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JURISDICTION

On January 14, 2021 appellant filed a timely appeal from a December 29, 2020 merit
decision of the Office of Workers’ Compensation Programs (OWCP). Pursuant to the Federal
Employees’ Compensation Act! (FECA) and 20 C.F.R. 8§ 501.2(c) and 501.3, the Board has

jurisdiction over the merits of this case.

ISSUE

The issue is whether appellant has met his burden of proof to establish a medical condition
causally related to the accepted September 24, 2020 employment incident.

FACTUAL HISTORY

On September 29, 2020 appellant, then a 40-year-old fire protection and prevention
specialist, filed a traumatic injury claim (Form CA-1) alleging that on September 24, 2020 he

15 U.S.C. § 8101 et seq.



sustained an injury to his right hand, “specifically wrist,” when he stepped off the rear of an engine
and his heel caught the edge of a fan on the ground causing him to fall backwards and landing on
his right hand while in the performance of duty. He stopped work on October 13, 2020.

Appellant submitted a September 29, 2020 witness statement from his captain, B.T., who
indicated that on September 24, 2020, while checking equipment on the fire apparatus, appellant
stepped off the rear of the truck and hit his heel on a fan, falling backwards onto the concrete using
his right hand to break his fall.

On October 15, 2020 Dr. Patricia Brady, a Board-certified family practitioner, noted that
appellant was unable to attend work/school for two weeks due to medical reasons.

In a certification of injury and/or return to work/school dated October 20, 2020, Amy L.
Trautman, a physician assistant, noted treating appellant on October 20, 2020 for a right wrist
injury.  She returned appellant to work light duty with a wrist brace and full duty on
November 18, 2020.

An x-ray of appellant’s right wrist taken on October 20, 2020 demonstrated a slightly
sclerotic appearance of the hook of the hamate, possibly a healing fracture.

On November 13, 2020 Dr. Mathew J. Meunier, a Board-certified orthopedist, treated
appellant and indicated that he was recovering from a right wrist injury and would require an
additional week off work.

In a development letter dated November 19, 2020, OWCP informed appellant of the
deficiencies of his claim. Itadvised him of the type of factual and medical evidence required and
provided a questionnaire for his completion. OWCP afforded appellant 30 days to submit the
necessary evidence.

OWCP received additional evidence. A computerized tomography (CT) scan of the right
upper extremity, dated November 13, 2020, revealed os styloideum at the base of the third
metacarpal with arthritis between the os and third metacarpal.

Appellant was treated by Kathryn Chrzanowski a physician assistant, on November 19,
2020, for a right wrist injury occurring at work on September 24, 2020. Ms. Chrzanowski
indicated that appellant could return to work without restrictions on November 23, 2020.

Dr. Meunier treated appellant on November 20, 2020 for a right wrist injury occurring at
work on September 24, 2020. He returned appellant to regular-duty work on November 23, 2020.
Appellant was seen again by Dr. Meunier on November 25, 2020 for a right wrist injury and he
related that appellant could resume light-duty work on November 23, 2020.

In a medical referral form dated November 30, 2020, Leslie-Jean Sanchez, a physician
assistant, cleared appellant to return to regular-duty work on November 30, 2020.

By decision dated December 29, 2020, OWCP denied appellant’s traumatic injury claim,
finding that he had not submitted medical evidence containing a medical diagnosis in connection



with his accepted employment incident. It concluded, therefore, that the requirements had not
been met to establish an injury as defined under FECA.

LEGAL PRECEDENT

An employee seeking benefits under FECAZ? 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
United States within the meaning of FECA, that the claim was timely filed within the applicable
time limitation of FECA,3 that an injury was sustained in the performance of duty as alleged, and
that any disability or medical condition for which compensation is claimed is causally related to
the employment injury.* These are the essential elements of each and every compensation claim,
regardless of whether the claim is predicated upon a traumatic injury or an occupational disease.®

In order to determine whether an employee actually sustained an 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 which must be considered in conjunction with one another. The
first component to be established is that the employee actually experienced the employment
incident which is alleged to have occurred. The second component is whether the employment
incident caused a personal injury and generally can be established only by medical evidence.”

Causal relationship is a medical question that requires rationalized medical opinion
evidence to resolve the issue.® 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 incident identified by the claimant.®
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ANALYSIS

The Board finds that appellant has not met his burden of proof to establish a medical
condition causally related to the accepted September 24, 2020 employment incident.

On October 15, 2020 Dr. Brady noted that appellant was unable to attend work/school for
two weeks due to medical reasons. On November 13, 2020 Dr. Meunier indicated that appellant
was recovering from a right wrist injury and would require an additional week off work. On
November 20 and 25, 2020 he treated appellant in follow up for a right wrist injury occurring at
work on September 24, 2020 and returned appellant to work without restrictions on
November 23, 2020. The Board has held that medical evidence that does not offer an opinion
regarding the cause of an employee’s condition is of no probative value on the issue of causal
relationship.19 Therefore, these reports are insufficient to establish appellant’s claim.

Appellant submitted reports from Ms. Trautman dated October 20, 2020, Ms. Sanchez
dated November 30, 2020, and Ms. Chrzanowski dated November 19, 2020, all physician
assistants. The Board has held that medical reports signed solely by a physician assistant are of
no probative value as such healthcare providers are not considered physicians as defined under
FECA and are, therefore, not competent to provide medical opinions.’l  Consequently, their
medical findings and/or opinions will not suffice for purposes of establishing entitlement to FECA
benefits.12

Appellant submitted an x-ray of appellant’s right wrist taken on October 20, 2020 and a
CT scan of the right upper extremity dated November 13, 2020. The Board has held, however,
that diagnostic testing reports, standing alone, lack probative value on the issue of causal
relationship as they do not address the relationship between accepted employment factors and a
diagnosed condition.13 For this reason, these diagnostic reports are insufficient to meet appellant’s
burden of proof.

As appellant has not submitted rationalized, probative medical evidence sufficient to
establish a diagnosed medical condition in connection with his September 24, 2020 employment
incident, the Board finds that he has not met his burden of proof.

105ee L.B., Docket No. 18-0533 (issued August 27, 2018); D.K., Docket No. 17-1549 (issuedJuly 6, 2018).
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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.

CONCLUSION

The Board finds that appellant has not met his burden of proof to establish a medical
condition causally related to the accepted September 24, 2020 employment incident.

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT the December 29, 2020 decision of the Office of
Workers’ Compensation Programs is affirmed.
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