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QUESTION PRESENTED 
Can the generic findings from the decertified 

Engle class action—findings the Florida Supreme 
Court deemed “useless” for issue preclusion 
purposes—be used to excuse thousands of plaintiffs 
in follow-on cases from proving essential elements of 
their claims without violating defendants’ due 
process rights? 
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING 
Defendant-appellant below, who is petitioner 

before this Court, is R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, 
individually and as successor by merger to Brown & 
Williamson Tobacco Corporation and The American 
Tobacco Company.  Plaintiff-appellee below, who is 
respondent before this Court, is Jimmie Lee Brown, 
as personal representative of the estate of Roger 
Brown. 
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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 
Petitioner R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company is a 

wholly owned subsidiary of R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Holdings, Inc., which in turn is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Reynolds American Inc. (“RAI”), a 
publicly held company.  Brown & Williamson 
Holdings, Inc., holds more than 10% of the stock of 
RAI.  British American Tobacco p.l.c. indirectly holds 
more than 10% of the stock of RAI through Brown & 
Williamson Holdings, Inc.  
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INTRODUCTION 
This case presents a due process question at the 

heart of thousands of so-called “Engle progeny” cases 
pending in state and federal court.  These cases are 
the aftermath of a massive and misguided class 
action in which six Florida residents attempted to 
litigate the tort claims of thousands of individuals 
who smoked myriad brands of cigarettes over a 
period spanning half a century.  The class ultimately 
was decertified after the courts realized that there 
was no way to litigate these inherently individualized 
claims to final judgment on a class-wide basis.  
Rather than discarding the generic findings this 
flawed proceeding produced, however, the Florida 
Supreme Court declared them entitled to “res 
judicata effect” in subsequent cases brought by 
individual class members.  That cryptic statement 
has bedeviled courts ever since, as they have 
struggled in vain to devise a way to give preclusive 
effect to those findings without violating the Engle 
defendants’ due process rights.   

The simple fact is that no such way exists.  The 
findings cannot be given claim preclusive effect (as 
the Florida Supreme Court tried to give them) 
because they are just findings, not a final judgment.  
And they cannot be given issue preclusive effect (as 
the Florida Supreme Court candidly admitted) 
because they are “useless” for that purpose:  It is 
impossible to tell what issues the jury actually 
decided in reaching its generic findings that, for 
example, each Engle defendant marketed a defective 
cigarette.  It is therefore equally impossible to tell 
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whether the jury made any findings applicable to all 
class members’ claims.  Had the Engle trial been 
anything other than the one-year monstrosity it was, 
surely courts would have resigned themselves to this 
reality long ago.  Instead, courts have insisted on 
trying to rescue the findings from futility, 
notwithstanding the obvious due process problems 
that result.   

The intermediate court in this case openly 
wrestled with this problem and questioned whether 
what the Florida Supreme Court seemed to envision 
was reconcilable with well-settled principles of issue 
preclusion or due process.  And when the Florida 
Supreme Court finally faced the due process problem 
that its attempt to rescue the Engle findings created, 
it candidly acknowledged that the findings are 
“useless” under settled issue preclusion principles, as 
it is impossible to tell which of the many theories the 
Engle jury accepted or rejected in reaching its generic 
findings.  But the court tried to get around that 
problem by inventing a wholly novel doctrine of 
offensive claim preclusion, under which progeny 
plaintiffs may estop defendants from litigating any 
issues that might have been decided in Engle—even 
if the jury never actually decided those issues, and 
even though the class’ claims indisputably were 
never litigated to final judgment.   

That extreme departure from settled preclusion 
principles is not remotely consistent with due 
process.  The irreducible minimum of claim 
preclusion is a final judgment, and the irreducible 
minimum of issue preclusion is an actual decision on 
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the issue to be precluded.  Because Phase I of Engle 
produced neither, there is no way to give the findings 
the kind of preclusive effect progeny plaintiffs seek 
without violating defendants’ due process rights.  Yet 
rather than correct this due process violation for 
progeny cases in federal court, the Eleventh Circuit 
has now sanctioned it—albeit under a dramatically 
different and mutually inconsistent theory that 
disregards what the Florida Supreme Court actually 
said about the Phase I findings (viz., that they are 
“useless” for issue preclusion purposes) and actually 
held (viz., that they nonetheless may be given “claim 
preclusive” effect).  Accordingly, absent this Court’s 
intervention, thousands of progeny cases involving 
potentially billions of dollars in damages will be 
subjected to the same truncated procedure in both 
state and federal courts, even though no court has 
ever come anywhere close to explaining how that 
result can be reconciled with due process.   

OPINIONS BELOW 
The opinion of the Florida Fourth District Court 

of Appeals is reported at 70 So. 3d 707 and reprinted 
at App.1-27.  The Florida Supreme Court’s order 
dismissing review is reprinted at App.30-31. 

