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HECHF, & - -

Grapdview College appeals from an adverse ruling on Patricia Piziali's
petition fériiﬁiciat review of a decision of the Employment Appeal Board. We
reverse.

I. Factual Background and Proceedings. Patricia Piziali (“Piziali”) has
a history of several heaith problems, including fibromyalgia, osteoarthritis,
neuralgia, and vascular insufficiency. She disclosed these problems to
Grandview College (“Grandview”) when she applied for a position as assistant
professor of education for the 1996-97 academic year. The record indicates
Piziali informed Grandview’s selection committee the vascular problem limited
her ability to do extensive walking, stair climbing, and driving. Grandview hired
Piziali and she commenced her duties at the college in August of 1996.

In March of 1997, several students approached Piziali with complaints
about alleged experiences of general intimidation and humiliation by Professor
Martha Davis (“Davis”), the head of Grandview’s education department. Piziali
encouraged the students to address their complaints directly with Davis before
seeking relief from college administrators. Piziali also met with Davis to discuss
the problem, and later voiced the students’ concems during a joint conference
with Davia and an administrator in the division of social sciences. From that point
forward, Piziali. claims Davis shunned her and excluded her from departmental
meetings.

On March 14, 1997, Grandview offered Piziali a new teaching contract for

the next academic year. On April 14, 1997, she requested an extension of time
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had my way: tﬁis institution — students with disabilities would not come here, or
anyone with a disability for that matter.”

Piziali met with Grandview’s president on April 22, 1997. She told the
president of the provost's statement reflecting animus against those with
disabilities. During the meeting, Piziali also told the president the provost's
conduct constituted retaliation against her for having made a request for
accommodation of her disability. She also informed the president of her
frustration about the failure of the provost and other administrators to deal with
the complaints against Davis. After the president expressed his disinclination to
become involved with “internal matters,” Piziali presented him with a letter of
resignation that stated:

It is with regret that | decline the 1997-1998 Teaching Contract. |
have thoroughly enjoyed working with students and meeting such
wonderful faculty and staff across campus. However, within the
Department of Education and under the supervision of Dr. Martha
Davis, it has been an intolerable environment to work. When |
spoke with you at home on Sunday, April 6, 1997, you indicated
that | visit with Dr. Taylor regarding concems expressed by
students regarding Dr. Davis’ rapport with them. | visited with Dr.
Taylor and provided two copies of specific concemns shared by a
tu%t(one for Dr. Taylor and one for you).

I \ i visited personally with Dr. Davis and on another occasion

2 Davis and Dr. Peterson. On Saturday, April 12, 1997, Dr.
Davis: contacted me and was angry because | had visited Dr.
Taylor. She stated that she didn't have the “foggiest idea”
regarding concems of communication with: students and ended the
conversation by saying, “I'm not through with you yet.”

Since that date, Dr. Davis has not communicated with me. The
concems shared to me by the students and their concerns with Dr.
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m&fnwanew situation, for such concems of communication
mpressed by faculty to Dr. Peterson and Dr. Taylor prior to
@nployment. Thank you for extending me the contract;
howevar, | am unable to work in an environment which is not

conducive to my personal and professional well-being.

On September 14, 1997, Piziali filed a claim for unemployment benefits. A
representative of the agency denied her claim and Piziali appealed. An
administrative law judge held a hearing on November 10, 1997. The ALJ
reversed the agency representative and awarded Piziali benefits. Grandview
appealed to the Employment Appeal Board (“the Board"). In its decision, the
Board made the following findings:

The claimant, Patricia Piziali, was employed by Grandview College

as a full-time assistant professor in education from August 29, 1996

through June 30, 1997. The claimant was very unhappy with the

manner in which one professor, Dr. Davis, treated several students.

When Ms. Piziali suggested that the students, specifically,

approach Dr. Davis, the students declined. The claimant attempted

to relay their concems to Dr. Davis, but to no avail. She then

arranged a meeting with both Dr. Taylor and Dr. Davis to address

the matter. Unhappy with the response she received from Dr.

Taylor, the claimant told her employer on April 22, 1997 that she

was leaving at the end of her contract.

The Board reasoned from that Piziali quit because she was unhappy with the
way Grandview responded to allegations of abusive behavior by Davis toward
students.. IQ its decision, the Board noted Piziali’s inability to “get along with her
fellow profusor or administrator is not sufficient reason to quit one’s empioyment
and be eliglbfe for benefits.” Thus, Piziali was found not to be entitled to
unemployment benefits because she quit her employment without good cause

attributable to Grandview.
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M6 & petition for judicial review: In its ruling on petition for judicial
' ébard’s decision, the district court stated:.

nployment Appeals Board's decision rests upon the
Conclusion that Ms. Piziali had a personal conflict with her
Supervisors and that this precipitated her resignation. However,
the proper inquiry ought to have been whether a reasonable person
in Ms. Piziali's position would believe that she was being treated
differently and in an intolerable fashion as a result of her disability,
a circumstance which necessitated her separation from Grandview
College. The administrative record in this case does not support a
finding of substantial evidence that would support the decision of
the Employment Appeal Board. The record indicates serious
misconduct on the part of officials at Grandview College if Ms.
Pizial’'s accusations are accurate. A reasonable person in her
position would have found the conditions intolerable and
detrimental and therefore the decision of the Employment Appeal
Board is reversed.

