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#3UAWNINEIAR Rukhsana Drahozal v. Envoy Air INC., d/b/a

American Airlines Group and New Hampshire Insurance Company*

a v a Pz 1
AUAT AYIUNT

v < a
VBNV

£ o

Drahozal Haud1vendtugnitavesarsnisiu American Airlines w1gd19EARAUAIYE

Y

'
a wa Y A

919imulasuduasieluvauzUfifning  w auudu Eastern lowa L9 Cedar Rapids wasg lowa

@

Drahozal :ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁazmﬂﬁ’uméumLmsas@mﬂ‘%‘aﬁuiuﬁmqq‘wun o Yufl 4 uns1AN A.A.2015
vy Drahozal fdsufjoandnflazareiudsegiu arsarasildazareiudsldgululauiiovos
Drahozal lumgllunevdailevessefiennsw Faedn Wuuwanmes Uaeiauisiimga Drahozal
IHdrsunsdnsaumannumsidenvigesisdades unndlditadedndiatauunves Drahozal
fionadedone shlsieriassursdinves Drahozal Tnslalldnuund’ uenaini brahozal 8slé
Uinwdvdaunmdnvansass lesnniseldSunansenuuiisla fornsuanile in3ea dantaa
usulaindy \hilsadiai vhedige Drahozal ldaeenannauiilewiounsngiau a.a.2016

uil 18 n3ngIAL A.A.2016 Drahozal ldduAvesoAnznIIINTRUNALIUGNTIS (Workers’
Compensation Commissionen)(sieludaziBenin “anznssuniss”) iovesudunaunulunsdsieg
dudunaiflesnainmsinunazA$uainnsit American Airlines gifluungdrsseiunaunudidn
ANENIIUNTSY LaliA13Tade 19 Drahozal lasuRunaunuluvinsdluaglilasudunaununagAusu
Tuuensdl

ouAnsllagnsIallUinnenIsuNTT AUANENTIUNTY RTanTduansIailadaidadedy

AUAITINEYRIAMENTINNTY TutuAuNNUTENNS

I
=2

Drahozal TuuiuseAuA1itad8999aMEnIsUN1TY Ineiulnauilans lasukunawnuuay
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Case Summary: Rukhsana Drahozal v. Envoy Air INC., d/b/a American Airlines Group and New Hampshire Insurance
Company
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' Drahozal v. Envoy Air, Inc., No. 20-0027 (lowa Ct. App. Apr. 28, 2021).
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WewnanduAidadeueseadns (agency) Tnq Ialamzlunsalnansluanssddey (substantial rights)

2
Drahozal v. Envoy Air, Inc., No. 20-0027 (lowa Ct. App. Apr. 28, 2021) 18.

*IA Code § 17A.1 (2019).

* lowa Code § 17A. 19(10) The court may affirm the agency action or remand to the agency for further proceedings.
The court shall reverse, modify, or grant other appropriate relief from agency action, equitable or legal and including
declaratory relief, if it determines that substantial rights of the person seeking judicial relief have been prejudiced
because the agency action is any of the following:

(f) Based upon a determination of fact clearly vested by a provision of law in the discretion of the agency that is not
supported by substantial evidence in the record before the court when that record is viewed as a whole. For purposes
of this paragraph, the following terms have the following meanings:

(1) “Substantial evidence” means the quantity and quality of evidence that would be deemed sufficient by a neutral,
detached, and reasonable person, to establish the fact at issue when the consequences resulting from
the establishment of that fact are understood to be serious and of great importance.

® Warren Props v. Steward, 864 N.W.2d 307, 311 (lowa 2015).
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Foumazsnanilndldogisanisauda (permanent total disability)

9ndedadnadiuil magssal lowa I¥R913A1A1MAN Industrial Disability #ldUsziiu
ANNausatun1Imselavegning aufiAR Second Injury Fund v. Nelson' wazad Guyton v.
iving Co.” mamdn gnirannsamaulmilufiufiyueuiignisendeoguasiienuaninsoussduld
muanudussuiely Inedlsdiveny afdyg n1sfiny) mwawnsa Uszaunisal wasnanssnuain
Sunsieiigniraagldsu emagnssal lowa Miasigsinnuiuresunmdidsrvqi uduin
Drahozol l#5udunsneuninmeuazkansenumsdnlaiiesainnisvineu us Drahozal Siasfiaussanin
Tumsiaudadu 80% woTedtanunsanduluvhauldsaiy Wowslfansuudiluansheuad