JURISDICTION 
The Florida Fourth District Court of Appeals 

entered its final judgment on September 21, 2011.  
The Florida Supreme Court initially accepted 
jurisdiction over a timely petition for review on May 
1, 2013, App.28, but then discharged jurisdiction and 
dismissed the review proceeding on February 27, 



4 

2014.  App. 30-31.  This Court has jurisdiction under 
28 U.S.C. § 1257(a). 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISION INVOLVED 
The relevant provision of the Fourteenth 

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution is reproduced at 
App.51. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
This case involves the strict liability and 

negligence claims of the estate of an individual whose 
representative alleges that his death resulted from 
smoking cigarettes manufactured and marketed by 
petitioner.  In a typical case of this nature, the 
plaintiff would need to prove that the defendant 
engaged in some tortious conduct relevant to the 
plaintiff—i.e., that the cigarettes the plaintiff smoked 
were defective, or that the defendant acted 
negligently when manufacturing or marketing them.  
And the defendant, of course, would be permitted to 
contest that evidence and submit its own evidence 
that it did not engage in the tortious conduct alleged. 

Here, however, the plaintiff was required to 
prove none of those things, and the defendant was 
prohibited from attempting to disprove them.  
Instead, the court simply instructed the jury that a 
“prior court” had already determined that petitioner 
“[p]laced cigarettes on the market that were 
defective, and unreasonably dangerous” and “[f]ailed 
to exercise the degree of care that a reasonable 
cigarette manufacturer would exercise under like 
circumstances.”  Phase II Jury Instr. No. 3.  This 
anomalous procedure is the result of the Florida 
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Supreme Court’s continuing efforts to rescue from 
futility findings from a class action that never should 
have been certified.   

A. The Engle Trial 
1. Engle was one of several putative class actions 

initiated in the 1990s by individuals seeking to 
represent multitudes of smokers on purportedly 
“common” claims against tobacco companies.  These 
putative classes sought billions of dollars in damages 
on an array of tort claims purportedly brought on 
behalf of all “nicotine-addicted” individuals who had 
smoked during an extensive time period.  Engle fit 
this pattern to a tee:  Six individuals seeking to 
represent all nicotine-addicted individuals nation-
wide brought suit in Florida state court alleging 
claims of strict liability, negligence, breach of express 
warranty, breach of implied warranty, affirmative 
fraud, fraudulent concealment, conspiracy to commit 
fraud, and intentional infliction of emotional distress, 
and seeking to recover hundreds of billions of dollars.   

Most courts—state and federal alike—readily 
rejected these so-called “addiction classes,” finding 
such claims too individualized to make class-wide 
adjudication viable or fair.  See Liggett Grp. Inc. v. 
Engle (“Engle II”), 853 So. 2d 434, 444-45 (Fla. Dist. 
Ct. App. 2003) (collecting cases).  As one court put it, 
because the numerous smokers these classes sought 
to represent “were ‘exposed to different … products, 
for different amounts of time, in different ways, and 
over different periods,’” class-wide litigation 
presented insurmountable obstacles.  Barnes v. Am. 
Tobacco Co., 161 F.3d 127, 143 (3d Cir. 1998) 



6 

(quoting Amchem Prods., Inc. v. Windsor, 521 U.S. 
591, 624 (1997)).  Nonetheless, the Florida courts 
forged ahead, certifying Engle as the first-ever class 
of its kind.  Pausing only to reduce it to a state-wide 
class, they approved certification of a class of all 
Florida “‘citizens and residents, and their survivors, 
who have suffered, presently suffer or who have died 
from diseases and medical conditions caused by their 
addiction to cigarettes that contain nicotine.’”  Engle 
v. Liggett Grp., Inc. (“Engle III”), 945 So. 2d 1246, 
1256 (Fla. 2006), cert. denied, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Co. v. Engle, 552 U.S. 941 (2007). 

Over the defendants’ objection, the Engle trial 
court adopted a three-phase plan:  During Phase I, a 
jury would decide purportedly “common issues” that 
were “common” only in a very pre-Wal-Mart sense—
the jury essentially was invited to decide whether, 
over a 50-year period, each defendant engaged in any 
conduct that might make it liable to any (but not 
necessarily all) class members on any of the class’ 
claims.  If the class prevailed, during Phase II, the 
same jury would decide whether the defendants were 
in fact liable to three class representatives and, if so, 
determine compensatory damages.  The jury also 
would decide whether the entire class was entitled to 
punitive damages and, if so, make a “lump sum” 
award.  During Phase III, it was envisioned that new 
juries would try individual class members’ claims, 
with the punitive damages award (if any) to be 
divided among successful members. 

2. Unsurprisingly, deciding whether any tobacco 
company engaged in any conduct over 50 years that 
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might give rise to liability under eight different 
causes of action proved an unwieldy endeavor:  Phase 
I lasted an entire year.  Notwithstanding the fact 
that it was supposed to be devoted to “common” 
issues, the class presented evidence on any and every 
theory of liability it could muster—including theories 
that applied only to certain cigarettes and/or class 
members—in hopes that something would stick and 
provide a gateway to punitive damages.   

For instance, attempting to prove that each 
defendant marketed defective cigarettes, the class 
argued that some filtered cigarettes were defective 
due to the location of their ventilation holes, others 
because they contained loose filter fibers, still others 
because they contained glass filter fibers.  
Conversely, the class argued that unfiltered 
cigarettes were defective because they yielded higher 
tar and nicotine levels than filtered cigarettes.  The 
class offered many other brand- or category-specific 
theories—e.g., that “light” or “low-tar” brands, brands 
with genetically engineered or ammoniated tobacco, 
and brands with artificially adjusted nicotine levels 
were defective.  And because cigarettes often changed 
over a half-century, many theories mattered only for 
cigarettes sold during a limited portion of the class 
period.   

