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STATEMENT OF THE CASE: 
 
The claimant/appellant, Gary R. Nichols, filed an appeal from the April 1, 2020 (reference 02) 
Iowa Workforce Development (“IWD”) unemployment insurance decision that denied benefits. 
The parties were properly notified about the hearing.  A telephone hearing was held on May 22, 
2020.  The claimant participated personally.  The employer, Railcrew Xpress LLC, participated 
through Danielle Powers, human resources generalist.   
 
The administrative law judge took official notice of the administrative records. Claimant Exhibit A 
(Appeal letter) was admitted.  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? 
Is the claimant overpaid benefits?  
Is the claimant eligible for Federal Pandemic Unemployment Compensation?  
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: 
 
Having reviewed all of the evidence in the record, the administrative law judge finds:  The 
claimant was employed full-time as a driver beginning in August 2019, and was separated from 
employment on March 8, 2020, when he was discharged.   
 
The claimant transported railroad workers to job sites.  His work issued vehicle contained a 
dash camera that had sensors to alert the employer when the claimant operated the vehicle in 
certain ways, such as slamming on the brakes.  The claimant was aware his driving was 
monitored through the camera.  
 



Page 2 
20A-UI-03736-JC-T 

 
Prior to discharge, the claimant was given a warning on September 28, 2019 for using his cell 
phone while operating the employer vehicle.  He was given a second warning on November 22, 
2019 for going 81 miles per hour in a 55 mile per hour zone.  He was given a suspension on 
February 26, 2020 after hitting an embankment.  The final incident occurred on March 4, 2020, 
when the employer’s camera captured the claimant rolling through a stop sign.   
 
The claimant stated he had no passengers at the time.  He stated he slid through mud and 
through the stop sign, before “goosing” the gas pedal and lurching forward. He was 
subsequently discharged.   
 
An initial unemployment insurance decision (Reference 02) resulting in a disqualification of 
benefits was mailed to the claimant's last known address of record on April 1, 2020. The 
decision contained a warning that an appeal must be postmarked or received by the Appeals 
Bureau by April 11. 2020.  Because the final day fell on a Saturday, the appeal deadline was 
extended to April 13, 2020.  The claimant stated he was computer illiterate and tried calling 
Ottumwa’s local office repeatedly, three times a week, sitting on hold for four to six hours.  
 
The notice of initial decision provides specific details on how to file an appeal, and does not 
require an appeal be filed by computer. The decision also offers the options of filing by US mail 
or fax machine.  The initial decision also directs parties to call the customer service line for 
assistance, not a local office.  The appeal was not filed until May 5, 2020 (Claimant Exhibit A).   
 
Despite being denied benefits after the initial fact-finding, the decision was made by Iowa 
Workforce Development to release funds of claimants while their claims were pending due to 
the backlog caused by the recent COVID 19 outbreak.  Claimant was one of the individuals 
whose funds were released pending the initial decision.  The administrative record shows, 
claimant filed for and received a total of $759.00 in unemployment insurance benefits for the 
weeks between March 8, 2020 and March 28, 2020.   
 
REASONING AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
 
For the reasons that follow, the administrative law judge concludes the claimant failed to 
file a timely appeal.   
 
Iowa Code section 96.6(2) provides, in pertinent part:  
 Filing – determination – appeal.  

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. . . . 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.  

 
Iowa Admin. Code r. 871-24.35(2) provides:  
 Date of submission and extension of time for payments and notices.  

(2) The submission of any payment, appeal, application, request, notice, objection, 
petition, report or other information or document not within the specified statutory or 
regulatory period shall be considered timely if it is established to the satisfaction of the 
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division that the delay in submission was due to division error or misinformation or to 
delay or other action of the United States postal service.  
a. For submission that is not within the statutory or regulatory period to be considered 
timely, the interested party must submit a written explanation setting forth the 
circumstances of the delay.  
b. The division shall designate personnel who are to decide whether an extension of time 
shall be granted.  
c. No submission shall be considered timely if the delay in filing was unreasonable, as 
determined by the department after considering the circumstances in the case.  
d. If submission is not considered timely, although the interested party contends that the 
delay was due to division error or misinformation or delay or other action of the United 
States postal service, the division shall issue an appealable decision to the interested 
party. 

 
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 have a reasonable opportunity to file a timely appeal.  
The initial decision does not require that an appeal be filed online or by using a computer.  
Further, it directs parties to call the customer service line for assistance, not a local office.  The 
claimant did not follow the instructions contained within the decision.  The administrative law 
judge recognizes the long hold times parties may be experiencing when calling IWD during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, but reasonably, the claimant could have made one call to the correct 
number if he had questions, or alternately, just mail his appeal in via US mail, no computer 
required.  The claimant waited 22 days past the due date to file the appeal.   
 
The administrative law judge concludes that failure to follow the clear written instructions to file a 
timely appeal within the time prescribed by the Iowa Employment Security Law was not due to 
any Agency error or misinformation or delay or other action of the United States Postal Service 
pursuant to Iowa Admin. Code r. 871-24.35(2).  The administrative law judge further concludes 
that the appeal was not timely filed pursuant to Iowa Code § 96.6(2), and the administrative law 
judge lacks jurisdiction to make a determination with respect to the nature of the appeal.  See, 
Beardslee v. Iowa Dep’t of Job Serv., 276 N.W.2d 373 (Iowa 1979) and Franklin v. Iowa Dep’t of 
Job Serv., 277 N.W.2d 877 (Iowa 1979).   
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In the alternative, even if the claimant’s appeal was deemed timely filed, he would be 
disqualified from benefits because he was discharged for disqualifying job related 
misconduct.   
 