Tuns3fdadeldunaununsdnnnanin Aagnsssal lowa alaNasundn Odd-Lot
Doctrine’ &3 Drahozal finiszmisfigaillfmaniiuinseldaunsameilufufiguey Cedar Rapids
fiseodvegls usi Drahozal luamsahdufigesllsimaiiuin Drahozal lémerewasiasauluiios
Cedar Rapids 1a7 aﬂ‘ﬁﬂgﬂiﬁﬂﬁﬂ{]’jﬂ Drahozal léwenenuadasnulndviodfuilnevsuedndus

madsluliiunawnulunsdnnnaning135d udun Drahozal AWINBITURIUAIIUAUVDS

®lowa Code § 17A. 19(10) The court may affirm the agency action or remand to the agency for further proceedings.
The court shall reverse, modify, or grant other appropriate relief from agency action, equitable or legal and including
declaratory relief, if it determines that substantial rights of the person seeking judicial relief have been prejudiced
because the agency action is any of the following:

(f) Based upon a determination of fact clearly vested by a provision of law in the discretion of the agency that is not
supported by substantial evidence in the record before the court when that record is viewed as a whole. For purposes
of this paragraph, the following terms have the following meanings:

(1) “Substantial evidence” means the quantity and quality of evidence that would be deemed sufficient by a neutral,
detached, and reasonable person, to establish the fact at issue when the consequences resulting from

the establishment of that fact are understood to be serious and of great importance.

" Second Injury Fund v. Nelson, 544 N.W.2d 258, 265 (lowa 1995).

¢ Guyton v. Irving Co., 373 N.W.2d 101, 103 (lowa 1985).

? 1én 0dd lot doctrine WWudnudnuilsiimaldlunisfiansanitgniredussaug ifmaanmsvinuiianslésy Gunaununsd
ymnanmansield [undniimaligatositedn industrial Disability nanafeniumdn Odd lot doctrine Hugninsdang
sl LwiamiimwwiumiﬁwmumaammﬁgﬂuL%ﬂﬂ%mmuammmw wazauldsunounneerafuanuilituag
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‘Permanent Total Disability: What happens if you can never work again after injury’ (Gilloon, Wright & Hamel, P.C.
attorneys at law) <https//www.dbglaw.com/permanent-total-disability-what-happens-if-you-can-never-work-
ag.html#:~text=There%20are%20tw0%20main%20types%200f%20permanent%20total%20disability%20under%20lowa
%20law.&text=An%200dd%2Dlot%20worker%20is,for%20them%20does%20not%20exist.> accessed 9 May 2021.
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** lowa Code § 86.13(4)a)

4. a. If a denial, a delay in payment, or a termination of benefits occurs without reasonable or probable cause or
excuse known to the employer or insurance carrier at the time of the denial, delay in payment, or termination of
benefits, the workers’ compensation commissioner shall award benefits in addition to those benefits payable under
this chapter, or chapter 85, 85A, or 85B, up to fifty percent of the amount of benefits that were denied, delayed, or
terminated without reasonable or probable cause or excuse.

" Waldinger Corp. v. Mettler, 817 NW.2d 1,7(lowa 2012).

*? Goodrman v. Snap-On Tools Corp., No. 03-0414, 2004 WL 2066941, at "3 (lowa Ct. App. Sept.9, 2004)
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** Robbennolt v. Snap-On Tools Corp., 555 N.w.2d 229, 235 (lowa 1996).
“lowa Code § 86.13(4)a)

4. a. If a denial, a delay in payment, or a termination of benefits occurs without reasonable or probable cause or
excuse known to the employer or insurance carrier at the time of the denial, delay in payment, or termination of
benefits, the workers’” compensation commissioner shall award benefits in addition to those benefits payable under
this chapter, or chapter 85, 85A, or 85B, up to fifty percent of the amount of benefits that were denied, delayed, or
terminated without reasonable or probable cause or excuse.

15 Schadendorf v. Snap-On Tools Corp., 757 N.W.2d 330, 336 (lowa 2008).
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