Grandview appeals, contending the district court erred when it concluded the
Board's decision is not supported by substantial evidence.

Il. Standard of Review. This court's review of an agency decision is
ordinarily for correction of errors of law. lowa R. App. P. 4; Bridgestone/
Firestone, Inc. v. Employment Appeal Bd., 570 N.W.2d 85, 90 (lowa 1997). We
apply the standards of section 17A.19(8) to assess whether our conclusions are
the same as those reached by the district court. Mortimer v. Fruehauf Corp., 502
N.w.sz_%}g (lowa 1993); Swanson v. Employment Appeal Bd., 554 N.W.2d
294, 29&&9 App. 1996). We accord an agency only limited deference on
matters of faws Swanson, 554 N.W.2d at 296. The agency’s decision is binding
if substantial evidence supports the decision and it is not based upon an incorrect
conclusion of law. See Bridgestone/Firestone, 570 N.W.2d at 90. “Evidence is

substantial when a reasonable mind would accept it as adequate to reach the
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% Eators v. Employment Appeal Bd., 602 N.W.2d 553, 554 (lowa

e

v: Employment Appeal Bd., 592 N.W.2d 193, 198 (lowa 1992).
The |ssue:f6} the court is not whether the evidence is in conflict or whether
reasonable minds might disagree about the conclusions to be drawn from the
evidence; rather, the issue for the court is whether the evidence is so one-sided
that a finding contrary to that reached by the agency is demanded as a matter of
law. Freelan&, 492 N.W.2d at 197. In reviewing a district court decision on the
validity of agency action, the appeilate court asks only whether the district court
correctly applied the law. Cobb v. Employment Appeal Bd., 506 N.W.2d 445,
447 (lowa 1993).

ll. The Merits. Grandview contends there is substantial evidence in the
record supporting the Board's finding Piziali left her employment without good
cause attributable to the employer. We agree. Though Piziali testified her
decision to quit was, in part, the result of the provost's animus toward her
épeciﬁcally and the disabled generally, her testimony and her letter of resignation
emphasized her dissatisfaction with the employer’s response to complaints about
Dr. Davis’s poor rapport with students. In its appeal decision, the Board found
Piziali's inability to get along with a fellow professor precipitated her resignation,
pmmpﬁ@ﬁh to leave “rather than remain at the college to pursue other
remedles;?;!é'i'he district court acknowledged the finding of fact méde by the Board
on this issue:

The Board believed that the real reason she quit was because she

was dissatisfied with other faculty members and the administration

who did not agree with her about issues that she felt were
important.
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) manf might have. found on this record: the provost's:
tho disabled and Grandview's response to Piziali's requests for
accommodafiors of her disability could have caused a reasonable person to
believe she was being treated intolerably because of her disability, such a finding
was not made by the agency, and was not required as a matter of law from this
record. The Board is not required to accept each reason articulated by the
claimant but may conclude only one of those reasons constituted the claimant's
sole reason for quitting. Efkamp v. Department of Job Serv., 383 N.W.2d 566,
567 (lowa 1986); Hollensbe v. Dep't of Job Serv., 418 N.W.2d 77, 79 (lowa App.
1987). We conclude a reasonable mind could accept the evidence supporting
the Board's finding with respect to Piziali’s reason for quitting as adequate to
reach that finding.

When the Board rejects as a matter of fact a claimed motivation for
quitting and makes a finding the claimant left her employment for a different
reason, the rejected motivation is irrelevant to the question of whether the
claimant left work for good cause. Efkamp, 383 N.W.2d at 567. Having found
Piziali quit because of her inability to get along with Professor Davis and her
unhappiness with Grandview's response to student complaints against Davis,
rather thasfﬁresponse to Grandview's alleged discriminatory treatment of the
disabled;.t_i%B_oard was not required to reach the issue of whether a reasonable
person in Piziali’s position would have believed she was being treated intolerably

as a result of her disability.
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&Wi& properly denied unemployment benefits if she “left work
voluntat@%@!out good cause attributable to the [claimant’s] employer. lowa
Code § 9&5?1) (1997). A teacher who declines a new contract leaves work
voluntarily. Des Moines Indep. Community Sch. Dist. v. Department of Job
Serv., 376 N.W.2d 605, 611 (lowa 1985); lowa Admin. Code r. 871-24.25(37)
(1997). The Board's finding Piziali left work voluntarily without good cause is
supported by substantial evidence in the record. Thus, the district court erred in
substituting its judgmeﬁt for that of the Board when the court found “a reasonable
person in her position would have found the conditions intolerable.” We reverse

the decision of the district court and affirm the decision of the Board.

REVERSED.
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