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The issue is whether appellant sustained a left wrist injury on October 3, 1995 in the
performance of hisfedera duties.

On October 9, 1995 appellant, then a 57-year-old letter carrier, filed a claim alleging that
on October 3, 1995 he sustained a fracture of the left wrist while opening a can of soda. A
witness stated that she and appellant were on a work break and that appellant had told her that
his wrist had been bothering him and that it looked swollen. She stated that appellant then
opened a soda can, grimaced in pain, and stated that his wrist had hurt before but never that bad.

In a report dated October 5, 1995, Dr. David W. Mack, a Board-certified orthopedic
surgeon, related that appellant was opening a soda can on October 2, 1995 and experienced a
pop in hiswrist. He noted that x-rays revealed an old styloid fracture. Dr. Mack diagnosed an
old injury of the styloid process, |eft ulna.

In a second report also dated October 5, 1995 but labeled “corrected copy,” Dr. Mack
submitted the same report he had previously dated October 5, 1995, with one change. He now
stated a diagnosis of status post ulnar styloid fracture.

In a report dated October 12, 1995, Dr. Mack diagnosed an old injury of the styloid
process of the left ulnaand indicated by checking the block marked “yes’ that the condition was
causally related to the October 1995 incident when appellant opened a soda can.*

In areport dated December 12, 1995, Dr. Mack stated that appellant was 10 weeks status
post subluxation of the |eft distal ulnar and fracture of the left ulnar styloid process.

! In an October 17, 1995 report, Dr. Mack corrected the date of injury to October 3, 1995.



By decision dated December 4, 1995, the Office denied appellant’s claim on the grounds
that the evidence of record failed to demonstrate that appellant’ s claimed condition was causally
related to the October 3, 1995 incident when he opened a can of soda.

The Board finds that appellant has failed to meet his burden of proof to establish that he
sustained a left wrist injury on October 3, 1995 in the performance of duty causally related to
factors of hisfederal 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 causa 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.®

In this case, appellant aleged that on October 3, 1995 he sustained a fractured left wrist
while opening a can of soda. He submitted medical evidence in support of hisclaim.

In a report dated October 5, 1995, Dr. Mack, a Board-certified orthopedic surgeon,
related that appellant was opening a soda can on October 2, 1995 and experienced a pop in his
wrist. He noted that x-rays revealed an old styloid fracture. Dr. Mack diagnosed an old injury of
the styloid process, left ulna. Since he did not opine that appellant’s wrist condition was
causally related to the October 3, 1995 incident in which appellant opened a can of soda and, in
fact, noted that the x-rays revealed an old injury, this report does not suffice to meet appellant’s
burden of proof that he sustained an injury on October 3, 1995 in the performance of duty.

In a second report also dated October 5, 1995 but labeled “corrected copy,” Dr. Mack
submitted the same report he had previously dated October 5, 1995, but he now provided a
diagnosis of status post ulnar styloid fracture. However, he did not provide any rationalized
medical opinion explaining how this condition was related to appellant opening a can of soda on
October 3, 1995 and therefore this report does not suffice to establish that appellant sustained an
employment-related injury as alleged.
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In a report dated October 12, 1995, Dr. Mack diagnosed an old injury of the styloid
process of the left ulnaand indicated by checking the block marked “yes’ that the condition was
causally related to the October 1995 incident when appellant opened a soda can. The Board has
held that an opinion on causal relationship which consists only of checking “yes’ to a form
report question on whether the claimant’s disability was related to the history given is of little
probative value.” Without any explanation or rationale, such a report has little probative value
and is insufficient to establish causal relationship.® Furthermore, Dr. Mack described the injury
asan “old injury” which contradicts his opinion that the injury was sustained in October 1995.

In areport dated December 12, 1995, Dr. Mack stated that appellant was 10 weeks status
post subluxation of the left distal ulnar and fracture of the left ulnar styloid process. In this
report, he seems to be indicating that the fracture of the wrist occurred in October 1995 but he
does not explain the contradiction with his October 5 and October 12, 1995 reports in which he
opined that appellant’s wrist condition was an “old” injury. He aso provides no medical
rationale explaining how this condition was caused by opening a can of soda. Therefore, this
report is not sufficient to establish that appellant sustained a wrist injury on October 3, 1995
when he opened a can of soda, as he alleged.

The December 4, 1995 decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs is
affirmed.
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