IOWA WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE APPEALS BUREAU

GEORGE T RIDLESPRIGER APPEAL 15A-UI-14337-LJ-T

Claimant

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
DECISION

ADVANCE SERVICES INC
Employer

OC: 11/29/15
Claimant: Appellant (1)

lowa Code § 96.5(2)a — Discharge for Misconduct
lowa Code § 96.5(1) — Voluntary Quitting

STATEMENT OF THE CASE:

The claimant filed an appeal from the December 22, 2015, (reference 05) unemployment
insurance decision that denied benefits based upon voluntarily quitting his employment. The
parties were properly notified of the hearing. A telephone hearing was held on January 22,
2016. The claimant, George T. Ridlespringer, participated. The employer, Advance Services,
Inc., participated through Risk Manager Michael Payne. Claimant’s Exhibit 1 was admitted.

ISSUE:

Did claimant voluntarily leave the employment with good cause attributable to the employer or
did employer discharge the claimant for reasons related to job misconduct sufficient to warrant a
denial of benefits?

FINDINGS OF FACT:

Having reviewed all of the evidence in the record, the administrative law judge finds: Claimant
was employed full time as a welder from June 16, 2015, until this employment ended on
August 5, 2015, when he quit his employment.

Claimant was assigned to work at IDFI, one of the employer’'s clients. On August 6, 2015,
claimant reported to the employer that he was leaving his employment for medical reasons
related to sleep apnea. The employer informed him that he would not be eligible for
re-employment with the company until he provided a medical clearance. The employer closed
claimant’s assignment in its computer system on August 17, 2015. This is the last occasion on
which claimant’s employee record was accessed by the employer.

After a two-and-one-half month period, claimant reported back to IDFI and expressed a desire
to return to work. He was told that he could not return because he was “dangerous.” Claimant
testified that he never provided any medical paperwork to Advance Services. The medical
documentation claimant submitted for the hearing does not include any medical release.
(Exhibit 1)
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REASONING AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

For the reasons that follow, the administrative law judge concludes claimant was not discharged
but voluntarily left the employment without good cause attributable to employer. Benefits are
denied.

lowa Code 8 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.

lowa Code § 96.5(1) provides:
An individual shall be disqualified for benefits:

1. Voluntary quitting. If the individual has left work voluntarily without good cause
attributable to the individual's employer, if so found by the department.

A voluntary leaving of employment requires an intention to terminate the employment
relationship accompanied by an overt act of carrying out that intention. Local Lodge #1426 v.
Wilson Trailer, 289 N.W.2d 608, 612 (lowa 1980). The claimant has the burden of proving that
the voluntary leaving was for good cause attributable to the employer. lowa Code § 96.6(2)
(amended 1998). Generally, when an individual mistakenly believes they are discharged from
employment, but was not told so by the employer, and they discontinue reporting for work, the
separation is considered a quit without good cause attributable to the employer. LaGrange v.
lowa Dep’t of Job Serv., (No. 4-209/83-1081, lowa Ct. App. filed June 26, 1984).

It is the duty of the administrative law judge as the trier of fact in this case, to determine the
credibility of witnesses, weigh the evidence and decide the facts in issue. Arndt v. City of
LeClaire, 728 N.W.2d 389, 394-395 (lowa 2007). The administrative law judge may believe all,
part or none of any witness’s testimony. State v. Holtz, 548 N.W.2d 162, 163 (lowa App. 1996).
In assessing the credibility of witnesses, the administrative law judge should consider the
evidence using his or her own observations, common sense and experience. Id.. In
determining the facts, and deciding what testimony to believe, the fact finder may consider the
following factors: whether the testimony is reasonable and consistent with other believable
evidence; whether a witness has made inconsistent statements; the witness's appearance,
conduct, age, intelligence, memory and knowledge of the facts; and the witness's interest in the
trial, their motive, candor, bias and prejudice. Id.

After assessing the credibility of the withesses who testified during the hearing, considering the
applicable factors listed above, and using her own common sense and experience, the
administrative law judge finds the employer’s representative, Michael Payne, the more credible
witness. Payne knew all relevant dates and accessed claimant’s employment record during the
hearing, which created a log entry for each time it was accessed and showed that the employer
had not accessed the record since shortly after claimant left his employment in August.
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Because Payne is the more credible witness, the administrative law judge finds claimant was
not discharged by the employer, but rather he quit his employment.

Claimant has the burden of proving that the voluntary leaving was for good cause attributable to
the employer. lowa Code § 96.6(2). “Good cause” for leaving employment must be that which
is reasonable to the average person, not the overly sensitive individual or the claimant in
particular. Uniweld Products v. Indus. Relations Comm’n, 277 So.2d 827 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App.
1973). A voluntary leaving of employment requires an intention to terminate the employment
relationship accompanied by an overt act of carrying out that intention. Local Lodge #1426 v.
Wilson Trailer, 289 N.W.2d 608, 612 (lowa 1980).

The court in Gilmore v. Empl. Appeal Bd., 695 N.W.2d 44 (lowa Ct. App. 2004) noted that:

"Insofar as the Employment Security Law is not designed to provide health and disability
insurance, only those employees who experience illness-induced separations that can
fairly be attributed to the employer are properly eligible for unemployment benefits."
White v. Emp’t Appeal Bd., 487 N.W.2d 342, 345 (lowa 1992) (citing Butts v. lowa Dep't
of Job Serv., 328 N.W.2d 515, 517 (lowa 1983)).

The statute provides an exception where:

The individual left employment because of illness, injury or pregnancy upon the advice of
a licensed and practicing physician, and upon knowledge of the necessity for absence
immediately notified the employer, or the employer consented to the absence, and after
recovering from the illness, injury or pregnancy, when recovery was certified by a
licensed and practicing physician, the individual returned to the employer and offered to
perform services and ... the individual's regular work or comparable suitable work was
not available, if so found by the department, provided the individual is otherwise eligible.
lowa Code § 96.5(1)(d).

Section 96.5(1)(d) specifically requires that the employee has recovered from the illness
or injury, and this recovery has been certified by a physician. The exception in section
96.5(1)(d) only applies when an employee is fully recovered and the employer has not
held open the employee's position. White, 487 N.W.2d at 346; Hedges v. lowa Dep't of
Job Serv., 368 N.W.2d 862, 867 (lowa Ct. App. 1985); see also Geiken v. Lutheran
Home for the Aged Ass'n, 468 N.W.2d 223, 226 (lowa 1991) (noting the full recovery
standard of section 96.5(1)(d)).

In the present case, the evidence clearly shows Gilmore was not fully recovered from his
injury until March 6, 2003. Gilmore is unable to show that he comes within the exception
of section 96.5(1)(d). Therefore, because his injury was not connected to his
employment, he is considered to have voluntarily quit without good cause attributable to
the employer, and is not entitled to unemployment ... benefits. See White, 487 N.W.2d
at 345; Shontz, 248 N.W.2d at 91.

Claimant’s medical condition was not caused by his employment. Though he testified that his
medical condition has improved, he did not provide the employer with documentation that
medically cleared him to return to work. While claimant’'s leaving the employment may have
been based upon compelling personal reasons, it was not for a good-cause reason attributable
to the employer according to lowa law. Benefits must be denied.
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DECISION:

The December 22, 2015, (reference 05) unemployment insurance decision is affirmed.
Claimant voluntarily left the employment without good cause attributable to the employer.
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.

Elizabeth A. Johnson
Administrative Law Judge
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