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The issue is whether appellant has established that he sustained a recurrence of disability
from November 1 to 15, 1994 causally related to his November 4, 1993 employment injury.

The Office of Workers Compensation Programs accepted that appellant sustained a
cervical strain and a lumbosacral strain on November 3, 1993. Appellant’s attending physician,
Dr. Mercy Odunmbaken, a Board-certified family practitioner, indicated that appellant could
return to light duty on December 6, 1993. In areport dated June 28, 1994, another of appellant’s
attending physicians, Dr. Frederick W. Gooding, a Board-certified physiatrist, stated that
appellant stated to him that he was “fully functional” on that date; Dr. Gooding discharged
appellant “with no restriction.” Appellant returned to his regular duties.

On February 1, 1995 appellant filed a claim for a recurrence of disability from
November 1 to 15, 1994 causally related to his November 3, 1993 employment injury. The
Office denied this claim by a June 23, 1995 decision and refused to modify this decision by a
decision dated April 18, 1996.

The Board finds that appellant has not established that he sustained a recurrence of
disability from November 1 to 15, 1994 causally related to his November 4, 1993 employment
injury.

Where appellant claims a recurrence of disability due to an accepted employment-related
injury, he has the burden of establishing by the weight of the substantial, reliable and probative
evidence that the subsequent disability, for which he claims compensation is causally related to
the accepted injury.’ This burden includes the necessity of furnishing evidence from a qualified
physician who, on the basis of a complete and accurate factual and medical history, concludes
that the condition is causally related to the employment injury and supports that conclusion with
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sound medical reasoning.? In a recurrence of disability situation, generally no event other than
the previous injury accounts for the disability.® The Office's procedure manual provides that a
work stoppage is not a recurrence of disability if it is caused by: “A condition which results
from anew injury, even if it involves the same part of the body previously injured....”*

Appellant’s July 1, 1995 letter describes a recurrence of disability: appellant states that
on October 31, 1994 he experienced pain in his testicles and lower back, while walking at work
and that later that night, after laying down for a couple of hours, he could barely walk. Causal
relation, however, is a medical question that can only be resolved through medical opinion
evidence,” and appellant’s attending physician, Dr. Odunmbaken, in a June 20, 1995 report, did
not attribute appellant’s disability from November 1 to 15, 1994 to his November 4, 1993
employment injury. Instead, Dr. Odunmbaken stated that appellant was seen “on November 2,
1994 with exacerbation of lumbar strain following another injury on October 31, 1994 at work.”
As appellant’s physician attributes appellant’s disability from November 1 to 15, 1994 to a new
injury on October 31, 1994, appellant has not met his burden of proof to establish that this period
of disability is causally related to his November 3, 1993 employment injury.

The decisions of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated April 18, 1996
and June 23, 1995 are affirmed.
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