordinator visited claimant at
the residence in Beaverton, Oregon where she was working with her client, and told claimant that she
would need to submit to a random drug screen. The intake coordinator initially performed a mouth swab
test on claimant while on-site with claimant, but the results of that test were inconclusive. As such, at
approximately 1:00 p.m., the employer notified claimant that she was required to report for a urinalysis
test at a testing facility in Vancouver, Washington. The employer also advised claimant that they would
“like her to get [to the testing facility] within the hour... and to not make any stops” on the way there.
Transcript at 29.

(5) Claimant was concerned about whether she would be able to get to the facility in Vancouver within
an hour, but intended to go. However, around the time that she planned to leave, the fire alarm in her
client’s building sounded, which required claimant to help the client down several flights of stairs to exit
the building. The alarm subsequently sounded another two or three times.

(6) Once claimant received the all-clear from her client’s building’s management, at approximately 1:28
p.m., she again intended to set out for the testing facility. However, around that time, she received a text
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message from the employer’s human resources (HR) representative stating that she would not need to
return to the client’s residence after the test, and that she would be paid for the rest of her shift, which
was scheduled to end at 3:00 p.m. The HR representative’s intent with this message was merely to allow
claimant to report for the test without having to make the drive back to the client’s residence, and the
employer did not intend to discharge claimant at that point. Nevertheless, claimant understood this
message to mean that the employer intended to discharge her if she did not report to the testing facility
within an hour of when the employer told her to go. At 1:34 p.m., claimant, realizing that she would not
be able to make it to the testing facility in time, sent the employer a text message stating that she was
resigning. Claimant did not work for the employer thereafter.

(7) When claimant sent the resignation text message to the employer, she felt that “the threat of being
terminated was just way too much for [her] to bear” in light of her other recent frustrations with the
employer. Transcript at 20, 15. Prior to resigning, claimant did not ask the employer to clarify whether
they intended to discharge her, or why she would not be required to return to work after she finished at
the testing facility.

CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS: Claimant quit work without good cause.

Nature of the Work Separation. A work separation occurs when a claimant or employer ends the
employer-employee relationship.

If claimant could have continued to work for the employer for an additional period of time, the work
separation is a voluntary leaving. OAR 471-030-0038(2)(a) (September 22, 2020). If claimant was
willing to continue working for the employer for an additional period of time, but the employer did not
allow claimant to do so, the separation is a discharge. OAR 471-030-0038(2)(b).

On December 18, 2024, claimant notified the employer via text message that she was resigning. Despite
this, claimant asserted at hearing that she felt the work separation was a “constructive discharge,” as she
felt she “didn’t have any other choice [but to quit] at that point.” Transcript at 20. However, the record
shows that the employer had no intention of discharging claimant that day. Thus, because the record
contains no indication that the employer would not have been willing to allow claimant to continue
working for them, whereas claimant specifically evinced an unwillingness to continue working for the
employer, the work separation was a voluntary leaving.

Voluntary Leaving. A claimant who leaves work voluntarily is disqualified from the receipt of benefits
unless they prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, that they had good cause for leaving work when
they did. ORS 657.176(2)(c); Young v. Employment Dept., 170 Or App 752, 13 P3d 1027 (2000). “Good
cause . . . is such that a reasonable and prudent person of normal sensitivity, exercising ordinary
common sense, would leave work.” OAR 471-030-0038(4). “[T]he reason must be of such gravity that
the individual has no reasonable alternative but to leave work.” OAR 471-030-0038(4). The standard is
objective. McDowell v. Employment Dept., 348 Or 605, 612, 236 P3d 722 (2010).

Claimant quit work after she received a notification from the employer that she would not be required to
return to work that day after reporting for a drug screen. As a preliminary matter, claimant offered at
hearing varying and somewhat conflicting explanations for why she chose to quit. For instance, claimant
first testified that she quit because of “all [of] the violations of unpaid wages” and “ignored” time off
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requests. Transcript at 6. Claimant likewise testified that the events on December 18, 2024 were “not the
final straw” which led her to quit, but that she instead quit due to “multiple things” such as being
“retaliated against for whistleblowing” and the “stop payment check for hours that [she] worked after
November 20™.” Transcript at 11, 13. Conversely, claimant testified that “[t]he final straw was the threat
of termination... to go and submit [to] a drug screen in an untimely manner,” for which she believed she
would be discharged “if [she] did not comply.” Transcript at 6.