These overlapping and often mutually exclusive 
theories were not unique to the class’ defect claims.  
See Supp. Record (“SR”) 344-48, 353-57 (documenting 
class’ varying theories); Engle v. R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco (“Engle I”), 2000 WL 33534572, at *2 (Fla. 
Cir. Ct. Nov. 6, 2000) (discussing conflicting 
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theories).  Indeed, the class considered it “a fallacy 
that every common issue has to apply to one hundred 
percent of the class members.”  SR-344-48 (Engle v. 
Liggett Grp., Inc. Tr. 24417-18).  Accordingly, it 
presented at least five negligence theories, ranging 
from general negligence in “manufacturing, 
designing, marketing, selling and distributing 
cigarettes,” to “not testing tobacco and commercial 
cigarettes to confirm that smoking causes human 
disease,” to “failing to design and produce a 
reasonably safe cigarette,” to “understating nicotine 
and tar levels in low-tar cigarettes,” to “failing to 
warn smokers of the dangers of smoking and the 
addictiveness or dependence-producing effects of 
cigarettes prior to July 1 of 1969.”  SR-344-48 (Engle 
Tr. 37564).  Likewise, the class pressed marketing 
theories relating to different campaigns for different 
brands at different times over 50 years. 

Notwithstanding the myriad theories presented 
during this sprawling trial, at its conclusion, the 
class refused to ask the jury any questions that 
would reveal the specific basis for its findings—i.e., 
which theories it rejected or accepted.  Nor would the 
class ask the jury any comprehensive questions that 
would have established a common basis for liability 
for all class members—such as whether it found all 
cigarettes defective, or the mere act of selling 
cigarettes negligent.  Doing so would have 
heightened the risk not only of a verdict in the 
defendants’ favor, but also of federal preemption.  See 
Engle II, 853 So. 2d at 460 (“Federal law preempts 
claims that selling cigarettes is tortious or otherwise 
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improper.”).  Instead, the class insisted on asking 
only a series of highly general questions essentially 
equivalent to whether each defendant did anything 
wrong in the past 50 years.  Thus, on its defect claim, 
the class would ask only whether each defendant 
“place[d] cigarettes on the market that were defective 
and unreasonably dangerous”; likewise, on its 
negligence claim, only whether each defendant 
“failed to exercise the degree of care which a 
reasonable cigarette manufacturer would exercise 
under like circumstances.”  App.34, 47. 

As the defendants objected, see SR-344-48 
(Outline of Pls.’ Proposed Phase I Verdict Form 
Questions & Certain Defs.’ Objections & 
Counterproposals at 9, Engle v. R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Co. (Fla. 11th Cir. Ct. June 14, 1999) (“Engle 
Verdict Form Objections”)), these questions were 
bound to produce findings “useless for application to 
individual plaintiffs” in Phase III, as an affirmative 
answer would establish only, e.g., that a defendant 
marketed a defective cigarette, without identifying 
which cigarette(s) or what defect(s) that might be.  
Since the class included individuals who smoked any 
brand sold throughout the extensive period, it would 
be impossible to tell whether the jury had found for 
the class on a theory applicable to any particular 
class member.  Nonetheless, the trial court agreed to 
ask the jury only these generic yes-or-no questions, to 
which the jury answered “yes” for each defendant.   

Because those findings “‘did not determine 
whether the defendants were liable to anyone,’” 
Engle III, 945 So. 2d at 1263, the trial proceeded to 
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Phase II, during which the same jury resolved 
liability and damages for three class representatives.  
The jury found the defendants liable to each of those 
individuals and entered a class-wide $145 billion 
punitive damages award—the then-largest punitive 
award in U.S. history by an order of magnitude.  

3. The defendants appealed, and the 
intermediate appellate court reversed, agreeing with 
“virtually all” courts to have addressed the question 
“that certification of smokers’ cases is unworkable 
and improper.”  Engle II, 853 So. 2d at 443-44.  As 
the court explained, the class devised purportedly 
“common” issues only by “creat[ing] a composite 
plaintiff who smoked every single brand of cigarettes, 
saw every single advertisement, read every single 
piece of paper that the tobacco industries ever 
created or distributed, and knew about every single 
allegedly fraudulent act.”  Id. at 467 n.48.  Doing so 
enabled its members to “try fifty years of alleged 
misconduct that they never would have been able to 
introduce in an individual trial.”  Id.  Worse still, the 
jury made no “specific findings as to any act by any 
defendant at any period of time,” but rather 
essentially determined liability issues of use only to 
this non-existent “composite plaintiff.”  Id.  The 
result was the “tainted” verdict of a jury that “‘ran 
amuck,’” requiring “that the entire case be reversed.”  
Id. at 467.  

The class appealed, and the Florida Supreme 
Court reversed in part and affirmed in part.  The 
court agreed that the class must be decertified going 
forward and instructed class members who wished to 
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pursue their claims to bring individual suits within 
one year.  Engle III, 945 So. 2d at 1254.  It also 
agreed that the $145 billion punitive damages award 
must be vacated, and punitive damages litigated in 
individual trials.  Id.  Yet rather than follow the 
intermediate court’s lead and decertify in toto while 
allowing individual actions to be tried in the normal 
manner, the court sua sponte adopted a “pragmatic 
solution” designed to salvage as much of the class 
proceedings as possible:  It “retain[ed] the jury’s 
Phase I findings” on all but two claims (fraud and 
intentional infliction of emotional distress) and 
directed courts to give those generic findings “res 
judicata effect” in individual cases.  Id. at 1269.  The 
court did not elaborate on this cryptic instruction, or 
on how it envisioned courts giving this “res judicata 
effect” consistent with due process.  Id. at 1263.   

