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The issue is whether appellant met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained
chronic neck strain in the performance of duty causally related to factors of his federa
employment.

Appellant filed an occupational disease claim on August 16, 1995 for chronic neck pain,
which he attributed to his work as a mailhandler and to prior employment injuries to his neck.
The Office of Workers Compensation Programs, in a decision dated January 5, 1996, denied
appellant’s claim on the grounds that he did not submit sufficient medical evidence to establish
an injury causaly related to factors of his federal employment. Appellant requested
reconsideration and submitted an additional medical report. In a merit decision dated April 9,
1997, the Office found that the evidence submitted was insufficient to warrant modification of its
prior decision.

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 chronic neck strain in the
performance of duty.

An employee seeking benefits under the Federal Employees Compensation Act® has the
burden of establishing the essential elements of his claim, including the fact that an injury was
sustained in the performance of duty as alleged, and that any disability and/or specific condition,
for which compensation is claimed is causally related to the employment injury.?

To establish that an injury was sustained in the performance of duty in an occupational
disease claim, a clamant must submit the following: (1) medical evidence establishing the
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presence or existence of the disease or condition for which compensation is clamed; (2) a
factual statement identifying the employment factors aleged to have caused or contributed to the
presence or occurrence of the disease or condition; and (3) medical evidence establishing that the
employment factors identified by the claimant were the proximate cause of the condition for
which compensation is claimed or, stated differently, medical evidence establishing that the
diagnosed condition is causally related to the employment factors identified by claimant.®> The
medical evidence required to establish a causal relationship, generally, is rationalized medical
opinion evidence.* Rationalized medical opinion evidence is medical evidence, which includes a
physician’s rationalized opinion on the issue of whether there is a causal relationship between
the claimant’s diagnosed condition and the implicated employment factors. The opinion of the
physician must be based on a complete factual and medical background of the claimant,” must be
one of reasonable medical certainty,® and must be supported by medical rationale explaining the
nature of the relationship between the diagnosed condition and the specific employment factors
identified by the claimant.” The mere fact that a condition manifests itself during a period of
employment does not raise an inference that there is a causal relationship between the two.
Neither the fact that the condition became apparent during a period of employment, nor the
belief of appellant that the condition was caused by or aggravated by employment conditions is
sufficient to establish causal relation.®

In the present case, appellant alleged that he sustained chronic neck strain due to
standing, bending and lifting during his work as a mailhandler and also due to his prior
employment-related injuries to his neck. Although the Office accepted the occurrence of the
claimed employment factors, appellant did not submit sufficient medical evidence to establish
that he sustained an occupational injury due to these factors.

In support of his claim, appellant submitted a form report dated August 15, 1995 from
Dr. Leonard Perryman, his attending physician, who diagnosed chronic neck pain and a left foot
mass and checked “yes’ that the condition was caused or aggravated by an employment activity.
However, the opinion of a physician on causal relation which consists only of checking “yes’ to
a form’s question of whether appellant’s condition was related to his employment, without any
explanation or rationale, has little probative value and is insufficient to establish causal relation.’
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In a report dated November 30, 1995, Dr. Perryman discussed appellant’s history of
chronic neck pain since January 1986 when he was shot in the neck and his history of two motor
vehicle accidents. He related that Dr. Howard Berkowitz, to whom he referred appellant for an
examination, diagnosed chronic cervical strain.

In areport dated December 16, 1996, Dr. Perryman stated:

“[Appellant’s] condition is directly related to his job activities. The constant
standing, bending, lifting, pushing and pulling is constantly aggravating his
medical condition. [Appellant’s] history has been known to his employer for
some time. [He] has a 15 [percent] partial disability due to an on[-]the[-]job
injury of August 1987, he was injured again on the job July 1992.”

Dr. Perryman, however, does not specifically discuss appellant’s medical condition of
chronic neck pain from being shot in the neck or support his opinion that employment activities
aggravated his chronic neck pain with medical rationale. Therefore, his opinion is of diminished
probative value.

An award of compensation may not be based upon surmise, conjecture or speculation or
upon appellant’s belief that there is a causal relationship between his condition and his
employment.™ To establish causal relationship, appellant must submit a physician’s report, in
which the physician reviews that factors of employment identified by appellant as causing his
condition and, taking these factors into consideration as well as findings upon examination of
appellant and appellant’s medical history, state whether these employment factors caused or
aggravated appellant’s diagnosed condition.’? Appellant failed to submit such evidence and
therefore failed to discharge his burden of proof.
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The decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated April 9, 1997 is
hereby affirmed.
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