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lowa Code § 96.5-1 - Voluntary Quit
STATEMENT OF THE CASE:

Kinseth Hotel Corporation (employer) appealed an unemployment insurance decision dated
October 8, 2013, reference 01, which held that Susan Vorland (claimant) was eligible for
unemployment insurance benefits. After hearing notices were mailed to the parties’ last-known
addresses of record, a telephone hearing was held on November 13, 2013. The claimant
participated in the hearing with Attorney Megan Rosenberg. The employer did not comply with
the hearing notice instructions and did not call in to provide a telephone number at which a
representative could be contacted, and therefore, did not participate.

ISSUE:

The issue is whether the claimant’s voluntary separation from employment qualifies her to
receive unemployment insurance benefits.

FINDINGS OF FACT:

The administrative law judge, having heard the testimony and considered all of the evidence in
the record, finds that: The claimant was employed as a full-time restaurant cleaner from
October 17, 1999 through September 16, 2013 when she quit due to a change in the contract of
hire. She had been working an average of 30 hours per week but was guaranteed a minimum
of 25 hours per week so she could qualify to receive health insurance. A meeting was held on
August 30, 2013 in which the claimant was advised that as of September 12, 2013, her weekly
hours would be reduced to eight and she would no longer qualify for benefits. The claimant put
in her two-week notice on September 2, 2013.

REASONING AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

The issue is whether the claimant’s voluntary separation from employment qualifies her to
receive unemployment insurance benefits. She is not qualified to receive unemployment
insurance benefits if she voluntarily quit without good cause attributable to the employer. lowa
Code § 96.5-1.
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The claimant quit on September 16, 2013 due to a change in the contract of hire. The law
presumes a claimant has left employment with good cause when she quits because of a change
in the contract of hire. 871 IAC 24.26(1). A "change in the contract of hire" means a substantial
change in the terms or conditions of employment. See Wiese v. lowa Dept. of Job Service, 389
N.W.2d 676, 679 (lowa 1986). Generally, a substantial reduction in hours or pay will give an
employee good cause for quitting. See Dehmel v. Employment Appeal Board, 433 N.W.2d 700
(lowa 1988). In analyzing such cases, the lowa Courts look at the impact on the claimant,
rather than the employer's motivation. Id.

It is the claimant’s burden to prove that the voluntary quit was for a good cause that would not
disqualify her. lowa Code § 96.6-2. The voluntary quit was with good cause attributable to the
employer and benefits are allowed.

DECISION:
The unemployment insurance decision dated October 8, 2013, reference 01, is affirmed. The

claimant voluntarily quit her employment with good cause attributable to the employer and is
gualified to receive unemployment insurance benefits, provided she is otherwise eligible.

Susan D. Ackerman
Administrative Law Judge
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