B. The Engle Progeny Litigation and the 
Proceedings Below 

1. Over the next year, some 9,000 individuals 
claiming to be Engle class members, including 
respondent, filed suit in state and federal courts.  
Invoking the Florida Supreme Court’s “pragmatic 
solution,” the plaintiffs in these “Engle progeny” 
cases insisted that they need not prove that 
defendants committed any tortious acts relevant to 
their own claims—e.g., that the cigarettes they 
smoked were defective—to establish liability and 
recover damages.  Instead, they sought to establish 
the tortious-conduct elements of their claims by 
having juries instructed that they were bound by the 
Engle jury’s findings to accept, e.g., that each 
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defendant’s cigarettes were “defective” and each 
defendant was “negligent.”  

The flaw in this logic should be obvious:  The 
Phase I jury did not make any “specific findings as to 
any act by any defendant at any period of time.”  
Engle II, 853 So. 2d at 467 n.48 (emphasis added).  
Nor did it make comprehensive findings that all 
cigarettes, or all cigarettes of each defendant, were 
defective.  Instead, it found only that each defendant, 
e.g., marketed some unidentified defective cigarette, 
and engaged in some unidentified negligent act, at 
some unidentified point over 50 years.  It is therefore 
impossible to tell whether its findings rested on a 
theory applicable to all class members, or instead 
rested on one of the class’ many theories applicable 
only to certain brands of cigarettes and/or at certain 
times.  Of course, due process plainly prohibits a 
court from simply imposing liability, or from 
precluding a defendant from litigating an issue that 
the plaintiff cannot demonstrate that some prior fact-
finder actually decided in its favor.  Accordingly, the 
Engle findings cannot be given the kind of preclusive 
effect progeny plaintiffs seek without violating the 
due process rights of defendants.    

This is a case in point.  Here, the decedent 
smoked only particular brands of cigarettes, meaning 
that if the Engle jury’s Phase I findings rested on a 
defect theory unique to brands he never smoked, they 
would have no application to this case.  Nonetheless, 
rather than require respondent to prove that the 
particular brands at issue were defective, or that the 
Engle jury made any specific findings to that effect—
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or permit petitioner to attempt to demonstrate 
otherwise—the court simply instructed the jury that 
a “prior court” had already determined that 
petitioner “[p]laced cigarettes on the market that 
were defective and unreasonably dangerous” and 
“[f]ailed to exercise the degree of care that a 
reasonable cigarette manufacturer would exercise 
under like circumstances.”  Phase II Jury Instr. 
No. 3.  The jury found for respondent on both his 
defect and negligence claims and awarded $1.2 
million in compensatory damages, which the court 
reduced to $600,000 to reflect the jury’s comparative-
fault finding.1  

On appeal, petitioner argued that this use of the 
Phase I findings to preclude it from contesting the 
tortious-conduct elements of respondent’s claims 
violated its federal due process rights.  The 
intermediate appellate court did not disagree; to the 
contrary, it, too, expressed “concern[]” that this 
procedure is an “‘extreme application[] of the doctrine 
of res judicata’” that “violates [Engle defendants’] due 
process rights.”  App.18 (quoting Richards v. 
Jefferson Cnty., Ala., 517 U.S. 793, 797 (1996)).  
Nonetheless, the court deemed itself “compelled to 
follow the mandate of the” Florida Supreme Court.  
Id.  As it understood that mandate, “the Florida 

                                            
1 The jury considered only the negligence and strict liability 

claims.  The trial court entered a directed verdict in favor of 
petitioner on the fraudulent concealment and conspiracy claims 
because the plaintiff failed to adduce evidence of detrimental 
reliance.  Tr. 14:1563-66 (May 21, 2009). 
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Supreme Court’s reference to the res judicata effect 
of the Engle findings necessarily meant issue 
preclusion, not claim preclusion,” because the Phase I 
jury decided only issues.  App.15.  But it also meant 
that “the Engle Phase I findings established the 
conduct elements of the asserted claims” for all 
progeny plaintiffs, even though it is impossible to tell 
what the jury actually decided in reaching its Phase I 
findings.  App.14.  Accordingly, the court deemed 
itself bound to affirm the judgment below.  

