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of employment and there was no information regarding
whether Century used the prebake process or the older
Soderberg process. Dr. Lultschik further indicated that Gibbs
and Labreche noted that studies in Soderberg potrooms from
Canada and Norway show a strong association of exposure
with bladder cancer, but that bladder cancer was detected
at statistically nonsignificant levels in the United States.

Dr. Lultschik provides more specifics about the 2014 study

and the distinction in the risks for exposure to carcinogens

between the "prebake" and the "Soderberg" processes. The

evidence does not show which process was used by Century

during the employee's time at Century, and there is no

evidence regarding the extent of the employee's exposure to

CTPV. Accordingly, Dr. Lultschik's report is more detailed

and persuasive than the report by Dr. Werntz.

The fact that the employee worked in the aluminum plant is not

alone sufficient to establish causation of his bladder cancer.

Although the claimant does not have to establish that the

conditions of the employee's employment were the exclusive or

sole cause of the disease, she has not shown a direct causal

connection between the employee's work and his development

of bladder cancer. The claimant has not met her burden of

proof. The order of September 22, 2020, is affirmed.
EX 2 at 7-8 (Emphasis added).

1Il. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT
This appeal is simply an occupational disease claim involving the application of W. Va.

Code § 23-4-1(f) which sets forth six elements to be eligible for benefits: "(1) that there is a
direct causal connection between the conditions under which work is performed and the
occupational disease, (2) that it can be seen to have followed as a natural incident of the
work as aresult of the exposure occasioned by the nature of the employment, (3) that it
can be fairly traced to the employment as the proximate cause, (4) that it does not come
from a hazard to which workmen would have been equally exposed outside of the

employment, (5) that it is incidental to the character of the business and not independent of

the relation of an employer and employee, and (6) that it must appear to have had its origin
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