





RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
PHYSICAL DISABILITY BOARD OF REVIEW

NAME:  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX	CASE:  PD-2017-04660
BRANCH OF SERVICE:  air force	SEPARATION DATE:  20090907


SUMMARY OF CASE:  Data extracted from the available evidence of record reflects this covered individual (CI) was an active duty E5, Aerospace Ground Equipment Craftsman, medically separated for “hearing loss” and “psoriasis,” rated 10% each, with a combined disability rating of 20%.  


CI CONTENTION:  “Review all conditions.”  The complete submission is at Exhibit A.  


SCOPE OF REVIEW:  The panel’s scope of review is defined in DoDI 6040.44.  It is limited to review of disability ratings assigned to those conditions determined by the Physical Evaluation Board (PEB) to be unfitting for continued military service, and when specifically requested by the CI, those conditions identified by the Medical Evaluation Board (MEB), but determined by the PEB to be not unfitting or non-compensable.  Any conditions outside the panel’s defined scope of review, and any contention not requested in this application, may remain eligible for future consideration by the Board for Correction of Military Records.  The panel’s authority is limited to assessing the fairness and accuracy of PEB rating determinations and recommending corrections when appropriate.  The panel’s assessment of the PEB rating determination is based on review of medical records and all available evidence relevant to application of the Veterans Affairs Schedule for Rating Disabilities (VASRD) standards for the unfitting medical condition(s) at the time of separation.  The panel has neither the role nor the authority to compensate for post-separation progression or complications of service-connected conditions; that role and authority is granted by Congress to the Department of Veterans Affairs, which operates under a different set of laws.  The panel gives consideration to VA evidence, particularly within 12 months of separation, but only to the extent that it reasonably reflects the severity of disability at the time of separation.   


RATING COMPARISON:  

SERVICE PEB - 20090421
VARD - 20091118
Condition
Code
Rating
Condition
Code
Rating
Exam
Hearing Loss Associated with History of Chronic Otomastoiditis and Status Post Left Mastoidectomy
6100
10%
Otitis Externa
6210
10%
20090924



Left Hearing Loss
6100
0%
20090924



Status Post Mastoidectomy, Mastoiditis Left Ear
6200
0%
20090924
Psoriasis
7816
10%
Psoriasis, scalp
7816
0%
20091002
COMBINED RATING:  20%
COMBINED RATING OF ALL VA CONDITIONS:  20%


ANALYSIS SUMMARY:  

Hearing Loss and Psoriasis.  According to the service treatment record (STR) and MEB narrative summary (NARSUM), the CI had a long history of chronic ear pain and hearing loss.  He underwent adenoidectomy and left ear tube placement in May 2006 and left mastoidectomy in April 2007.  He had psoriasis affecting his scalp and auditory canals that contributed to hearing loss and was followed by specialists in ENT and dermatology.  

At the 14 July 2009 occupational health clinic evaluation, he reported chronic recurrent psoriasis, primarily in the ear canals, but sometimes in small areas on the upper extremities or torso.  The condition commonly gave him a lot of ear canal debris interfering with hearing and passing audiograms.  Physical examination showed bilateral external auditory canal obstruction with skin debris and the examiner could not visualize the tympanic membranes.  Skin examination was clear other than the ear examination.  Diagnoses included psoriasis causing ear canal obstruction and hearing loss with threshold hearing shift and asymmetry, partly due to canal debris.  

The 3 November 2008 MEB NARSUM examination, 10 months prior to separation, noted complaints of hearing loss and inability to wear appropriate hearing protection.  There was a history of difficulty keeping the ear canals open and functional due to scaling that led to ear canal plugging and hearing loss.  Physical examination showed 60% occlusion of both external auditory canals by scaling, exudates and erythema.  The tympanic membranes were intact for the portions visualized.  