For the reasons that follow, the administrative law judge concludes the claimant was discharged 
from employment due to job-related misconduct.   
 
Iowa law disqualifies individuals who are discharged from employment for misconduct from 
receiving unemployment insurance benefits. Iowa Code § 96.5(2)a. They remain disqualified 
until such time as they requalify for benefits by working and earning insured wages ten times 
their weekly benefit amount. Id.  
 
Iowa Administrative Code rule 871-24.32(1)a provides:  

“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).  Generally, continued 
refusal to follow reasonable instructions constitutes misconduct.  Gilliam v. Atlantic Bottling Co., 
453 N.W.2d 230 (Iowa Ct. App. 1990).   
 
The employer credibly testified that the claimant had a pattern of unsafe driving in its vehicle.  
The claimant most recently had been suspended less than 10 days before the final incident, 
because of continued unsafe driving practices.  Even in the absence of passengers in the 
employee vehicle, the claimant violated state law when he ran through a stop sign on March 4, 
2020.  The administrative law judge is persuaded the claimant knew or should have known his 
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conduct was contrary to the best interests of the employer.  Therefore, based on the evidence 
presented, the claimant was discharged for misconduct.  Benefits are denied.   
 
As claimant has received benefits to which he was not entitled, the next issue in this 
case is whether the claimant was overpaid unemployment insurance benefits. 
 
Iowa Code § 96.3(7) provides, in pertinent part:   
 

7.  Recovery of overpayment of benefits.   
 
a.  If an individual receives benefits for which the individual is subsequently 
determined to be ineligible, even though the individual acts in good faith and is 
not otherwise at fault, the benefits shall be recovered.  The department in its 
discretion may recover the overpayment of benefits either by having a sum equal 
to the overpayment deducted from any future benefits payable to the individual or 
by having the individual pay to the department a sum equal to the overpayment.  
 

Since the decision disqualifying the claimant has been affirmed, the claimant was overpaid 
$759.00 in unemployment insurance benefits.  He must repay the benefits.   
 
PL116-136, Sec. 2104 provides, in pertinent part: 
 

(b) Provisions of Agreement 
 
(1) Federal pandemic unemployment compensation.--Any agreement under this 
section shall provide that the State agency of the State will make payments of 
regular compensation to individuals in amounts and to the extent that they would 
be determined if the State law of the State were applied, with respect to any 
week for which the individual is (disregarding this section) otherwise entitled 
under the State law to receive regular compensation, as if such State law had 
been modified in a manner such that the amount of regular compensation 
(including dependents’ allowances) payable for any week shall be equal to 
 
(A) the amount determined under the State law (before the application of this 
paragraph), plus  
 
(B) an additional amount of $600 (in this section referred to as “Federal 
Pandemic Unemployment Compensation”).  
 
…. 
 
(f) Fraud and Overpayments 
 
(2) Repayment.--In the case of individuals who have received amounts of 
Federal Pandemic Unemployment Compensation to which they were not entitled, 
the State shall require such individuals to repay the amounts of such Federal 
Pandemic Unemployment Compensation to the State agency… 

 
Here, the claimant is disqualified from receiving regular unemployment insurance (UI) benefits.  
Accordingly, this also disqualifies claimant from receiving Federal Pandemic Unemployment 
Compensation (FPUC).   
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While the claimant may not be eligible for regular State of Iowa unemployment insurance 
benefits, he may be eligible for unemployment insurance benefits that have been made 
available to claimants under the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act (“Cares 
Act”).  The Pandemic Unemployment Assistance (“PUA”) section of the Cares Act discusses 
eligibility for claimants who are unemployed due to the Coronavirus.  For claimants who are 
ineligible for regular unemployment insurance benefits under Iowa Code Chapter 96, they may 
be eligible under PUA.   
 
Note to Claimant: This decision determines you are not eligible for regular unemployment 
insurance benefits.  If you disagree with this decision you may file an appeal to the Employment 
Appeal Board by following the instructions on the first page of this decision.  Individuals who do 
not qualify for regular unemployment insurance benefits, but who are currently unemployed for 
reasons related to COVID-19 may qualify for Pandemic Unemployment Assistance (PUA).  You 
will need to apply for PUA to determine your eligibility under the program.   Additional 
information on how to apply for PUA can be found at 
 https://www.iowaworkforcedevelopment.gov/pua-information. 
 
DECISION: 
 
The April 1, 2020, (reference 02) unemployment insurance decision is affirmed.  The appeal in 
this case was not timely, and the decision of the representative remains in effect.   
 
The claimant has been overpaid $759.00 in regular unemployment insurance benefits.  The 
benefits must be repaid.   
 
 
 
 

 
__________________________________ 
Jennifer L. Beckman  
Administrative Law Judge 
Unemployment Insurance Appeals Bureau 
Iowa Workforce Development 
1000 East Grand Avenue 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319-0209 
Fax 515-478-3528 
 
 
June 2, 2020___________ 
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