In light of the above conflicting testimony, the circumstances surrounding the separation itself should be
examined to infer the proximate reason for claimant’s decision to quit. Claimant’s concerns about her
paycheck arose in November 2024, at least a month prior to the day that she quit, and were apparently
ongoing as of the date that she quit. Claimant’s other reported concerns, such as alleged retaliation, also
existed prior to December 18, 2024. By contrast, claimant only became concerned about being
discharged on December 18, 2024 when she realized that she would not be able to get to the testing
facility within the timeline the employer had indicated, and received the text message indicating that she
would not have to return to work that day. Claimant quit almost immediately afterwards. Thus, claimant
likely would not have quit if not for her belief that she would be discharged if she did not get to the
testing facility on time. Therefore, this belief was the proximate cause of claimant’s decision to quit, and
the proper focus of the good-cause analysis.

Claimant has not met her burden to show that she faced a situation of such gravity that she had no
reasonable alternative but to quit. Claimant’s belief that she was about to be imminently discharged was
based on her assumption that the employer would discharge her if she did not report to the testing
facility within an hour. Claimant offered no support for this belief other than the text message she had
received from the employer’s HR representative, which had indicated that she would not have to return
to work after the testing was completed, and which claimant understood to mean that she had been, or
would likely be, discharged.

Had claimant attempted to clarify the meaning of the text message before quitting, the HR representative
almost certainly would have informed claimant that she had merely meant that she did not expect
claimant to make the drive back to Beaverton after driving to Vancouver that afternoon. A reasonable
and prudent person, believing that they were facing potential or actual discharge, would have sought to
clarify the matter with their employer before assuming that the employment relationship had essentially
already ended. Because claimant did not do so, but instead quit based on her mistaken belief that she had
been or was about to be discharged, claimant did not quit for a reason of such gravity that she had no
reasonable alternative but to quit, and, thus, did not have good cause for quitting.

For the above reasons, claimant quit work without good cause is disqualified from receiving benefits
effective December 15, 2024.

DECISION: Order No. 25-UI-312043 is affirmed.

D. Hettle and A. Steger-Bentz;
S. Serres, not participating.

DATE of Service: January 14, 2026
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NOTE: You may appeal this decision by filing a Petition for Judicial Review with the Oregon Court of
Appeals within 30 days of the date of service stated above. See ORS 657.282. For forms and
information, visit https://www.courts.oregon.gov/courts/appellate/forms/Pages/appeal.aspx and choose
the appropriate form under “File a Petition for Judicial Review.” You may also contact the Court of
Appeals by telephone at (503) 986-5555, by fax at (503) 986-5560, or by mail at 1163 State Street,
Salem, Oregon 97301.

Please help us improve our service by completing an online customer service survey. To complete
the survey, please go to https://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/5552642/EAB-Customer-Service-Survey. If
you are unable to complete the survey online and wish to have a paper copy of the survey, please contact
our office.
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( employment  UUnderstanding Your Employment
epartment
Appeals Board Decision

English

Attention — This decision affects your unemployment benefits. If you do not understand this decision, contact the
Employment Appeals Board immediately. If you do not agree with this decision, you may file a Petition for Judicial
Review with the Oregon Court of Appeals following the instructions written at the end of the decision.

Simplified Chinese

EE - RHRSEIEN RIS . DREAF AR R, GRS EFRRA . WREAREH
e, R DAL 2R EE RIS U, s MM L VRIABE e RV

Traditional Chinese

FEE - AHREEEENRERE S, MREAHAARRR, FHLBEYE LREEE. WREAFERILH
TRy G DAL IEZ RS RITR IR, 1 M _E BRI BB Y R A A

Tagalog

Paalala — Nakakaapekto ang desisyong ito sa iyong mga benepisyo sa pagkawala ng trabaho. Kung hindi mo
naiintindihan ang desisyong ito, makipag-ugnayan kaagad sa Lupon ng mga Apela sa Trabaho (Employment
Appeals Board). Kung hindi ka sumasang-ayon sa desisyong ito, maaari kang maghain ng isang Petisyon sa
Pagsusuri ng Hukuman (Petition for Judicial Review) sa Hukuman sa Paghahabol (Court of Appeals) ng Oregon
na sinusunod ang mga tagubilin na nakasulat sa dulo ng desisyon.

