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The issue is whether appellant sustained an injury in the performance of duty.

On July 27, 2001 appellant, then a 44-year-old letter carrier, filed a clam for
occupational disease alleging that back problems, right shoulder numbness and leg pain were
caused by a work-related vehicular accident in October 2000. The employing establishment
noted that appellant’ s accident occurred on October 11, 2000.

The Office of Workers Compensation Programs advised appellant regarding the
evidence needed to support his claim. By decision dated October 11, 2001, the Office denied his
clam. By letter dated October 1, 2002, appellant, through counsel, requested reconsideration.

By decision dated October 24, 2002, the Office modified its October 11, 2001 finding
that the October 11, 2000 vehicular accident occurred, but that appellant had failed to establish
that his medical conditions were caused by that incident.

The Board finds that appellant failed to establish that he sustained an injury in the
performance of duty on October 11, 2000.

An employee seeking benefits under the Federa Employees Compensation Act has the
burden of establishing the essential elements of his claim, including the fact 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 is causaly related to the employment injury.! As a part of
this burden, the claimant must present rationalized medical evidence, based on a complete
factual and medical background, showing causal relationship.?
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In support of his claim, appellant submitted multiple medical reports as well as records
relating to his October 11, 2000 vehicular accident. In a report dated May 15, 2001,
Dr. David A. Wassil, appellant’s treating osteopath, noted symptoms of neck and back pain. He
also noted that appellant had old sports injuries and arthritic problems. This report fails to
establish a causal relationship and in fact supports a nonwork-related causation of sports-related
conditions. In his June 5, 2001 report, Dr. Wassil noted appellant’ s back symptoms but made no
reference to causation or to the October 11, 2000 accident. In his July 17, 2001 report, he noted
appellant’s C6-7 condition, but again did not note any causal relationship with the October 11,
2000 accident. On September 3, 2002 Dr. Wassi| noted by checking a box “yes,” that appellant’s
back condition was caused by a vehicular accident on October 11, 2000. However, the Board
has held that medical reports which establish causal relationship by checking a box “yes’ is of
limited probative value® Further, Dr. Wassil’s report is dated two years from the time of the
injury and lacks the quality of a contemporary medical report. His January 7 and January 25,
2002 reports were postsurgery treatment notes and made no reference to causal relationship.

In his February 19, 2002 report, Dr. Wassil noted recent magnetic resonance imaging
scan results of alarge disc at L2. Thisreport also lacks any reference to awork-related causality.

Appellant adso submitted multiple reports from Dr. Brian Hoeflinger, his treating
physician and a Board-certified orthopedic surgeon. In a report dated July 27, 2001, he stated
that appellant related an insidious onset of neck, shoulder and arm discomfort on the right side.
He added that appellant “denies any inciting incident such as trauma or falling to account for the
onset of symptoms.” This report clearly provides no rationalized medical opinion to support his
clam. Dr. Hoeflinger's subsequent reports dated August 10, November 15 and 16,
December 14, 2001 and January 25 and March 5, 2002, provide evidence of disc protrusions at
C6-7 and L2-3, asurgica summary and further review and chronicling of appellant’s complaints
of low back and bilateral lower extremity discomfort. However, at no time did he establish
through a rationalized medical opinion that appellant’s back conditions were causally related to
the October 11, 2000 accident. The remaining reports provide diagnostic studies which do not
establish a causal relationship.

An award of compensation may not be based on surmise, conjecture or speculation or
upon appellant’s belief that there is a causal relationship between his condition and his
employment.* To establish causal relationship, appellant must submit a physician’s report, in
which the physician reviews the factors of employment identified by appellant as causing his
condition as well as findings upon examination of appellant and his medica history, state
whether these employment factors caused or aggravated appellant’s diagnosed condition.” He
failed to submit such evidence and, therefore, failed to discharge his burden of proof.
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The decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated October 24, 2002
is affirmed.
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