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The issue is whether appellant has sustained an emotiona condition in the performance
of duty causally related to compensable factors of his federal employment.

The Board has reviewed the case record and finds that appellant has not established an
employment-related emotional condition.

On May 23, 1994 appellant, then a 38-year-old postal clerk, filed a claim alleging that he
sustained stress from his federal employment. In a narrative statement, appellant further
discussed his claim. Appellant indicated that he experienced stress because he was not given
enough time to complete his duties in the back section. He further indicated that stress resulted
from the employing establishment’s failure to respond to his requests for a supervisory position
and future career opportunities. Appellant also stated that he suffered stress when he requested
an annual appraisal and one was not provided. Finally, appellant indicated that stress resulted
when passport training was denied and when his work improvement suggestions were ignored.

The employing establishment responded that appellant’s job duties as a window clerk
required him to spend time away from the back section and attend a service window. The
employing establishment also indicated that, although appellant filled out a form to obtain a
supervisory position, he never applied for a specific position despite instructions on how to do
so. The employing establishment indicated that appellant never requested an annual appraisal. It
further stated that passport training was not a part of appellant’s job duties, but that it did allow
some training upon the insistence of appellant.

Appellant clarified his initial statement during a hearing held on January 5, 1995. He
again indicated that he could not keep up with hiswork in the back section and requested help in
doing so. He restated that the employing establishment failed to respond to his application for a
supervisory position and his request for future career opportunities. Appellant also stated that
his request for an annual appraisal was ignored. Furthermore, appellant again indicated that
work suggestions were ignored and that he was denied passport training. Finally, appellant
indicated that he experienced stress from not being allowed to serve as atemporary supervisor.



The initial question presented in an emotional condition claim is whether appellant has
alleged and substantiated compensable factors of employment as contributing to his condition.
Workers compensation law does not apply to each and every injury or illness that is somehow
related to an employee’s employment. There are situations where an injury or illness has some
connection with the employment but nevertheless does not come within the coverage of workers
compensation. These injuries occur in the course of the employment and have some kind of
causal connection with it but nevertheless are not covered because they are found not to have
arisen out of the employment. Disability is not covered where it results from an employee’s
frustration over not being permitted to work in a particular environment or to hold a particular
position, or secure a promotion. On the other hand, where disability results from an employee's
emotional reaction to his regular or specially assigned work duties or to a requirement imposed
by the employment, the disability comes within the coverage of the Federal Employees
Compensation Act.*

Appellant has the burden of establishing by the weight of the reliable, probative and
substantial evidence that the condition for which he claims compensation was caused or
adversely affected by factors of his federa employment.? To establish his claim that he
sustained an emotional condition in the performance of duty, appellant must submit: (1) factual
evidence identifying employment factors or incidents alleged to have caused or contributed to
his condition; (2) medical evidence establishing that he has an emotional or psychiatric disorder;
and (3) rationalized medical opinion evidence establishing that the identified compensable
employment factors are causally related to his emotional condition.®

In the present case, appellant alleges that he experienced stress as a result of not being
able to complete his duties in the back section because he was required to attend to a service
window. The record, however, reveas that appellant’s job duties provided for this interruption
and that, therefore, appellant was not required to strictly attend to and complete all his back
section duties. Because appellant’s regular duties did not include the uninterrupted completion
of his back section duties, appellant stress over completing these tasks is self-generated and,
therefore, noncompensable.*

Appellant further alleged that he experienced stress from the employing establishment’s
failure to respond to his requests for a supervisory position and future career opportunities. The
denial of a promotion is administrative in nature and is not a compensable factor of employment
absent evidence of error or abuse.® In this case, appellant failed to present any evidence that the
employing establishment erred or acted abusively in denying him promotions or career
opportunities. In fact, the employing establishment indicated that appellant simply failed to
follow the proper procedure by applying for a specific promotion.
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Appellant also stated that he suffered stress when he requested an annual appraisal and
one was not provided. Performance appraisals are also administrative actions which are not
compensable absent error or abuse.® Appellant failed to present any evidence establishing error
and abuse concerning his performance appraisal. Consequently, he did not allege a compensable
factor.

Finally, appellant indicated that stress resulted when passport training was denied and
when his work improvement suggestions were ignored. Appellant’s desire to learn new tasks
and his desire to change office procedures do not arise within the performance of duty and are
not compensable.’

The Board accordingly finds that appellant has not aleged and substantiated a
compensable factor of employment. The Office, therefore, properly denied the claim. Because
no compensable factor of employment was alleged, the Board will not address the medical
evidence.®

The decision of the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs dated March 26, 1996 is
affirmed.
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