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Good morning, Chairman Kaufman, Chairman Galloway, and members of the House Labor & 

Industry Committee.  My name is Frank Snyder. I am the Secretary-Treasurer of the 

Pennsylvania AFL-CIO, and I am here today on behalf of the affiliated labor organizations 

representing over 800,000 working women and men.   

    Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony regarding House Bill 1014, a bill 

concerning unemployment insurance eligibility as it applies to a “voluntary quit” and “willful 

misconduct.” This bill amends the Unemployment Compensation Law by adding a subsection 

and other clarifying language in order to substantially restrict a claimant’s eligibility for 

compensation within the parameters of claimants who voluntarily quit a job or who are 

discharged from work for misconduct.  I testified on this legislation 6 years ago, it was 

unnecessary then and it is unnecessary now. We oppose this bill.  

Our current unemployment insurance law generally provides three broadly articulated 

statutory disqualifications for unemployment insurance eligibility concerning those who were 

employed in covered employment and are otherwise able and available for suitable work. One is 

participation in a work stoppage or strike in which the claimant is a direct beneficiary. The other 

two, both of which House Bill 1014 proposes to dramatically modify, are leaving work for a 

reason that is not “necessitous and compelling,” and a claimant who is terminated from 

employment for “willful misconduct.” HB 1014 would do two things: It would require workers 

who voluntarily leave a job to have a reason “attributable to work” and it would disqualify 

workers who lose a job due to unintentional misconduct or negligence, which is not knowing or 

willful behavior.  

As far as requiring workers who voluntarily leave a job to have a reason “attributable to 

work,” this bill would amend Section 402(b) of the unemployment insurance law. This runs 
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counter to the purpose of the Unemployment Compensation Law which is to provide benefits to 

those who are unemployed through no fault of their own. Which is why under current law the 

worker may be eligible to collect benefits if he or she can demonstrate that he or she voluntarily 

left work because of “necessitous and compelling reasons.”  Necessitous and compelling reasons 

are not required to be directly related to work and may include reasons based on health 

conditions, transportation problems, and the like. Under current law, the burden of proof is 

already on the employee to prove that they sincerely tried to keep their jobs but had no 

alternative but to quit. This bill would exclude coverage for claimants that may have had 

necessitous and compelling reasons to quit, but could not attribute those reasons directly to work.  

Say a man is in a car accident, breaks his arm and cannot complete the heavy lifting his 

job requires. He asks the employer to accommodate him until his arm heals but the employer is 

unable to do so, so he must voluntarily leave. Under HB 1014, this man would not qualify for 

unemployment while he searches for another job. 

Concerning the disqualification of workers who lose a job due to unintentional 

misconduct or negligence, which is not knowing or willful behavior, this bill would amend 

Section 402(e) of the unemployment insurance law. Under current law, a worker may be 

ineligible for benefits if the employer can show that they fired or suspended the worker because 

of "willful misconduct"
*
 connected with their work.  Employers have the right to fire someone 

who makes a mistake or acts unfavorably, but the UC Law has always provided protections if the 

mistake or misconduct was not willful, or if the worker had “good cause.”   

                                                      
*
 “Willful misconduct” is not defined in statute, but has been determined by state court decisions to be: acts 

of wanton or willful disregard of the employer's interests, deliberate violation of the rules, disregard of standards of 

behavior which an employer can rightfully expect from an employee, or negligence which manifests culpability, 

wrongful intent, evil design, or intentional and substantial disregard of the employer's interests or of the employee's 

duties and obligations.   
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In the definition of “willful misconduct,” HB 1014 includes the “disregard of a 

supervisor’s reasonable directives, orders or acts of negligence which indicate substantial 

disregard for the employer’s interests.” This inherently contradicts the court’s definition which 

sets forth that negligence must ‘manifest culpability, wrongful intent, evil design or intentional 

and substantial disregard of the employer’s interests…’” It then goes on to place the capacity to 

define workplace rules exclusively in the hands of employers. This would not only result in the 

claimant losing his or her job (the employer’s sole decision) but also result in the claimant being 

statutorily deemed ineligible for unemployment insurance benefits, thereby having the state 

delegate to an employer the determination of benefit eligibility. Indeed, the proposed statutory 

definition goes so far as to not only eliminate the requirement that the putative disqualifying 

conduct be “willful,” but in fact creates a disqualification from Pennsylvania state 

unemployment insurance benefit eligibility, after the imposition of a discharge, based on mere 

“negligence.” This amendment to the law is noteworthy in that it attempts to shift the role of the 

Commonwealth in the impartial administration of its laws and vest that responsibility in the 

subjective decision making of an employer who already has exercised its right to discharge or 

suspend a worker.  

            A presumption of innocence is one of our country’s cherished priorities. Putting the 

burden of proof on an employee to prove their innocence instead of the employer to prove the 

employee’s guilt is at odds with these values. For these reasons, we oppose House Bill 1014. I 

thank you for giving us this opportunity to appear before you. 


