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The issue is whether appellant met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained a
back injury in the performance of duty causally related to factors of his employment.

The Board finds that appellant failed to meet his burden of proof to establish that he
sustained a back injury in the performance of duty causally related to factors of his employment.

An award of compensation may not be based on surmise, conjecture, speculation, or
appellant’s belief of causal relationship.* Appellant has the burden of establishing by the weight
of the reliable, probative and substantial evidence that he sustained an injury in the performance
of duty and that his disability was caused or aggravated by his employment.? As part of this
burden, a claimant must present rationalized medical opinion evidence, based on a complete
factual and medical background, showing causal relationship.® The mere manifestation of a
condition during a period of employment does not raise an inference of causal relationship
between the condition and the employment.* Neither the fact that the condition became apparent
during a period of employment nor appellant’s belief that the employment caused or aggravated
his condition is sufficient to establish causal relationship.’

On July 16, 2001 appellant, then a 37-year-old mailhandler, filed an occupational disease
clam alleging that in March 1997 he injured his back due to unloading mail trucks and
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processing mail. He indicated that he first became aware of a possible relationship between
herniated discs and pinched nervesin his back and his employment on June 1, 2001.

By letter dated August 29, 2001, the Office of Workers Compensation Programs advised
appellant that, in order to establish his claim, he needed to submit additional evidence to include
a description of hisjob duties that he believed contributed to his back condition and rationalized
medical evidence establishing that his back condition was causaly related to his employment
duties.

By decision dated October 16, 2001, the Office denied appellant’s claim on the grounds
that he had failed to establish that he sustained a medical condition in the performance of duty
causally related to factors of his employment.

In support of his claim, appellant submitted copies of his March 15, 1993 application for
employment, his preemployment medical examination, a description of his job and a notice of
personnel action dated February 18, 1998. However, appellant failled to provide rationalized
medical evidence establishing that he had a back condition caused or aggravated by his
employment factors. Therefore, he failed to meet his burden of proof and the Office properly
denied his claim.

The decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated October 16, 2001
is affirmed.
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® This record contains additional evidence that was not before the Office at the time it issued its October 16, 2001
decision. Therefore the Board has no jurisdiction to review this evidence for the first time on appeal; see 20 C.F.R.
§501.2(c); Robert D. Clark, 48 ECAB 422, 428 (1997).



