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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals reviewed a Compensation Review Board decision
awarding workers’ compensation benefits to Michael A. Boone for a lower-back condition and
recommended surgery. The court held that substantial circumstantial evidence supported the finding
that a 1999 workplace injury medically contributed to Boone’s condition and that the surgery was
reasonable and necessary. The court affirmed the CRB’s decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the CRB's determination that Boone's May 1999 workplace
injury was medically causally related to his current lower-back condition, despite preexisting injury and
intervening aggravations.

2. Whether the ALJ properly concluded that the surgery recommended by Dr. Henderson was reasonable
and necessary after rejecting a utilization review report.

3. Whether the CRB's decision was arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in
accordance with law.

HOLDINGS

1. A claimant need not prove a direct causal connection between the current condition and the particular
workplace injury; it is sufficient to show that the work-related injury contributed to or aggravated the
condition, even if preexisting or intervening factors also contributed. Substantial evidence supported the
finding that the May 1999 injury aggravated Boone's existing back condition.

2. The court will uphold an ALJ's determination that recommended medical surgery is reasonable and
necessary when the ALJ specifically addresses the utilization review report and articulates reasons for
declining to treat it as decisive.

3. The court must affirm the CRB when its findings are supported by substantial evidence and its
conclusions rationally flow from those findings, even when contrary evidence also exists.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under our cases, however, Mr. Boone did not have to establish, as Pepeo seems to claim, a direct “causal
connection between his current lower back pain and the work injury of May 25, 1999.”” (354-55)

“It sufficed, as the ALJ noted, for him to have demonstrated that the work-related injury contributed to his
condition — even if other factors, including a preexisting condition, contributed to it as well.” (355)

“Thus, while the support is all circumstantial, there existed substantial evidence in the record for the ALJ to
conclude that there was a medical causal link between the 1999 workplace injury and Mr. Boone’s condition.”
(355)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael A. Boone, a heavy equipment operator for Potomac Electric Power Company, had an earlier lower-back
injury in November 1998. On May 25, 1999, he experienced additional back pain while lifting a chain sling at



work and testified that his condition worsened thereafter, leading to extensive treatment. In 2010, Dr. Fraser
Henderson diagnosed degenerative disc disease and bilateral L-5 radiculopathy and recommended surgery, while
an independent medical evaluator disputed causation and the need for surgery. The ALJ credited sufficient
evidence of aggravation and accepted the surgery recommendation despite the contrary utilization review.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The ALJ found that Boone's lower-back condition was medically causally related to a May 1999 workplace
injury and that surgery recommended by his physician was reasonable and necessary. The Compensation Review
Board affirmed, and Potomac Electric Power Company sought review in the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals. The Court of Appeals affirmed the CRB.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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