In a special concurrence, one judge elaborated on 
the court’s due process concerns, and also on the 
ways in which Engle’s “res judicata effect” instruction 
was “causing confusion in the trial courts.”  App.23.  
As the court explained, the first two courts to 
consider whether the Engle findings can be given 
significant preclusive effect consistent with the 
Constitution reached dramatically different results:  
A federal district court concluded that they cannot be 
given any effect, and a state intermediate court 
concluded that they can be used to preclude 
defendants from contesting every issue that the Engle 
jury might have decided.  Compare Bernice Brown v. 
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. (“Brown I”), 576 F. Supp. 
2d 1328, 1343-44 (M.D. Fla. 2008), vacated and 
remanded, Bernice Brown v. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Co. (“Brown II”), 611 F.3d 1324 (11th Cir. 2010), with 
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. v. Martin, 53 So. 3d 1060, 
1067 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2010), cert. denied, 132 
S. Ct. 1794 (2012).  In the concurrence’s view, the 
uncertainty created by Engle was forcing courts in 
progeny cases to play “a form of legal poker” in which 
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“a lurking constitutional issue hovers over the poker 
game:  To what extent does the preclusive effect of 
the Engle findings violate the manufacturer’s due 
process rights?”  App.27.  Accordingly, the 
concurrence called on the Florida Supreme Court to 
answer “these and other questions” that its Engle 
decision had created.  Id. 

2. Ultimately, this dubious approach to 
preclusion—in a context involving thousands of cases 
and potentially billions of dollars in damages—led 
another state court to certify to the Florida Supreme 
Court the question whether the Phase I findings can 
be given “res judicata effect” consistent with due 
process.  Accordingly, this and other cases were put 
on hold pending the court’s resolution of that 
question.  Finally confronting the issue, the Florida 
Supreme Court concluded that the Engle findings can 
be used to preclude defendants from litigating the 
tortious-conduct elements of their claims—but did so 
by adopting a theory on which no other court had 
relied.  See Philip Morris USA, Inc. v. Douglas, 110 
So. 3d 419 (Fla.), cert. denied, 134 S. Ct. 332 (2013). 

Although the court repeatedly referenced the 
purportedly “common” nature of the Phase I findings, 
it expressly acknowledged that the findings are not 
“common” in the sense that matters—namely, 
neither they nor the record underlying them 
establish that the jury’s findings rested on a theory 
applicable to every class member’s claims.  
Accordingly, the court conceded that the findings 
would be “useless in individual actions” if plaintiffs 
were required to prove what issues the jury actually 
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decided, as it acknowledged issue preclusion 
demands.  Id. at 433.   

But rather than follow that conclusion to its 
logical end—that giving the findings the preclusive 
effect progeny plaintiffs seek would violate due 
process—the court declared the Phase I verdict “a 
final judgment” entitled to claim preclusive effect.  
Id.  Thus, according to the court, even though the 
Phase I jury “‘did not determine whether the 
defendants were liable to anyone,’” Engle III, 945 So. 
2d at 1263, and made no “specific findings as to any 
act by any defendant at any period of time,” Engle II, 
853 So. 2d at 467 n.48, its findings preclude 
defendants from contesting any issues the jury might 
have decided in the class’ favor, regardless of what 
issues it actually decided.  In the court’s view, this 
novel invocation of claim preclusion to bar litigation 
of issues avoided the due process problem because 
“claim preclusion, unlike issue preclusion, has no 
‘actually decided’ requirement.”  Douglas, 110 So. 3d 
at 435. 

3. Shortly after Douglas, the Eleventh Circuit 
was squarely presented with the question whether 
the offensive claim preclusion doctrine invented by 
the Florida Supreme Court can be reconciled with 
due process.  Rather than answer that question, the 
Eleventh Circuit attempted to avoid it by effectively 
rewriting Douglas.  See Walker v. R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Co., 734 F.3d 1278 (11th Cir. 2013), cert. 
pending (filed Mar. 28, 2014).  According to the 
Eleventh Circuit, the Douglas court held that the 
Engle findings could be given preclusive effect 
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because, after “look[ing] beyond the jury verdict,” it 
found that the Engle Phase I jury “actually decided 
… only issues of common liability”—i.e., that all 
cigarettes are defective.  Id. at 1287-89 (emphasis 
added). 

The Eleventh Circuit made no attempt to 
reconcile that bewildering contention with Douglas’ 
acknowledgement that the Phase I findings do not 
establish what the jury actually decided and would 
be “useless in individual actions” if progeny plaintiffs 
were required to prove otherwise.  Douglas, 110 So. 
3d at 433.  Nor did the Eleventh Circuit square its 
reading of Douglas with the Florida Supreme Court’s 
insistence on invoking claim preclusion because 
“claim preclusion, unlike issue, preclusion has no 
‘actually decided’ requirement,” id. at 435—a 
distinction that would have been wholly irrelevant 
had the court concluded that the Engle jury actually 
decided issues applicable to all class members.  
Instead, the Eleventh Circuit concluded that it 
“lack[ed] the power” to look behind the interpretation 
of Engle that it (erroneously) attributed to Douglas, 
even if it might “disagree … about what the jury in 
Phase I decided.”  Walker, 734 F.3d at 1287.  The 
court conceded that Douglas’ insistence on applying 
claim preclusion “may be unorthodox and 
inconsistent with the federal common law,” but 
declared that a mere “[l]abeling” matter that is “no 
concern of ours.”  Id. at 1289. 

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION  
There can be no serious dispute that massive and 

seriatim due process violations are infecting 
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thousands of Engle progeny cases pending in state 
and federal court.  In case after case, plaintiffs are 
being relieved of their burden of proving the tortious-
conduct elements of their claims against tobacco 
companies, even though no court has been willing or 
able to find that the Engle jury actually decided any 
of those issues in each progeny plaintiff’s favor.  
Indeed, the Florida Supreme Court said exactly the 
opposite:  It expressly acknowledged that the Engle 
findings are “useless” under any recognizable version 
of issue preclusion.  Since even the Florida Supreme 
Court was unwilling to accept the indefensible 
argument that a plaintiff may invoke issue 
preclusion without proving that a prior fact-finder 
actually decided the relevant issue, that should have 
been the end of the court’s ill-conceived effort to 
rescue the Engle findings from futility.   

