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The issue is whether appellant’s heart attack on November 6, 1996 was causally related
to hisfederal employment.

On December 5, 1996 appellant, a gardener, filed a claim asserting that he sustained an
injury on November 6, 1996 while in the performance of his duties. He stated that he was in the
garage getting dressed for shoveling black top when he began to feel pain in his back. Appellant
was taken to the emergency room, where he learned he had suffered a heart attack.

The Office of Workers Compensation Programs advised appellant of the evidence
needed to establish his claim, including a physician’s opinion supported by medical rationae as
to the causal relationship between his disability and the injury as reported. The Office
emphasized that his physician’s discussion of the issue of causal relationship was crucial to his
claim.

In a decision dated January 29, 1997, the Office denied appellant’s claim on the grounds
that the evidence failed to establish that he sustained an injury as alleged. The Office found that,
the initial evidence supported the fact that appellant actually experienced the claimed accident,
event or employment factor at the time, place and in the manner alleged, however, the file
contained no medical evidence and, therefore, an injury was not demonstrated.

The Office thereafter received hospital and other medical records but no reasoned
medical opinion attributing appellant’ s heart attack to his federal employment.

In a decision dated January 30, 1998, the Office vacated its earlier decision on the
grounds that it was issued prematurely. The Office nonetheless found that appellant had failed to
submit the necessary medical evidence to establish that he sustained an injury while in the
performance of duty.



Appellant requested a hearing before an Office hearing representative. At the hearing,
which was held on November 19, 1998, appellant stated that on October 5, 1995 he was assigned
to engineering services as a gardener, groundskeeper, laborer and driver. After working inside
for 17 years, he was not working outside. He was 45 years old with a heart condition and had a
heart attack in June 1988. “This was a very difficult assignment for me,” he stated. “The hard
labor and exposure to weather aggravated my heart condition.”

In a decision dated January 28, 1999, the hearing representative affirmed the Office's
January 30, 1998 denia of appellant’s claim. The hearing representative found that appellant
had submitted no medical evidence whatsoever to establish his claim that working outside from
October 1995 to November 1996 caused a heart attack.

Appellant requested reconsideration and urged that all documents and testimony from
three of his other claims also be examined as al four of his claims were closely related and
directly supported each other.

In a decision dated May 26, 1999, the Office conducted a merit review of appellant’s
claim and denied modification of its prior decision. The Office found that evidence of disability
for his gardening position and approval of disability retirement did not satisfy or overcome the
deficiency noted by the hearing representative.

The Board finds that the medical evidence of record is insufficient to establish that
appellant’s heart attack on November 6, 1996 was causally related to his federal employment.

An employee seeking benefits under the Federal Employees Compensation Act® has the
burden of proof to establish the essential elements of his clam. When an employee claims that
he sustained an injury in the performance of duty, he must submit sufficient evidence to establish
that he experienced a specific event, incident or exposure occurring at the time, place and in the
manner alleged. He must also establish that such event, incident or exposure caused an injury.?

The Office accepts that appellant experienced the specific event or incident that he
described on his claim form and there is no dispute that appellant was assigned to work outside
in 1995. The question for determination is whether these employment factors had any causal
relationship to the heart attack he experienced on November 6, 1996.

Causal relationship is a medical issue® and the medical evidence generally required to
establish causal relationship is rationalized medical opinion evidence. Rationalized medical
opinion evidence is medical evidence that, includes a physician’s rationalized opinion on
whether there is a causa relationship between the claimant’s diagnosed condition and the
established incident or factor of employment. The opinion of the physician must be based on a
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complete factual and medical background of the claimant,® must be one of reasonable medical
certainty® and must be supported by medical rationale explaining the nature of the relationship
between the diagnosed condition and the established incident or factor of employment.®

Appellant has submitted no medical opinion evidence explaining how his outside work
from October 1995 to November 1996 caused or otherwise contributed to his heart attack on
November 6, 1996. Appellant being found medically disabled for his position is immaterial to
whether his position caused or contributed to the medical condition that disabled him. The mere
fact that a condition manifests itself or worsens during a period of federal employment does not
raise an inference of causal relationship between the two.” Appellant must establish causal
relationship by submitting the necessary medical opinion evidence. Because he has submitted no
medical opinion to support causal relationship, which is an essential element of his claim,
appellant has not met his burden of proof.

The May 26 and January 28, 1999 decisions of the Office of Workers Compensation
Programs are affirmed.
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