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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Court of Appeals reviewed the denial of Raymond D. Langford's workers'

compensation claim for medical and disability benefits arising from alleged exposure to Crete Brite

cleaning fumes. The court held that the Mississippi Workers' Compensation Commission's finding that

Langford failed to prove a work-related injury was supported by substantial evidence, including

credibility determinations and expert medical and toxicological testimony. The court affirmed the

circuit court's judgment affirming the Commission.
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Langford appealed the Mississippi Workers' Compensation
Commission's denial of his claim for medical and disability benefits to
the Jackson County Circuit Court, which affirmed. He then appealed
to the Mississippi Court of Appeals.

The Commission's factual findings are reviewed for substantial
evidence and are not disturbed unless arbitrary or capricious. The
Commission's application of law is reviewed for clear error, while
questions of law are reviewed de novo. When an administrative law
judge adopts a party's proposed findings substantially verbatim and the
Commission affirms without opinion, appellate courts examine the

record with a more critical eye, but the review is not de novo.

Published Mississippi Court of Appeals opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the circuit court improperly applied a deferential standard of review despite the administrative

law judge's substantially verbatim adoption of language from Southland's trial brief.
2. Whether substantial credible evidence supported the Commission's finding that Langford failed to prove
that his lung and heart conditions were causally related to his employment.

3. Whether the Commission was required to give greater weight to the opinions of Langford's treating

physicians than to the opinions of non-treating medical and scientific experts.

HOLDINGS
1. When an administrative law judge substantially adopts a party's proposed findings and the Commission
affirms without opinion, the appellate court must scrutinize the findings and record with a more critical

eye, but the applicable review is not de novo.

2. The Commission's denial of benefits was supported by substantial credible evidence because Langford
failed to prove by a fair preponderance of the evidence that his lung and heart conditions were causally

related to an injury arising out of and in the course of employment.

3. The Commission may favor the testimony of a treating physician, but it is not required to do so and may

weigh and evaluate all testimony, including contrary opinions from non-treating experts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence, though not easily defined, can be said to mean "such relevant evidence as reasonable

minds might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.”” (1275)

“In such instances, this Court "must view the challenged findings of fact and the appellate record as a whole

with a more critical eye to insure that the Commission has adequately performed its function."” (1276)

1

“However, the law does not "require" that the Commission "must" do so; rather, the law permits that it "may’
do so within its "responsibility under our law for weighing and evaluating ... all ... testimony before it and

making a finding."” (1278)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Langford, a truck driver for Southland, alleged that he inhaled Crete Brite while transferring the cleaner from a
55-gallon drum to a smaller container for washing a company truck. He experienced breathing difficulties the
next morning and was later hospitalized with diagnoses including chemical pneumonitis, congestive heart
failure, respiratory failure, and acute respiratory distress syndrome. His treating physicians associated his
condition with chemical exposure, while Southland's medical and scientific experts opined that the reported
exposure could not have caused his claimed injuries. The Commission credited the contrary evidence and denied

benefits.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Langford filed a petition to controvert alleging that toxic-fume exposure at work caused heart and lung injuries.
The administrative law judge denied the claim, finding that Langford failed to prove an employment-related
injury; the Commission affirmed. The circuit court affirmed the Commission, and the Court of Appeals affirmed

the circuit court.
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