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The issue is whether appellant has met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained a
recurrence of disability on or after October 31, 1995 causally related to his November 23, 1993
employment injury.

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 a recurrence of disability
on or after October 31, 1995 causally related to his November 23, 1993 employment injury.

On November 23, 1993 appellant filed a claim for an injury to his right knee and back
when he dipped on mud on a sidewalk. The Office of Workers Compensation Programs
accepted appellant’s claim for a right knee strain and low back strain. In a report dated
December 22, 1993, a physician released appellant to return to unrestricted employment duties.

On November 7, 1995 appellant filed a notice of recurrence of disability, alleging that on
October 31, 1995 he sustained a recurrence of disability, due to his November 29, 1993
employment injury. Appellant indicated that his original injury had not healed and that the pain
had increased over “the last several months.”

By letter dated December 7, 1995, the Office informed appellant of the evidence required
to establish hisclaim. Appellant, however, submitted no further evidence.

By decision dated February 27, 1996, the Office denied appellant’s claim on the grounds
that the evidence of record did not demonstrate a causal relationship between the injury and the
claimed condition or disability.

An individual who claims a recurrence of disability due to an accepted employment-
related injury has the burden of establishing by the weight of the substantial, reliable and
probative evidence that the disability for which compensation is claimed is causally related to the



accepted injury.’ This burden of proof includes the necessity of furnishing medical evidence
from a physician who, on the basis of a complete and accurate factual and medical history,
concludes that the disabling condition is causally related to the employment injury and supports
that conclusion with sound medical reasoning.? Causal relationship isamedical issue and can be
established only by medical evidence.®

In this case, appellant did not submit any factual or medical evidence in support of his
clam. An award of compensation may not be based on surmise, conjecture or speculation.
Neither the fact that appellant’s claimed condition became apparent during a period of
employment nor his belief that his condition was caused by his employment is sufficient to
establish causal relationship.”  Appellant failed to submit rationalized medical evidence
establishing that his claimed recurrence of disability is causally related to the accepted
employment injury and, therefore, the Office properly denied his claim for compensation.

The decision of the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs dated February 27, 1996
is hereby affirmed.
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