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The issue is whether appellant met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained a
recurrence of disability on or after March 12, 1996 due to his May 26, 1994 employment injury.

The Board has duly reviewed the case record in the present appeal and finds that
appellant did not meet his burden of proof to establish that he sustained a recurrence of disability
on or after March 12, 1996 due to his May 26, 1994 employment injury.

When an employee, who is disabled from the job he held when injured on account of
employment-related residuals, returns to a light-duty position or the medical evidence of record
establishes that he can perform the light-duty position, the employee has the burden to establish
by the weight of the reliable, probative, and substantial evidence a recurrence of total disability
and show that he cannot perform such light duty. As part of this burden the employee must show
a change in the nature and extent of the injury-related condition or a change in the nature and
extent of the light-duty job requirements.”

In the present case, the Office accepted that appellant sustained an employment-related
thoracic strain on May 26, 1994 and he began working in alight-duty position shortly thereafter.
He stopped work on March 12, 1996 and claimed that he sustained a recurrence of total
disability due to his May 26, 1994 employment injury. By decision dated May 29, 1996, the
Office denied appellant’s claim on the grounds that he did not submit sufficient medical
evidence to show that he sustained an employment-related recurrence of disability on or after
March 12, 1996.

The Board notes that appellant did not submit sufficient medical evidence to show that he
sustained a recurrence of disability on or after March 12, 1996 due to his May 26, 1994
employment injury. Appellant submitted a May 3, 1996 report in which Dr. Benjamin J. Philips,
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an attending family practitioner, indicated that his low back complaints were “due to aggravation
of a preexisting condition from the May 26, 1994 accident.” This report, however, is of limited
probative value on the relevant issue of the present case in that it does not contain adequate
medical rationale in support of its conclusion on causal relationship.? It has not been accepted
that appellant sustained an employment-related low back condition. Dr. Philips did not describe
appellant’s May 26, 1994 injury, which affected the thoracic spine rather than the lumbar spine,
or explain how it could have caused total disability on or after March 12, 1996. He did not
explain why appellant’ s recurrence was not due to a nonwork factor such as his 1995 automobile
accident or his preexisting low back condition which required surgery in 1978. Appellant
submitted other medical evidence, dated between January and April 1996, which indicated that
he complained of neck and low back pain. This evidence, however, is of limited probative value
on the relevant issue of the present case in that it does not contain an opinion on causal
relationship.®

The decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated May 29, 1996 is
affirmed.
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