Instead, the Florida Supreme Court purported to 
avoid one due process violation only by committing 
another.  The court attempted to sidestep the issue 
preclusion problem by unilaterally declaring that the 
Engle jury resolved claims, not issues, and that the 
Phase I findings therefore constituted a “final 
judgment” entitled to claim preclusive effect.  Of 
course, the Engle jury did no such thing, and the 
Phase I verdict is no such thing.  Indeed, that is the 
one thing upon which every other court to consider 
the issue has agreed.  And for very good reason—as 
the Florida Supreme Court itself explicitly recognized 
in Engle, the jury “‘did not determine whether the 
defendants were liable to anyone’” in Phase I.  Engle 
III, 945 So. 2d at 1263 (quoting Engle II, 853 So. 2d 
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at 450).  If it had, then there never would have been 
a Phase II—let alone a trial plan that called for 
thousands of individualized Phase III trials on 
liability.  Moreover, if the Engle jury really had 
litigated the class’ claims to final judgment, then the 
progeny plaintiffs themselves would be precluded 
from re-litigating those claims in subsequent 
individualized actions.  The Florida Supreme Court 
avoided that obvious flaw in its logic only by 
inventing out of whole cloth the oxymoronic concept 
of offensive claim preclusion, under which no claims 
are precluded, but plaintiffs may preclude defendants 
from contesting the elements of their claims.   

That none of this is remotely consistent with due 
process should have been obvious to the Eleventh 
Circuit when it was confronted with a constitutional 
challenge to this extreme departure from settled 
preclusion principles.  Yet rather than acknowledge 
as much, the court simply refused to engage on the 
due process question, and endorsed the Florida 
court’s misguided pragmatism only by deeming itself 
bound to give full faith and credit to an 
interpretation of the Engle findings that the Florida 
Supreme Court pointedly refused to adopt.  As a 
result, there is nowhere left for Engle defendants to 
turn.  Only this Court can put an end to the blatant 
due process violations that are infecting thousands of 
pending Engle progeny cases, putting defendants at 
risk of billions of dollars in damages. 

Because the due process question at the heart of 
this and every other progeny case was squarely 
presented to the Eleventh Circuit in Walker, this 
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Court should grant the petition in Walker to correct 
the Eleventh Circuit’s gross misreading of Douglas 
and to address the due process question on the 
merits.  In that event, the Court should hold this 
petition pending Walker’s resolution.  As an 
alternative, the Court could grant this petition either 
instead of or in addition to the petition in Walker to 
consider the constitutionality of the novel version of 
preclusion adopted in Douglas.  As the intermediate 
court below recognized, the misguided Engle class 
action continues to distort countless proceedings in 
ways that violate due process but that the Florida 
courts are either unable or unwilling to correct.  The 
result is that billions of dollars are at risk in what 
amounts to little more than “legal poker.”  The stakes 
are too high and the constitutional violations too 
stark to ignore.  Whether in Walker, this case, or 
both, the court should grant certiorari and put an 
end to the flagrant constitutional violations that 
otherwise are bound to infect thousands of Engle 
progeny case for years to come.   
I. The Decision Below Sanctions Seriatim Due 

Process Violations Of The First Order 
A. The Novel Version of Preclusion Being 

Applied in Thousands of Engle Progeny 
Cases Is Patently Unconstitutional. 

“As this Court has stated from its first due 
process cases, traditional practice provides a 
touchstone for constitutional analysis.”  Honda Motor 
Co. v. Oberg, 512 U.S. 415, 430 (1994).  Accordingly, 
although state courts “are generally free to develop 
their own rules for protecting against the relitigation 
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of common issues,” the Court has not hesitated to 
hold unconstitutional “extreme applications of the 
doctrine of res judicata” that are “inconsistent with a 
federal right that is ‘fundamental in character.’”  
Richards, 517 U.S. at 797.  Indeed, a presumption of 
unconstitutionality arises whenever a state court 
“abrogat[es] … a well-established common-law 
protection against arbitrary deprivations of 
property.”  Oberg, 512 U.S. at 430.  And “[w]hen the 
absent procedures would have provided protection 
against arbitrary and inaccurate adjudication,” 
unconstitutionality necessarily follows.  Id. 

Whether viewed through the lens of claim 
preclusion or issue preclusion, the preclusive effect 
being given to the Engle findings in progeny cases is 
exactly the kind of “extreme” departure from 
universally accepted procedural protections that due 
process guards against.  Indeed, it is wholly alien to 
Anglo-American jurisprudence. 

