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JURISDICTION

On December 28, 2017 appellant filed a timely appeal from a December 5, 2017 merit
decision of the Office of Workers’ Compensation Programs (OWCP). Pursuant to the Federal
Employees’ Compensation Act! (FECA) and 20 C.F.R. 88 501.2(c) and 501.3, the Board has
jurisdiction to consider the merits of this case.

ISSUE

The issue is whether appellant has met her burden of proof to establish right arm, back,
neck, and buttocks injuries causally related to the accepted April 25, 2017 employment incident.

FACTUAL HISTORY

On April 25, 2017 appellant, then a 44-year-old rural carrier associate, filed a traumatic
injury claim (Form CA-1) alleging that on that date she sat on a chair which gave way, causing her
to fall and injure her right hip and buttocks while in the performance of duty. On the reverse side
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of the claim form, appellant’s supervisor, T.D., contended that appellant was sitting in a chair
during an investigative interview prior to receiving corrective action when the fall occurred and
that she is bringing the claim to get out of work as she was about to receive corrective action. She
noted that appellant stopped work on April 25, 2017 and returned on April 28, 2017.2

Appellant was treated in an emergency room on April 25, 2017 by an unidentified health
care practitioner, for shoulder pain and swelling. She reported trauma and falling from a sitting
position. Appellant was diagnosed with shoulder pain and prescribed oral pain medication.

Appellant came under the treatment of Dr. Lucius B. Freeman, a Board-certified family
practitioner, who submitted return to work certificates dated May 3 and 4, 2017, noting that
appellant was under his care. OnMay 3, 2017 Dr. Freeman noted that she was referred for a right
shoulder x-ray.

OWCP also received a duty status report (Form CA-17) which contained work restrictions,
but was unsigned.

In a development letter dated May 9, 2017, OWCP informed appellant that her claim was
deficient. It advised her of the type of evidence needed to establish her claim, including a
physician’s reasoned opinion addressing the relationship between her claimed condition and
specific employment incident, and afforded her 30 days to respond.

In a series of notes dated from May 19, 2017, Dr. Freeman diagnosed neck strain, right
shoulder strain, and lumbar strain. He noted that he had first treated appellant on May 3, 2017 and
released her back to work on May 15, 2017. Dr. Freeman checked a box marked “yes” to the
question of whether appellant’s condition was due to her employment. On a Form CA-17 he
diagnosed a contusion and advised that appellant could return to work full time with restrictions
on May 12, 2017.

By decision dated June 14, 2017, OWCP denied appellant’s claim, finding that the medical
evidence of record was insufficient to establish an injury or medical condition causally related to
the accepted April 25, 2017 employment incident.

On September 28, 2017 appellant requested reconsideration and submitted evidence
already of record. In aduty status report (Form CA-17) and a narrative report both dated May 12,
2017, but received on September 1, 2017, Dr. Freeman noted clinical findings of a sore right arm,
back, neck, and buttocks. He diagnosed contusion and advised that appellant could return to
regular work on May 12, 2017. By decision dated December 5, 2017, OWCP denied modification
of the June 14, 2017 decision.

LEGAL PRECEDENT

An employee seeking benefits under FECA has the burden of proof to establish the
essential elements of his or her claim, including the fact that the individual is an employee of the

2 The employing establishmentoffered, and appellantaccepted, a limited-duty position, effective May 24, 2017, as
a modified rural carrier associate.



United States within the meaning of FECA, that the claim was timely filed within the applicable
time limitation period of FECA 2 thatan injury was sustained in the performance of duty asalleged,
and that any disability or medical condition for which compensation is claimed is causally related
to the employment injury.4 These are the essential elements of eachand every compensation claim,
regardless of whether the claim is predicated upon a traumatic injury or an occupational disease.®
To determine if an employee sustained a traumatic injury in the performance of duty, OWCP
begins with an analysis of whether fact of injury has been established.® Fact of injury consists of
two components that must be considered in conjunction with one another. The first component is
whether the employee actually experienced the employment incident that allegedly occurred.” The
second component is whether the employment incident caused a personal injury.8 An employee
may establish that an injury occurred in the performance of duty as alleged, but fail to establish
that the disability or specific condition for which compensation is being claimed is causally related
to the injury.®

Causal relationship is a medical question that requires rationalized medical opinion
evidence to resolve the issue.l® A physician’s opinion on whether there is causal relationship
between the diagnosed condition and the implicated employment factor(s) must be based on a
complete factual and medical background.ll  Additionally, the physician’s opinion must be
expressed in terms of a reasonable degree of medical certainty and must be supported by medical
rationale, explaining the nature of the relationship between the diagnosed condition and appellant’s
specific employment factor(s).12
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ANALYSIS

The Board finds that appellant has not met her burden of proof to establish right arm, back,
neck, and buttocks injuries causally related to the accepted April 25, 2017 employment incident.

In support of her claim appellant submitted a series of medical reports from her attending
physician, Dr. Freeman. Ina note dated May 19, 2017, Dr. Freeman diagnosed neck strain, right
shoulder strain, and lumbar strain. He checked a box marked “yes” that appellant’s condition was
due to her employment. The Board, however, has long held that when a physician’s opinion on
causal relationship consists only of checking “yes” to a question on a form, without explanation
or rationale, it is of diminished probative value and is insufficient to establish a claim.3 Thus, this
report is insufficient to establish her claim.

Medical reports by Dr. Freeman dated May 3 to 19, 2017, noted that appellant was under
his care from April 25 to May 14, 2017 and that she could return to work on May 15, 2017. His
reports document that she was treated for neck, arm, and low back pain. Dr. Freeman diagnosed
a contusion and advised that appellant was totally disabled until May 15, 2017. The Board has
held that a medical opinion should reflect a correct history and offer a medically sound explanation
by the physician of how the specific employment incident physiologically caused or aggravated
the diagnosed conditions.4 A report is of limited probative value regarding causal relationship if
it does not contain medical rationale explaining how a given medical condition was related to an
accepted employment incident.1> These reports contain no history of injury, nor do they contain
medical rationale. Therefore, they are also insufficient to establish appellant’s claim.

Finally, appellant was treated in an emergency room on April 25, 2017 by an unidentified
health care practitioner. Medical documents for which the provider cannot be identified are of no
probative value as the qualifications of the provider cannot be verified.16 This note is found to
have no probative value.

As appellant has not submitted rationalized medical evidence explaining the relationship
between her diagnosed conditions and the accepted April 25, 2017 employment incident, the Board
finds that she has not met her burden of proof.

Appellant may submit new evidence or argument with a written request for reconsideration
to OWCP within one year of this merit decision, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 8§ 8128(a) and 20 C.F.R.
§8§ 10.605 through 10.607.
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CONCLUSION

The Board finds that appellant has not met her burden of proof to establish right arm, back,
neck, and buttocks injuries causally related to the accepted April 25, 2017 employment incident.

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT the December 5, 2017 decision of the Office of
Workers’ Compensation Programs is affirmed.
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Washington, DC
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