


Element 4 reviews if the FD addressed each of the conclusions reached in the Recommended 
Decision.  This Element reviews the Conclusions of Law (COL) section to assess whether the FAB) 
communicated appropriate analysis of case evidence based on applicable standards to arrive at a 
correct decision.  It also evaluates citations to determine if they support the FD.  
 
The review team found one case in which the FD was not bronzed into the OWCP Imaging System 
(OIS).  Since the FD could not be reviewed, every Element and Indicator for that case was counted 
as an error in this category.  The review team also found another case in which the cover letter was 
not bronzed into OIS.  
 
Under Element 1, the review team found several cases with incorrect address or the medical 
condition in the decision were noted incorrectly or not cited.  Several cases awarding medical 
benefits did not include an attached Form EE-17A.  Most significantly, the review team found only 
one case in which the decision was hard to understand and no reviewer found a decision that had 
significant typographical errors.   
 
Under Element 2, the major trend noted was that the Statement of the Case did not provide 
sufficient relevant information.  For instance, the review team cited several cases for not including 
the claimed or verified employment.  The review team also found several cases in which the 
eligibility of survivor was not fully explaining, including a case with three children of the employee 
filing claims but no explanation in the Statement of the Case as to how only one claimant was the 
only eligible survivor.   
 
Under Element 3, the review team found two trends.  Several cases included information that 
should correctly be in the Conclusions of Law instead of Findings of Fact.  For example, in one 
case, a Finding of Facts section included a statement that a chronic silicosis was as least as likely 
as not related to exposure but this finding had not been established.  The other trend was that the 
Finding of Facts contained incorrect information including for example, incorrect dates of 
employment, incorrect filing date, and incorrect information on presumption of exposure to 
beryllium.   
 
Under Element 4, the major trend noted was that the Conclusions of Law information was either 
insufficient or incorrect.  For example, in one case, the reviewer noted that the FD did not include 
an explanation of the basic employment criteria needed for coverage under the Act, and why the 
evidence submitted was insufficient to meet the criteria.  In another example, the Conclusions of 
Law included incorrect information on the claimed medical condition.  With few exceptions, the 
review team found that the citations used in the FDs were correct and properly support the decision 
outcome.  More importantly, the review team did not identify any cases in which the FAB reached 
a wrong decision outcome based on the evidence.   
 
Overall, review of the sampled cases showed that each FAB office performed well in this category, 
with a combined overall score of 95%. 
 
 
 
 
 







  


















