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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the Idaho Industrial Commission's determination that Jessica E.

Barr was discharged for misconduct connected with her employment and was therefore ineligible for

unemployment benefits. The court held that testimony from the employer's representatives constituted

substantial and competent evidence supporting the Commission's findings and declined to reweigh the

evidence.
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Barr appealed the Idaho Industrial Commission's decision finding her
ineligible for unemployment benefits because she was discharged for

misconduct in connection with her employment.

The Court freely reviews questions of law, but reviews factual
questions only to determine whether the Industrial Commission's
findings are supported by substantial and competent evidence. The
Court does not reweigh evidence, redetermine credibility, or consider
whether it would have reached a different conclusion, and views facts
and inferences in the light most favorable to the party prevailing
before the Commission.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Industrial Commission properly found that Citicorp discharged Barr for misconduct in

connection with her employment, rendering her ineligible for unemployment benefits under Idaho Code
section 72-1366(5).

2. Whether the Commission impermissibly relied on testimony from Citicorp representatives when

documentary evidence, including emails, coaching notes, and the relevant policy, was not submitted.

HOLDINGS

1. The testimony of Citicorp representatives constituted substantial and competent evidence supporting the
Commission's finding that Barr was discharged for misconduct in connection with her employment.

2. Barr was ineligible for unemployment benefits because Citicorp discharged her for misconduct in

connection with her employment under Idaho Code section 72-1366(5).

3. A general attack on the Commission's findings and conclusions, without specific identification of

evidentiary or legal error and supporting authority, is insufficient to preserve an issue for appellate
review.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When this Court reviews a decision from the Industrial Commission, we exercise free review over questions

of law, but review questions of fact only to determine whether the Commission’s findings are supported by
substantial and competent evidence.” (161 Idaho at 137)

“Substantial and competent evidence is relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept to support a
conclusion.” (161 Idaho at 137)

“The testimony provided by Downey and Endicott constituted substantial and competent evidence for the
Commission’s decision. Therefore, we must affirm its decision.” (161 Idaho at 139)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Barr worked for Citicorp as a customer service representative and repeatedly requested voluntary time off
directly from the workforce management group, despite instructions to use Citicorp's electronic scheduling
planner. She received repeated coaching and a final warning, but continued contacting the workforce
management group. After Citicorp learned of another violation, Barr was suspended and terminated; she later

told a manager that calling the group was "like an addiction.”

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The Idaho Department of Labor initially granted Barr unemployment benefits. After Citicorp appealed, an
Appeals Examiner held a telephonic hearing and reversed the initial determination, finding Barr ineligible
because of misconduct. Barr appealed to the Industrial Commission, which conducted a de novo review and

affirmed. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the Commission's decision.
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