Vietnamese

Chu y - Quyét dinh nay anh huéng dén tro cap that nghiép cua quy vi. Néu quy vi khong hiéu quyét dinh nay, hay
lién lac v&i Ban Khang Céo Viéc Lam ngay lap tire. Néu quy vi khong dong y VoI quyet dinh nay, quy vi ¢ thé nop
DPon Xin Tai Xét Tw Phap véi Toa Khang Cao Oregon theo cac huéng dan dwoc viét ra & cudi quyét dinh nay.

Spanish

Atencion — Esta decision afecta sus beneficios de desempleo. Si no entiende esta decisién, comuniquese
inmediatamente con la Junta de Apelaciones de Empleo. Si no esta de acuerdo con esta decisién, puede
presentar una Aplicacion de Revision Judicial ante el Tribunal de Apelaciones de Oregon siguiendo las
instrucciones escritas al final de la decision.

Russian

BHumaHne — [laHHOe pelleHne BNudeT Ha Bawe nocobue no 6espaboTtuue. Ecnu peweHne Bam HENnOHATHO —
HemeasieHHo obpaTtuTech B AnennsaunoHHbin KomuteT no Tpygoyctponctsy. Ecnv Bl He cornacHbl C NPUHATBIM
peLLeHnem, Bbl MOXeTe nogatb Xogatancteo o [NepecmoTpe CyaebHoro Pewenunsa B AnennsaumoHHbin Cya wrata
OperoH, crnegyst MHCTPYKUUAM, ONMUCAHHBbIM B KOHLE PELLEHUS.
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Khmer

GANGEIRS — IEUGH PGS SR UT MR IUHAUIUN R SIS MANIGIUEIIANAHAY [UOSITINAEASS
WHNGAHEIS: AJBNASHANN:AEMIZGINNMANIME I [URISIDINNAERBSWRIUGINIGH
UGS IS InAgRMGIAMAinaIemsmiianufiigiuimmywnnnigginnig Oregon INWHSINMY
BN B TSI NNGUUMTISIUGR UTETIS:

Laotian

Ea - &'lWL”'ICI211J1J.Ut31.mvEﬂUC'mUEjl.l%@ilEmeﬂﬂbm@ﬂjjﬂﬂ“@jmﬂﬂ manwunﬂﬂ@mmmaw ne ;Jmmmmmywmwzmw
BZﬂeiJJ'I“’]lJ‘mjj“]l_lcilJU'llJU'l ﬂ“]iﬂ"llJUEE]’llJC]lJ”l&T’lC]ClgllJll Eﬂ“]iJEj“].LJ"]L'lUUaﬂ-;.‘Bj@fﬂ"]UEﬂUEﬂOlJE]“]HOR]‘UlJ“]ﬂ“]lJB?.ﬂSlJKJO Oregon @
EOUUUNUOC’HUﬂWEE‘,UuiJ‘]EﬂUSTI‘EOEJmB‘U?.ﬂ’l?Jerﬂﬂmﬂﬁﬂw.

Arabic

e A s e 515 SIS 13 5 el Jeall e Sl ey () ¢l A 138 0 o 13) el Realal Al e e 5 8 )l e
)1)&.“ l_jé..d:l:.)_‘m.‘ll -_Ill_‘.L:)\}rl:y;L'u'Li.ﬂL‘. }dﬁ)}hﬁm‘gwwhywﬁzmﬁﬁﬁjﬁ

Farsi

S R a8 i alasind el e ala 8 il L alaliBl cadig (3] se areat Gl b 81 0 ) 0 A0S o 8 gl e paSa )i 4a s
A€ et aaas Cul a0 G815l a6 3 Ll 50 3 e s Jleallj gin 3l ealiind L adl g e oy )2l Sl aSa

Employment Appeals Board - 875 Union Street NE | Salem, OR 97311
Phone: (503) 378-2077 | 1-800-734-6949 | Fax: (503) 378-2129 | TDD: 711
Email: appealsboard@employ.oregon.gov

Website: www. Oregon.gov/employ/pages/employment-appeals-board.aspx

The Oregon Employment Department is an equal opportunity employer/program. Auxiliary aids and services are available upon request to
individuals with disabilities. Language assistance is available to persons with limited English proficiency at no cost.

El Departamento de Empleo de Oregon es un programa que respeta la igualdad de oportunidades. Disponemos de servicios o ayudas
auxiliares, formatos alternos y asistencia de idiomas para personas con discapacidades o conocimiento limitado del inglés, a pedido y
sin costo.
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