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1D18-4406 Edna Hernandez v. Food Market Corp. dba Joseph’s Classic 
Market et al. 
 
Claimant appeals the Judge of Compensation Claims’ (JCC’s) order denying 
her benefits after finding that Claimant presented a false Social Security number 
to a medical care provider for the purpose of obtaining medical treatment for 
her workplace injury in violation of sections 440.09(4) and 440.105(4), Florida 
Statutes. During the proceedings before the JCC, Claimant asserted that she 
presented the Social Security number because both her employer and the 
medical provider’s registration form advised her that a Social Security number 
was required to obtain treatment. On appeal, Claimant raises five issues. The 
first four issues concern whether and to what extent the JCC considered an 
estoppel avoidance of the E/C’s misrepresentation allegation.1 In the fifth issue, 
Claimant asserts that section 440.105(4) is unconstitutional as applied to her 
because it is preempted by the federal Immigration Reform and Control Act of 
1986 (IRCA).  
 
1D19-0573 Eugene McDonald v. City of Jacksonville 
 
Claimant, a law enforcement officer who suffered a heart attack, challenges an 
order of the Judge of Compensation Claims (JCC) denying compensability of 
his heart disease. The ground for the denial was the JCC’s finding that Claimant 
did not prove that the “trigger” of his heart attack was work related. In his 
appeal, Claimant argues that the JCC erred in his interpretation of City of 
Jacksonville v. Ratliff, 217 So. 3d 183 (Fla. 1st DCA 2017) to conclude that the 
E/C had no obligation to prove a non-occupational trigger of Claimant’s heart 
attack after Claimant satisfied the presumption criteria required by section 
112.18, Florida Statutes.  

 
 
 
 
  
 

                                                           
1 “Estoppel” is a legal concept in which a party asserts reliance on another party’s misleading 
representation and an injury or detrimental change in position as a result of that reliance. 


