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STATEMENT OF THE CASE: 
 
The claimant/appellant, Amelia M. Pohlmann filed an appeal from the February 9, 2018, 
(reference 02) unemployment insurance decision that denied benefits.  The parties were 
properly notified about the hearing.  A telephone hearing was held on March 26, 2018.  The 
claimant participated personally.  The employer participated through Lisa Ploessel, co-owner.  
Linda Wilming, co-owner, also testified.  Department Exhibit D-1 was admitted into evidence.  
The administrative law judge took official notice of the administrative records including the fact-
finding documents.  Based on the evidence, the arguments presented, and the law, the 
administrative law judge enters the following findings of fact, reasoning and conclusions of law, 
and decision. 
 
ISSUES: 
 
Is the appeal timely? 
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:  The 
claimant was employed part-time as a front desk receptionist and was separated from 
employment on November 16, 2017, when she was discharged for alleged theft of money.   
 
The claimant was discharged based upon a single incident which occurred in the evening of 
November 15, 2017.  The claimant was responsible that evening for preparing the deposit for 
the bank, which Ms. Wilming deposited after the salon closed.  The procedures for assembling 
the deposit included counting the money, removing $250.00 from the cash, to leave in the cash 
register, and completing a carbon copy deposit slip.  The remaining money and checks would 
be deposited in a paper envelope, sealed by licking the adhesive and then deposited at the local 
bank’s night drop deposit.  The claimant had no prior warnings related to cash handling but the 
employer stated they had suspicions but could not offer specific details or dates.   
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The undisputed evidence is that when the bank received the employer’s deposit from 
November 15, 2017, the envelope was short $800.00 cash from what was indicated on the 
deposit slip.  The employer and claimant both acknowledged there should have been eight one-
hundred dollar bills in addition to other cash.  The claimant prepared the deposit envelope in the 
front of the salon, with a co-worker, Courtney, present.  She had no personal items such as 
purse or coat in the front of the salon, nor did she have any pockets that day, because she was 
wearing a dress.  The claimant counted the money, inserted it to the envelope, licked and 
sealed it, and then handed it to Ms. Wilming, who was in a different part of the salon, talking to 
someone.  There is no video surveillance on site that would have captured the counting or 
handoff of the envelope.   
 
Ms. Wilming stated she took the deposit envelope to the bank and deposited the envelope.  The 
next morning, the bank called the employer to report the discrepancy between the deposit slip 
and money received.  The bank stated there was no evidence of the envelope being tampered.  
The employer concluded that Ms. Wilming would have no reason to “steal money from her own 
company” and therefore, the claimant must have stolen the money.  The claimant checked her 
personal effects and did not locate any money.  She denied theft of the money.  She was 
subsequently discharged.   
 
An initial unemployment insurance decision (Reference 02) resulting in disqualification of 
benefits was mailed to the claimant's last known address of record on February 9, 2018.  The 
decision contained a warning that an appeal must be postmarked or received by the Appeals 
Bureau by February 19, 2018.  The appeal was not filed until February 26, 2018, which is after 
the date noticed on the disqualification decision (Department Exhibit D-1).  The claimant denied 
receipt of the prior fact-finding notice, or voicemail, or initial decision in question.  The claimant 
lives in an apartment complex and said it was not uncommon to receive other tenants’ mail.  
After not receiving anticipated benefits, the claimant contacted IWD on February 26, 2018 and 
filed her appeal.   
 
REASONING AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
 
For the reasons that follow, the administrative law judge concludes the claimant’s appeal is 
timely.   
 
Iowa Code section 96.6(2) provides:   
 

