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SUMMARY

The Florida First District Court of Appeal held that a correctional officer was entitled to the statutory
presumption under section 112.18, Florida Statutes, that his heart disease was suffered in the line of
duty. Because the State did not present competent medical evidence establishing a non-occupational
cause, the court reversed and remanded for an award of medical and other workers’ compensation
benefits related to the heart disease.
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1. Whether the State rebutted the section 112.18 statutory presumption of occupational causation by
proving that Walters's heart disease was caused by a non-work-related virus.

2. Whether Walters was required to prove under section 440.151 that the viral gastroenteritis was itself an
occupational disease after the section 112.18 presumption arose.

HOLDINGS

1. The State did not rebut the statutory presumption because it failed to prove that Walters encountered the
virus outside the workplace or that his heart disease had a non-occupational cause.

2. Walters was not required to establish under section 440.151 that he contracted the virus at work or that
the viral gastroenteritis was an occupational disease unless and until the section 112.18 presumption was
rebutted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If the presumption applies, the claimant is under no obligation to establish occupational causation
redundantly by adducing evidence beyond what was necessary to give rise to the presumption in the first
place.” (100 So. 3d at 1176)

“The State had the burden to prove he did not get the virus at work, and failed to carry its burden.” (100 So.
3d at 1176)

“In shifting the burden to the claimant to prove that the offending virus was work-related, the judge of
compensation claims failed to give proper effect to the section 112.18 presumption.” (100 So. 3d at 1176-77)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Walters was a correctional officer whose duties included collecting clothing from newly received inmates. A
preemployment medical examination revealed no heart disease. In December 2009, after working while
experiencing cold-like symptoms, he developed chills, nausea, and chest pain and was diagnosed with
myopericarditis and cardiomyopathy. The parties stipulated to the facts necessary to invoke section 112.18, and
the medical evidence identified a virus as the cause but did not establish where Walters encountered it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Walters, a correctional officer, sought workers' compensation benefits under section 112.18, Florida Statutes,
relying on the statutory presumption that qualifying heart disease was occupationally caused. The judge of
compensation claims found that the presumption arose but concluded that the State rebutted it by showing that
viral gastroenteritis caused Walters's heart disease, and alternatively found that Walters had not established the
virus as an occupational disease under section 440.151. Walters appealed.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Remand to the judge of compensation claims with directions to award medical benefits for the care and
treatment of Walters's heart disease and any other workers' compensation benefits to which he is entitled on
account of that heart disease.
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