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The issue is whether appellant has established that she sustained dermatitis causally
related to factors of her employment.

On February 18, 1999 appellant, then a 40-year-old distribution clerk, filed an
occupational disease claim aleging that the dermatitis on her hands was causally related to her
employment. She indicated that she first became aware of the condition in November 1998.
Appellant explained: “As a clerk | wore cloth gloves from April 1998 until Grandview
management told me to wear rubber gloves in the latter part of 1998. Later | was told not to
wear any gloves at all. The rash developed, | got paper cuts and my fingers cracked and were
sore.”

By letter dated March 10, 1999, the Office of Workers Compensation Programs advised
appellant and the employing establishment that the information submitted was not sufficient to
establish that appellant sustained an injury as aleged. The Office provided appellant and the
employing establishment with a detailed list of evidence needed and questions to be answered.

On March 17, 1999 the employing establishment submitted a narrative background report
of appellant’s work history. Incidents of harassment alleged by appellant were also documented
and addressed by the employing establishment. Attached was a report from Deborah Prior, who
noted that appellant complained of a slightly itchy rash on her hands, which appellant believed
was caused by wearing rubber gloves at work.

By decision dated May 14, 1999, the Office denied appellant’s claim, finding that she
failed to establish that her dermatitis was causally related to work factors.

In a letter dated June 7, 1999, appellant requested a review of the written record. She
stated that in October 1998 she was working the box mail section and advised the postmaster that
she was wearing gloves to protect her hand from cuts, cracking and soreness. Appellant noted
that in November 1998 she was instructed to wear rubber gloves but later heard that these would



“mess up my hands.” In December 1998 her hands broke out after she was instructed not to
wear any gloves and sought medical treatment. She was assured that “1 [alm not latex aller[g]ic
but | have dermatitis.”

In a decision dated August 20, 1999, the hearing representative affirmed the May 14,
1999 Office decision.

The Board finds that appellant has not established an injury in the performance of duty.

An employee seeking benefits under the Federal Employees Compensation Act* has the
burden of establishing the essential elements of his or her claim including the fact that the
individual is an “employee of the United States” within the meaning of the Act, that the claim
was timely filed within the applicable time limitation period of the Act, that an injury was
sustained in the performance of duty as alleged and that any disability and/or specific condition
for which compensation is claimed are causally related to the employment injury.? These are the
essential elements of each compensation claim regardless of whether the claim is predicated
upon a traumatic injury or occupational disease.®

To establish that an injury was sustained in the performance of duty in an occupational
disease claim, a claimant must submit the following: (1) medical evidence establishing the
presence or existence of the disease or condition for which compensation is claimed; (2) a factua
statement identifying employment factors alleged to have caused or contributed to the presence
or occurrence of the disease or condition; and (3) medical evidence establishing that the
employment factors identified by the claimant were the proximate cause of the condition for
which compensation is claimed or, stated differently, medical evidence establishing that the
diagnosed condition is causally related to the employment factors identified by the claimant.
The medical evidence required to establish a causal relationship is rationalized medical opinion
evidence.

Rationalized medical opinion evidence is medical evidence which includes a physician’s
rationalized opinion on the issue of whether there is a causal relationship between the claimant’s
diagnosed condition and the implicated employment factors. The opinion of the physician must
be based on a complete factua 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 specific employment factors identified
by the claimant.*

In this case, appellant submitted a medical report from Dr. Phyllis Sullivan, an osteopath,
who diagnosed dermatitis on January 25, 1999. The record also contains several return-to-work
notes suggesting that appellant be allowed to wear cotton gloves at work to avoid paper cuts and
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to help prevent potential outbreaks of dermatitis. Dr. Sullivan did not, however, support her
diagnosis of dermatitis with any findings.

Further, while appellant aleged periods during which she wore cloth gloves, latex gloves
or no gloves, she never described the job duties and contacts that could have caused dermatitis.
Appellant is not aleging that wearing gloves alone caused her condition, as she stated that she
was not wearing gloves when the condition occurred.

Finally, for the diagnosed condition to be covered under the Act, the evidence must
demonstrate that the essential element of causal relationship has been met. The question of
causal relationship is a medical issue, which usually requires a reasoned medical opinion for
resolution. Causal relationship may be established by means of direct causation, aggravation,
acceleration or precipitation. None of the evidence submitted offered any medical rationale to
explain how specific employment factors caused or contributed to the diagnosed condition.
Dr. Sullivan was the only physician of record who diagnosed dermatitis and her medical report
offered no medical rationale relating this diagnosis to appellant’s employment factors. While
Dr. Sullivan did recommend that appellant wear gloves to prevent future problems, fear of future
injury does not establish causal relationship.”

The August 20 and May 14, 1999 decisions of the Office of Workers Compensation
Programs are affirmed.
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