2.  Initial determination.  A representative designated by the director shall promptly notify 
all interested parties to the claim of its filing, and the parties have ten days from the date 
of mailing the notice of the filing of the claim by ordinary mail to the last known address 
to protest payment of benefits to the claimant.  The representative shall promptly 
examine the claim and any protest, take the initiative to ascertain relevant information 
concerning the claim, and, on the basis of the facts found by the representative, shall 
determine whether or not the claim is valid, the week with respect to which benefits shall 
commence, the weekly benefit amount payable and its maximum duration, and whether 
any disqualification shall be imposed.  The claimant has the burden of proving that the 
claimant meets the basic eligibility conditions of section 96.4.  The employer has the 
burden of proving that the claimant is disqualified for benefits pursuant to section 96.5, 
except as provided by this subsection.  The claimant has the initial burden to produce 
evidence showing that the claimant is not disqualified for benefits in cases involving 
section 96.5, subsections 10 and 11, and has the burden of proving that a voluntary quit 
pursuant to section 96.5, subsection 1, was for good cause attributable to the employer 
and that the claimant is not disqualified for benefits in cases involving section 96.5, 
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subsection 1, paragraphs “a” through “h”.  Unless the claimant or other interested party, 
after notification or within ten calendar days after notification was mailed to the 
claimant's last known address, files an appeal from the decision, the decision is final and 
benefits shall be paid or denied in accordance with the decision.  If an administrative law 
judge affirms a decision of the representative, or the appeal board affirms a decision of 
the administrative law judge allowing benefits, the benefits shall be paid regardless of 
any appeal which is thereafter taken, but if the decision is finally reversed, no employer's 
account shall be charged with benefits so paid and this relief from charges shall apply to 
both contributory and reimbursable employers, notwithstanding section 96.8, 
subsection 5.  

 
The ten calendar days for appeal begins running on the mailing date.  The "decision date" found 
in the upper right-hand portion of the representative's decision, unless otherwise corrected 
immediately below that entry, is presumptive evidence of the date of mailing.  Gaskins v. 
Unempl. Comp. Bd. of Rev., 429 A.2d 138 (Pa. Comm. 1981); Johnson v. Board of Adjustment, 
239 N.W.2d 873, 92 A.L.R.3d 304 (Iowa 1976). 
 
The record in this case shows that more than ten calendar days elapsed between the mailing 
date and the date this appeal was filed.  The Iowa Supreme Court has declared that there is a 
mandatory duty to file appeals from representatives' decisions within the time allotted by statute, 
and that the administrative law judge has no authority to change the decision of a representative 
if a timely appeal is not filed.  Franklin v. Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 277 N.W.2d 877, 881 (Iowa 
1979).  Compliance with appeal notice provisions is jurisdictional unless the facts of a case 
show that the notice was invalid.  Beardslee v. Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 276 N.W.2d 373, 377 
(Iowa 1979); see also In re Appeal of Elliott, 319 N.W.2d 244, 247 (Iowa 1982).  The question in 
this case thus becomes whether the appellant was deprived of a reasonable opportunity to 
assert an appeal in a timely fashion.  Hendren v. Iowa Emp’t Sec. Comm’n, 217 N.W.2d 255 
(Iowa 1974); Smith v. Iowa Emp’t Sec. Comm’n, 212 N.W.2d 471, 472 (Iowa 1973).   
 
The record shows that the appellant did not have a reasonable opportunity to file a timely 
appeal.  Without notice of a disqualification, no meaningful opportunity for appeal exists.  See 
Smith v. Iowa Emp’t Sec. Comm’n, 212 N.W.2d 471, 472 (Iowa 1973).  The claimant did not 
receive the initial decision of disqualification.  She credibly testified to non-receipt of other mail 
which she attributed to living in an apartment complex where mail gets mixed up.  Upon learning 
she had not received anticipated benefits, she contacted IWD and filed her appeal on the same 
day (Department Exhibit D-1).  Therefore, the appeal shall be accepted as timely. 
 
The next issue is whether the claimant should be disqualified from benefits due to job-
related misconduct.   
 
Iowa Code section 96.5(2)a provides:   
 

An individual shall be disqualified for benefits, regardless of the source of the individual’s 
wage credits:  
 
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 disqualification shall continue 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.  
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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). 
 
In an at-will employment environment, an employer may discharge an employee for any number 
of reasons or no reason at all if it is not contrary to public policy, but if it fails to meet its burden 
of proof to establish job related misconduct as the reason for the separation, it incurs potential 
liability for unemployment insurance benefits related to that separation.  The employer has the 
burden of proof in establishing disqualifying job misconduct.  Cosper v. Iowa Department of Job 
Service, 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. IDJS, 364 N.W.2d 262 (Iowa 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. IDJS, 425 N.W.2d 679 (Iowa App. 
1988).  Misconduct serious enough to warrant discharge is not necessarily serious enough to 
warrant a denial of job insurance benefits.  Such misconduct must be “substantial.”  Newman v. 
Iowa Department of Job Service, 351 N.W.2d 806 (Iowa App. 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 (Iowa 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 (Iowa 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.  Assessing the credibility of the witnesses and 
reliability of the evidence in conjunction with the applicable burden of proof, as shown in the 
factual conclusions reached in the above-noted findings of fact, the administrative law judge 
concludes that the employer has not satisfied its burden to establish by a preponderance of the 
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evidence that the claimant was discharged for work-connected misconduct as defined by the 
unemployment insurance law.   
 