An audiology MEB addendum with audiogram dated 17 February 2009, 7 months prior to separation, indicated a stable condition.  Left ear average pure tone hearing loss was 57.5 dB with speech discrimination of 97%.  Right ear average pure tone hearing loss was 26.5 dB with speech discrimination of 100%.   

At the 24 September 2009 VA ear Compensation and Pension (C&P) evaluation, and the 5 October 2009 audiology C&P evaluation, 2 weeks and 1 month after separation respectively, the CI reported bilateral hearing loss (worse in the left ear), itchy, scaly plaques to the scalp and ear canals and use of ear drops and topical skin medication.  Physical examination showed erythematous plaques with white scales 1 to 1.5 cm in diameter with crusting in the canals of both ears with skin scales on the left hand, middle and ring finger, dorsum of the proximal phalanx and metacarpal head which affected less than 5% of the head and less than 1% of the exposed hands.  [Note:  The hands were diagnosed as eczematoid dermatitis and not psoriasis].  

The panel directed attention to its rating recommendations based on the above evidence.  The PEB rated the psoriasis 10%, coded 7816 (psoriasis) and the hearing loss 10%, coded 6100 (hearing loss).  The VA rated the psoriasis 0%, coded 7816, based on the C&P examination 1 months after separation, citing less than 5% of the entire body or exposed areas affected, and the hearing loss 0%, coded 6100, citing no compensable hearing loss.  The VA also rated otitis externa at 10% coded 6210 (chronic otitis externa), citing requirement for topical drops and status post mastoiditis at 0% coded 6200 (chronic suppurative otitis media, mastoiditis or cholesteatoma), citing no ear drainage or polyps.  

The CI’s pure tone hearing loss at the time of the NARSUM addendum was ratable at 10%.  However, the CI’s hearing improved by the time of the C&P examinations and was below the threshold for special use of Table VIA (IAW §4.86 - exceptional patterns of hearing impairment) for the left ear.  By the time of the C&P evaluations the CI’s hearing loss did not remain at the 10% rating level.  The CI’s psoriasis was principally unfitting due to the build-ups in the ear canals and rating at the time of the PEB and separation would have ideally been coded as 7816-6210 (psoriasis causing otitis externa) at 10%.  The STR evidence did not show the psoriasis affecting over 5% of the entire body or exposed areas to warrant a 10% rating, but even if had, a separate 10% rating for otitis externa would be pyramiding in violation of VASRD §4.14.  After due deliberation, considering all of the evidence and mindful of VASRD §4.3 (reasonable doubt), the panel concluded there was insufficient cause to recommend a change in the PEB adjudications for the hearing loss and psoriasis conditions.  


BOARD FINDINGS:  In the matter of the hearing loss and psoriasis, and IAW VASRD §4.87 and §4.118, the panel recommends no change in the PEB adjudications.  There are no other conditions within the panel’s scope of review for consideration.  Therefore, the panel recommends no modification or re-characterization of the CI’s disability and separation determination.  


The following documentary evidence was considered:

Exhibit A.  DD Form 294, dated \@ "YYYYMMDD" 20170523, w/atchs
Exhibit B.  Service Treatment Record
Exhibit C.  Department of Veterans Affairs Record  



SAF/MRB
1500 West Perimeter Road, Suite 3700
Joint Base Andrews, MD  20762

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Dear XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

		Reference your application submitted under the provisions of DoDI 6040.44 (Section 1554, 10 USC), PDBR Case Number PD-2017-04660.

After careful consideration of your application and treatment records, the Physical Disability Board of Review determined that the rating assigned at the time of final disposition of your disability evaluation system processing was appropriate.  Accordingly, the Board recommended no re-characterization or modification of your separation.

I have carefully reviewed the evidence of record and the recommendation of the Board.  I concur with that finding and their conclusion that re-characterization of your separation is not warranted.  Accordingly, I accept their recommendation that your application be denied.

						Sincerely,

	




								XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
								Director
								Air Force Review Boards Agency
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