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The issue is whether the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs properly denied
appellant’ s request for reconsideration.

On May 17, 1994 appellant, then a 57-year-old parcel post carrier, filed a claim for a
June 19, 1991 injury. He claimed that he was trying to take a tub of books off a truck when he
fell and sustained an injury to hisleft hip. In a September 16, 1994 decision, the Office rejected
appellant’s claim on the grounds that he had not established the fact of an injury at the time,
place and in the manner aleged. In a September 5 1995 letter, appellant requested
reconsideration. In an October 2, 1995 decision, the Office denied appellant’s request for
reconsideration on the grounds that he did not submit any evidence in support of his request for
reconsideration and his request therefore was insufficient to warrant review of the prior decision.

The jurisdiction of the Board is limited to final decisions of the Office issued within one
year prior to the filing of an appea with the Board.! As appellant’s appea was filed on
January 11, 1996, the Board has jurisdiction only over the October 2, 1995 decision of the
Office.

The Board finds that the Office properly denied appellant’ s request for reconsideration

Under 20 C.F.R. § 10.138(b)(1), a claimant may obtain review of the merits of his claim
by showing that the Office erroneously applied or interpreted a point of law, advancing a point
of law or fact not previously considered by the Office, or submitting relevant and pertinent
evidence not previously considered by the Office. Section 10.138(b)(2) provides that when an
application for review of the merits of a clam does not meet at least one of these three
requirements, the Office will deny the application for review without reviewing the merits of the

120 C.F.R. § 501.3.



claim.? Evidence that repeats or duplicates evidence already in the case record has no
evidentiary value and does not constitute a basis for reopening a case.® Evidence that does not
address the particular issue involved also does not constitute a basis for reopening a case.

The only evidence submitted by appellant in support of his request for reconsideration
was a July 15, 1994 note from Dr. Duc Nguyen, an orthopedic surgeon, which indicated that
appellant was fit for light duty with no prolonged standing and no lifting over 20 pounds.
Dr. Nguyen stated that appellant had severe arthritis of the left hip and would eventually require
atotal hip replacement. This report had been submitted previously and had been considered by
the Office prior to the denial of appellant’s claim. The evidence, therefore, was repetitive and
was insufficient to warrant review of the Office’s decision denying appellant’s claim.®> The
Office properly denied appellant’ s request for reconsideration.

The decision of the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs, dated October 2, 1995,
is hereby affirmed.
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® Subsequent to the October 2, 1995 decision, the Office received medical notes and x-ray reports from appellant
which extended from October 2, 1991 through August 10, 1995. The Board's scope of review is limited to the
evidence that was before the Office at the time it issued its final decision. 20 C.F.R. § 501.2. The Board therefore
cannot review the evidence received by the Office after October 2, 1995



