
IOWA WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE APPEALS BUREAU 

 
 
 
ROYCE L GOOD 
Claimant 
 
 
 
AMCOR RIGID PLASTICS USA INC 
Employer 
 
 
 

 
 
 

APPEAL 15A-UI-08111-CL-T 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
DECISION 

 
 
 
 

OC:  06/28/15 
Claimant:  Appellant  (1) 

Iowa Code § 96.5(2)a – Discharge for Misconduct 
      
STATEMENT OF THE CASE: 
 
The claimant filed an appeal from the July 20, 2015, (reference 02) unemployment insurance 
decision that denied benefits based upon misconduct.  The parties were properly notified about 
the hearing.  A telephone hearing was held on August 10, 2015.  Claimant participated.  
Employer participated through Human Resources Manager, Jolene Malone and Quality 
Assurance Manager, Lona Graham.   
 
ISSUE: 
 
Was the claimant discharged for disqualifying job-related misconduct? 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: 
 
Having reviewed all of the evidence in the record, the administrative law judge finds:  Claimant 
was employed full time as a blow molding machine operator from November 27, 2006, and was 
separated from employment on June 25, 2015, when he was terminated.   
 
Employer makes plastic bottles.  As a blow molding machine operator, claimant was responsible 
for converting a pre-form into bottles that met certain specifications.  Employer requires its blow 
mold machine operators to perform quality tests on the mold that is being used to produce 
bottles every couple of hours.  One of the quality tests consists of verifying the settings on the 
bottle section cutter.  Blow mold machine operators use a template bottle to perform this test.  
On June 24, 2015, claimant lost the template bottle and only verified the settings on the bottle 
section cutter one time during his shift.  However, claimant’s documentation indicated he 
completed the bottle section cutter verification three times during his shift.  Claimant did not 
complete the last two bottle section verification tests as he believed the bottle cutter settings 
were correct based on the results of the other quality tests he had been performing.  When 
employer learned claimant lost the template bottle early during his shift, it also figured out that 
claimant failed to perform the final two bottle cutter verification tests and falsified the 
documentation stating he had.   
 
Employer had given claimant previous warnings regarding quality issues.  Although he had not 
been given a final written warning, employer considers falsifying documentation regarding 
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quality testing a terminable offense.  According to employer’s disciplinary policy, falsifying 
company records is an offense that warrants disciplinary action up to termination.  Employer 
trains its employees on an annual basis about the importance of quality documentation and not 
falsifying it.   
 
REASONING AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
 
For the reasons that follow, the administrative law judge concludes the claimant was discharged 
from employment due to job-related misconduct.  
 
Iowa Code § 96.5-2-a provides:   
 

An individual shall be disqualified for benefits:   
 
2.  Discharge for misconduct.  If the department finds that the individual has been 
discharged for misconduct in connection with the individual's employment:  
 
a.  The individual shall be disqualified for benefits until the individual has worked in and 
has been paid wages for insured work equal to ten times the individual's weekly benefit 
amount, provided the individual is otherwise eligible.  

 
Iowa Admin. Code r. 871-24.32(1)a provides: 
 

Discharge for misconduct.   
 
(1)  Definition.   
 
a.  “Misconduct” is defined as a deliberate act or omission by a worker which constitutes 
a material breach of the duties and obligations arising out of such worker's contract of 
employment.  Misconduct as the term is used in the disqualification provision as being 
limited to conduct evincing such willful or wanton disregard of an employer's interest as 
is found in deliberate violation or disregard of standards of behavior which the employer 
has the right to expect of employees, or in carelessness or negligence of such degree of 
recurrence as to manifest equal culpability, wrongful intent or evil design, or to show an 
intentional and substantial disregard of the employer's interests or of the employee's 
duties and obligations to the employer.  On the other hand mere inefficiency, 
unsatisfactory conduct, failure in good performance as the result of inability or 
incapacity, inadvertencies or ordinary negligence in isolated instances, or good faith 
errors in judgment or discretion are not to be deemed misconduct within the meaning of 
the statute. 

 
This definition has been accepted by the Iowa Supreme Court as accurately reflecting the intent 
of the legislature.  Huntoon v. Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 275 N.W.2d 445, 448 (Iowa 1979). 
 
The employer has the burden to prove the claimant was discharged for work-connected 
misconduct as defined by the unemployment insurance law.  Cosper v. Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 
321 N.W.2d 6 (Iowa 1982).  The issue is not whether the employer made a correct decision in 
separating claimant, but whether the claimant is entitled to unemployment insurance benefits.  
Infante v. Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 364 N.W.2d 262 (Iowa Ct. App. 1984).  What constitutes 
misconduct justifying termination of an employee and what misconduct warrants denial of 
unemployment insurance benefits are two separate decisions.  Pierce v. Iowa Dep’t of Job 
Serv., 425 N.W.2d 679 (Iowa Ct. App. 1988).  The law limits disqualifying misconduct to 
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substantial and willful wrongdoing or repeated carelessness or negligence that equals willful 
misconduct in culpability.  Lee v. Emp’t Appeal Bd., 616 N.W.2d 661 (Iowa 2000).   
 
Misconduct must be “substantial” to warrant a denial of job insurance benefits.  Newman v. Iowa 
Dep’t of Job Serv., 351 N.W.2d 806 (Iowa Ct. App. 1984).  When based on carelessness, the 
carelessness must actually indicate a “wrongful intent” to be disqualifying in nature.  Id.  
Negligence does not constitute misconduct unless recurrent in nature; a single act is not 
disqualifying unless indicative of a deliberate disregard of the employer’s interests.  Henry v. 
Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 391 N.W.2d 731 (Iowa Ct. App. 1986).  Poor work performance is not 
misconduct in the absence of evidence of intent.  Miller v. Emp’t Appeal Bd., 423 N.W.2d 211 
(Iowa Ct. App. 1988).   
 
In this case, claimant failed to follow employer’s reasonable instructions to perform the bottle 
cutter verification tests.  Claimant then falsified company records to state he had in fact 
performed the tests.  Claimant’s actions were misconduct even without prior warning. 
 
DECISION: 
 
The July 20, 2015, (reference 02) unemployment insurance decision is affirmed.  The claimant 
was discharged from employment due to job-related misconduct.  Benefits are withheld until 
such time as he has worked in and been paid wages for insured work equal to ten times his 
weekly benefit amount, provided he is otherwise eligible.   
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