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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

 
Judge Brearcliffe authored the decision of the Court, in which Presiding 
Judge Eppich and Vice Chief Judge Staring concurred. 

 
 

B R E A R C L I F F E, Judge: 
 
¶1 In this statutory special action, petitioner Martin Lyman 
challenges the Industrial Commission’s award finding his claim non-
compensable, as well as the administrative law judge’s decision on review 
affirming that award.  Lyman, who appears before this court in propria 
persona, does not present a coherent argument beyond stating the facts of 
his injury and the procedural background.  He asserts in his opening brief 
that his “injury did in fact happen on the job site” in May 2020 and that he 
“tried to show evidence and it was dismissed,” but makes no other 
argument.  He also provides no citations to the record or to any legal 
authorities to support his contentions.   

¶2 “Parties who choose to represent themselves ‘are entitled to 
no more consideration than if they had been represented by counsel’ and 
are held to the same standards as attorneys with respect to ‘familiarity with 
required procedures and . . . notice of statutes and local rules.’”  In re 
Marriage of Williams, 219 Ariz. 546, ¶ 13 (App. 2008) (omission in Williams) 
(quoting Smith v. Rabb, 95 Ariz. 49, 53 (1963)).  An opening brief must 
provide a statement of facts “with appropriate references to the record,” 
Ariz. R. Civ. App. P. 13(a)(5), it must also include an argument “with 
supporting reasons for each contention, and with citations of legal 
authorities and appropriate references to the portions of the record on 
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which the appellant relies,” Ariz. R. Civ. App. P. 13(a)(7)(A).1  Failure to 
provide citations to legal authorities and the record on appeal “can 
constitute abandonment and waiver of that claim.”  Ritchie v. Krasner, 221 
Ariz. 288, ¶ 62 (App. 2009).  Due to Lyman’s failure to comply with Rule 
13(a)(5) and (7), he has waived all arguments on review. 

¶3 We affirm the Industrial Commission’s award and the 
decision on review affirming that Lyman’s claim was non-compensable. 

                                                 
1The Arizona Rules of Civil Appellate Procedure apply to special 

action reviews of Industrial Commission awards.  Polanco v. Indus. Comm’n, 
214 Ariz. 489, n.2 (App. 2007); Ariz. R. P. Spec. Act. 10(k); A.R.S. § 23-951(E).   