Iowa Admin. Code r. 871-24.32(8) provides: 
 

(8)  Past acts of misconduct.  While past acts and warnings can be used to determine 
the magnitude of a current act of misconduct, a discharge for misconduct cannot be 
based on such past act or acts.  The termination of employment must be based on a 
current act. 

 
Iowa Admin. Code r. 871-24.32(4) provides:   
 

(4)  Report required.  The claimant's statement and employer's statement must give 
detailed facts as to the specific reason for the claimant's discharge.  Allegations of 
misconduct or dishonesty without additional evidence shall not be sufficient to result in 
disqualification.  If the employer is unwilling to furnish available evidence to corroborate 
the allegation, misconduct cannot be established.  In cases where a suspension or 
disciplinary layoff exists, the claimant is considered as discharged, and the issue of 
misconduct shall be resolved.   

 
Honesty is a reasonable, commonly accepted duty owed to the employer.  In this case, the 
employer alleged that the claimant stole $800.00 in cash when preparing the nightly deposit on 
November 15, 2017, which she gave to Ms. Wilming for deposit.  The claimant denied theft of 
the money.   
 
When the record is composed solely of hearsay evidence, that evidence must be examined 
closely in light of the entire record.  Schmitz v. Iowa Dep’t Human Servs., 461 N.W.2d 603, 607 
(Iowa Ct. App. 1990).  Both the quality and the quantity of the evidence must be evaluated to 
see whether it rises to the necessary levels of trustworthiness, credibility, and accuracy required 
by a reasonably prudent person in the conduct of serious affairs.  See, Iowa Code § 17A.14 (1).  
In making the evaluation, the fact-finder should conduct a common sense evaluation of (1) the 
nature of the hearsay; (2) the availability of better evidence; (3) the cost of acquiring better 
information; (4) the need for precision; and (5) the administrative policy to be fulfilled.  Schmitz, 
461 N.W.2d at 608.  The Iowa Supreme Court has ruled that if a party has the power to produce 
more explicit and direct evidence than it chooses to present, the administrative law judge may 
infer that evidence not presented would reveal deficiencies in the party’s case.  Crosser v. Iowa 
Dep’t of Pub. Safety, 240 N.W.2d 682 (Iowa 1976).   
 
In this case, the claimant denied theft of money and the employer presented no evidence, 
through admission, observation, video surveillance or a witness that the claimant physically 
removed the money before handing Ms. Wilming the deposit envelope.  The claimant further 
credibly testified she had no purse or coat or even pockets to conceal money after counting it in 
the front of the salon, in the presence of her co-worker.  Courtney, a co-worker, was present 
when the money was counted and inserted into the envelope but she did not attend the hearing 
and was not subpoenaed.  The only evidence presented to support the employer’s position was 
the statement that Ms. Wilming would not take money from her own company.  Mindful of the 
ruling in Crosser, id., and noting that the claimant presented direct, first-hand testimony while 
the employer relied upon second-hand reports, the administrative law judge concludes that the 
claimant’s recollection of the events is more credible than that of the employer.  The employer’s 
allegation of dishonesty or theft without additional evidence is insufficient in establishing by the 
preponderance of the evidence that the claimant was discharged for misconduct.   
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The question before the administrative law judge in this case is not whether the employer has 
the right to discharge this employee, but whether the claimant’s discharge is disqualifying under 
the provisions of the Iowa Employment Security Law.  While the decision to terminate the 
claimant may have been a sound decision from a management viewpoint, for the above stated 
reasons, the administrative law judge concludes that the employer has not sustained its burden 
of proof in establishing that the claimant’s discharge was due to job related misconduct. 
Accordingly, benefits are allowed, provided the claimant is otherwise eligible. 
 
DECISION: 
 
The February 9, 2018, (reference 02) decision is reversed. The appeal is timely.  The claimant 
was discharged for no disqualifying reason.  Benefits are allowed, provided she is otherwise 
eligible.  Any benefits claimed and withheld shall be paid, provided she is otherwise eligible.   
 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Jennifer L. Beckman  
Administrative Law Judge 
 
 
______________________ 
Decision Dated and Mailed 
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