It is bedrock law that claim preclusion is a 
defense that applies only when there has been “a full 
and complete judgment on the whole cause of action.”  
Schuler v. Israel, 120 U.S. 506, 509 (1887).  In other 
words, only “a final judgment forecloses ‘successive 
litigation of the very same claim.’”  Taylor v. Sturgell, 
553 U.S. 880, 892 (2008) (emphasis added).2  It is 

                                            
2 See also, e.g., Restatement (Second) of Judgments §§ 17-19 

(1982); Rivet v. Regions Bank of La., 522 U.S. 470, 476 (1998); 
Comm’r v. Sunnen, 333 U.S. 591, 597 (1948); Cromwell v. Cnty. 
of Sac., 94 U.S. 351, 353 (1876); Wade v. Clower, 94 Fla. 817, 
829 (1927). 
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equally bedrock law that issue preclusion applies 
only when a prior fact-finder actually decided the 
relevant issue in one party’s favor.  See Fayerweather 
v. Ritch, 195 U.S. 276, 300 (1904).  Thus, when 
“evidence … was offered at the prior trial upon 
several distinct issues, the decision of any one of 
which would justify the verdict or judgment, then the 
conclusion must be that the prior decision is not an 
adjudication upon any particular issue or issues.”  Id. 
at 307.  This “actually decided” requirement, which is 
as old as our legal system itself, is accepted 
universally as a matter of both common and 
constitutional law.  See id. at 297-98.3 

Clearly, no traditional application of either 
doctrine would relieve Engle progeny plaintiffs of the 
burden of proving the tortious-conduct elements of 
their claims.  There can be no serious dispute that 
Phase I of Engle did not produce a final judgment 
entitled to claim preclusive effect.  Indeed, both the 
Florida intermediate and supreme courts in Engle 
readily conceded that Phase I “‘did not determine 
whether the defendants were liable to anyone.’”  

                                            
3 See also, e.g., 18 Wright & Miller, Federal Practice and 

Procedure § 4420 nn.1, 13 (2d ed. 2002); Restatement (Second) 
of Judgments § 27, cmt. e (1982); Duchess of Kingston’s Case, 
[1776] (H.L.), in 2 John William Smith, A Selection of Leading 
Cases on Various Branches of the Law 425 (1840); 2 Edwardo 
Coke, The First Part of the Institutes of the Laws of England; or 
a Commentary Upon Littleton ¶ 352b (1817); Packet Co. v. 
Sickels, 72 U.S. 580, 592, 598 (1866); Cromwell, 94 U.S. at 353; 
Russell v. Place, 94 U.S. 606, 608 (1876); De Sollar v. Hanscome, 
158 U.S. 216, 221 (1895); Lentz v. Wallace, 17 Pa. 412, 415 
(1851); People v. Frank, 28 Cal. 507, 515-16 (1865). 
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Engle III, 945 So. 2d at 1263 (quoting Engle II, 853 
So. 2d at 450).  The very fact that there was a Phase 
II readily refutes any contrary contention—had 
Phase I produced an actual judgment on all class 
members’ claims, there would have been no need for 
a Phase II to determine whether the defendants were 
liable to three class representatives.  Indeed, if there 
were a final judgment, then claim preclusion would 
preclude the plaintiffs from “re-litigating” their 
claims in individual actions. 

It is equally clear that the findings do not 
establish that the Engle jury actually decided that 
the defendants engaged in any tortious conduct 
common to all class members.  The verdict itself 
establishes nothing more than that each defendant, 
e.g., marketed some unidentified defective cigarette, 
and engaged in some unidentified negligent conduct, 
at some unidentified point over 50 years.  It is 
“equivalent to saying that the Defendants did 
something wrong without saying exactly what the 
Defendants did wrong and when.”  Brown I, 576 F. 
Supp. 2d at 1342.  The trial record does not cure this 
ambiguity; in fact, it flatly forecloses any argument 
that the class pursued only theories common to all 
members.  Indeed, the Engle trial court itself 
catalogued numerous brand-specific theories on 
which the class relied.  See Engle I, 2000 WL 
33534572, at *2. 

That ought to have made it obvious that once the 
effort to use Phase I as a gateway to a massive 
punitive damages award failed, its generic findings 
could not be given any significant preclusive effect in 
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individual cases.  They cannot be used to preclude 
parties from litigating claims because Phase I did not 
litigate any claims to final judgment.  And they 
cannot be used to preclude defendants from litigating 
the tortious-conduct elements of progeny plaintiffs’ 
claims because it is impossible to tell whether the 
jury actually decided any issues that would establish 
those elements for each class member.  None of this 
is terribly surprising since Engle was a failed class 
action that lacked any truly common issues.  

B. The Consistently Inconsistent Attempts 
of Courts to Justify Preclusion Have 
Fallen Far Short. 

If the Engle trial had been anything other than 
the year-long monstrosity it was, surely courts would 
have reached the unremarkable conclusion that its 
findings are useless under settled preclusion 
principles.  Instead, ever since the appeal to the 
Florida Supreme Court in Engle, courts have 
struggled in vain to devise a way to rescue the 
findings from futility without violating due process.  
Time and again, they have failed, producing decisions 
consistent only in their inability to identify any 
convincing basis for allowing the findings to 
conclusively establish issues that it is impossible to 
tell whether the jury actually decided. 

Remarkably, when it finally confronted the 
question, the Florida Supreme Court did not even 
deny that there is no way to give the Phase I findings 
the kind of issue preclusive effect progeny plaintiffs 
seek.  To the contrary, the court readily conceded 
that the findings would be “useless” under any 
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version of issue preclusion that requires plaintiffs to 
prove what the Engle jury actually decided—i.e., any 
version of issue preclusion consistent with due 
process.  Douglas, 110 So. 3d at 433.   

