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The issue is whether appellant has met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained
an injury in the performance of duty on December 15, 1998.

On January 6, 1999 appellant, then a 55-year-old mail carrier, filed a traumatic injury
claim alleging that on December 15, 1998 he sustained an injury in the form of a broken blood
vessal in his stomach. He aleged that he was picking up atub of flats and his stomach began to
hurt. Appellant alleges that he went to the restroom, where he “hit” the floor. He noted that he
was taken to the hospital by paramedics where emergency surgery was performed. Appellant
stopped work on December 15, 1998.

On March 9, 1999 appellant submitted an unsigned operative report dated December 16,
1998, in which Dr. Darryl J. Tookes, a Board-certified surgeon, advised that appellant “presented
to the emergency room with the acute onset of abdominal pain” and “had peritoneal signs on
examination, as well as a distended abdomen.” Appellant was found to have blood in the
abdominal cavity and a hematoma was found over the right kidney, and the retroperitoneal space
over thisarea. Dr. Tookes diagnosed appellant with retroperitoneal bleeding and hematoma with
no bleeder identified, and the hematoma was removed by an exploratory laparotomy with
evaluation of retroperitoneal hematoma.

On March 23, 1999 the Office of Workers Compensation Programs requested by letter
further information from appellant, including a detailed narrative report from his physician with
a detailed explanation as to how the reported work incident caused or aggravated the claimed
injury. Inawritten statement dated April 13, 1999, appellant reiterated that as he was picking up
atub of flats his stomach began to hurt, and as he straightened up, the pain intensified. In this
statement, appellant noted that he had not experienced these symptoms prior to December 15,
1998. Appellant also submitted a duplicate of Dr. Tookes December 16, 1998 report.



By a decision dated November 29, 1999, the Office denied appellant’s claim on the
grounds that he did not establish the fact of injury. The Office found that, while the incident of
December 15, 1998 was established, appellant did not submit medical evidence to support that
his injury was caused or triggered by his employment factors.

The Board finds that appellant did not meet his burden of proof to establish that he
sustained an injury in the performance of duty on December 15, 1998.

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
essential elements of each compensation claim regardless of whether the clam is predicated
upon a traumatic injury or an occupational disease.®

Causal relationship is a medical issue’ and the medical evidence required to establish a
causal relationship is rationalized medical evidence. Rationalized medical evidence is medical
evidence that 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. Moreover, the mere fact that a disease or
condition manifests itself during a period of employment nor the belief that the disease or
condition was caused or aggravated by employment factors or incidents is sufficient to establish
causal relationship.?

In this case, while the December 15, 1998 incident occurred, appellant has not
established that the incident resulted in an injury. Dr. Tookes December 16, 1998 operative
report was devoid of a history of the employment incident, and he merely provided operative
findings. He did not offer any opinion on the causal relationship if any between the diagnosed
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condition and the employment incident of December 15, 1998. Dr. Tookes' report is, therefore,
insufficient to establish that appellant sustained an injury in the performance of duty on
December 15, 1998.

The decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs dated November 29,
1999 is affirmed.
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