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The issue is whether appellant met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained an
injury in the performance of duty.

On October 13, 2000 appellant, then a 46-year-old postal clerk, filed a notice of traumatic
injury alleging that on September 23, 2000 he felt a pull in his groin when lifting a heavy parcel.
Dr. Gary L. Greenly diagnosed appellant with left inguinal hernia on October 2, 2000. By letter
dated November 27, 2000, the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs informed appellant
that he should submit additional evidence to support his claim.

By decision dated December 29, 2000, the Office denied appellant’s claim finding that
the factual and medical evidence of record was insufficient to establish that an injury occurred as
alleged.

Subsequent to the Office’s decision, appellant submitted an operative report indicating
that he underwent left inguinal hernia repair and responses to the Office’s questions. Under 20
C.F.R. 8 501.2(c), the Board's review of a case is limited to the evidence in the case record
which was before the Office at the time of its final decision. Thus, the Board cannot consider the
evidence received after the Office’s December 29, 2000 decision.

The Board finds that, although appellant was lifting at work at the time alleged, he has
not met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained 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
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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 an occupational disease.®

To determine whether an employee has sustained a traumatic injury in the performance of
duty, it must first be determined whether a “fact of injury” has been established. First, the
employee must submit sufficient evidence to establish that he or she actualy experienced the
employment incident at the time, place and in the manner alleged.* Second, the employee must
submit sufficient evidence, generally only in the form of medical evidence, to establish that the
employment incident caused a personal injury.> An employee may establish that an injury
occurred in the performance of duty as alleged but fail to establish that his or her disability
and/or a specific condition for which compensation is claimed are causally related to the injury.®

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 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 specific employment factors
identified by the claimant.’

In this case, appellant claimed that he felt apull in his groin on September 23, 2000 while
lifting a heavy parcel. Ken Kihara, an agency supervisor, stated that appellant told him that he
felt hisinitial pain while working on his wife's car. Nevertheless, the Board has found that an
employee’ s statement alleging that an injury occurred at a given time and in a given manner is of
great probative value and will stand unless refuted by strong or persuasive evidence.® The Board
concludes that appellant was lifting in the performance of duty as alleged. The Board will thus
consider the medical evidence. Although appellant did submit medical evidence diagnosing him
with left inguinal hernia, he did not submit a rationalized medical opinion report relating his
hernia to the incident on September 23, 2000. There are no reports of record which address
causal relationship or factors of appellant’'s employment. A claimant has the burden of
establishing by the weight of the reliable, probative and substantial evidence that the condition
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for which compensation is claimed was caused or adversely affected by employment factors.”
The mere fact that a condition manifests itself during a period of employment does not raise an
inference that there is a causal relationship between the two.*°

Since the medical evidence does not establish a causal relationship between appellant’s
left hernia and his employment, appellant has not met his burden of proof in establishing his
claim.

The December 29, 2000 decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs is
hereby affirmed as modified.
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