But the court tried to sidestep that problem by 
adopting yet another purported “solution”—one that 
every court to consider the issue had rejected out of 
hand.  Seeking to capitalize on the proposition that 
“claim preclusion, unlike issue preclusion, has no 
‘actually decided’ requirement,” the court declared 
the findings “a final judgment” entitled to a novel 
form of claim preclusive effect, under which 
defendants are precluded from contesting elements of 
claims, but plaintiffs are not precluded from 
litigating the claims themselves.  Id. at 434-35.  In 
other words, the court purported to avoid an extreme 
application of issue preclusion only through an 
equally extreme application of claim preclusion—a 
heretofore-unheard-of form of offensive claim 
preclusion that excuses plaintiffs from proving and 
precludes defendants from contesting any issue the 
Engle jury could have decided, without regard to 
what the jury actually decided.   

Of course, that effort to afford powerful “claim” 
preclusive effect to the Engle findings is no more 
constitutional than the issue preclusion rationales 
that preceded it.  Indeed, if anything, its 
incompatibility with due process is even more 
obvious.  The Florida Supreme Court itself has 
acknowledged that the Engle jury did not litigate the 
class’ claims to final judgment.  See Engle III, 945 So. 
2d at 1263.  If it had, there would have been no 
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progeny cases.  The court may not avoid that reality 
by simply relabeling a verdict that resolved only 
issues “a final judgment on the merits.”  Even if it 
could, claim preclusion is a defense used to preclude 
re-litigation of a claim that has been litigated to final 
judgment, not an offensive tool that plaintiffs may 
use to preclude defendants from litigating elements of 
claims that have never been resolved.  Again, if the 
Engle findings really were “a final judgment on the 
merits,” they would preclude the progeny plaintiffs 
themselves from re-litigating those claims.  That is 
precisely why courts repeatedly assumed that the 
Florida Supreme Court could not possibly have 
meant claim preclusion when it declared the Engle 
findings entitled to “res judicata effect.”  In short, 
Douglas not only declares entitled to “claim 
preclusive” effect findings that are manifestly not a 
final judgment, but also entitles those findings to 
something that is manifestly not claim preclusion.  

Although the Eleventh Circuit was squarely 
presented with an opportunity to right this massive 
wrong in Walker, it instead chose to duck the issue 
entirely.  Rather than determine the constitutionality 
of the novel version of offensive claim preclusion the 
Florida Supreme Court actually sanctioned, the 
Eleventh Circuit converted Douglas into something it 
found more palatable:  It insisted that the Douglas 
court concluded, after a searching review of the Engle 
trial record, that the Engle jury “actually decided … 
only issues of common liability.”  Walker, 734 F.3d at 
1287-88 (emphasis added).  That depiction of Douglas 
is nothing short of surreal.  The Douglas court 
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expressly acknowledged that the findings would be 
“useless” under an issue preclusion analysis, and 
insisted upon applying claim preclusion precisely 
because “claim preclusion, unlike issue preclusion, 
has no ‘actually decided’ requirement.”  Douglas, 110 
So. 3d at 435.  Thus, the Eleventh Circuit did not so 
much sanction the Florida Supreme Court’s decision 
as rewrite it.  And yet, by deeming itself bound by 
full faith and credit principles to defer to an 
interpretation of the Engle findings that the Florida 
Supreme Court pointedly refused to adopt, the 
Eleventh Circuit managed to avoid entirely the need 
to explain how any of this is remotely consistent with 
due process. 

In sum, both the Florida Supreme Court and the 
Eleventh Circuit—the only federal court of appeals 
with jurisdiction over Engle progeny cases—have 
now definitively approved (albeit under mutually 
inconsistent theories) the extreme departure from 
settled preclusion principles that infected this case.  
Accordingly, absent this Court’s intervention, every 
single one of the thousands of state and federal 
progeny trials that have yet to occur will be infected 
with the same flagrant due process violation.   

C. These Extraordinary Efforts to Salvage 
the Engle Findings Are as Unwarranted 
as They Are Unconstitutional. 

The extraordinary lengths to which courts have 
gone to devise “pragmatic” solutions to the Engle 
mess are all the more remarkable because this is a 
mess of the Engle class’ own making.  The Phase I 
findings are not “useless” in progeny cases because of 
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some technical mistake that courts should overlook, 
lest a conventional class-action proceeding be denied 
the effect it was carefully constructed to have.  They 
are “useless” because the entire Engle endeavor was 
hopelessly flawed from the outset.  Indeed, Engle was 
never anything more than a massive abuse of the 
class-action device. 

As nearly every court save the Florida courts 
recognized at the start, there is no practical way to 
litigate on a class-wide basis the inherently 
individualized claims an “addiction class” involves—
i.e., claims of thousands of smokers “‘exposed to 
different … products, for different amounts of time, 
in different ways, and over different periods.’”  
Barnes, 161 F.3d at 143 (quoting Amchem, 521 U.S. 
at 624).  There is no “composite plaintiff who smoked 
every single brand of cigarettes, saw every single 
advertisement, read every single piece of paper that 
the tobacco industries ever created or distributed, 
and knew about every single allegedly fraudulent 
act,” Engle II, 853 So. 2d at 467 n.48—let alone an 
entire class of such individuals.  It is little surprise, 
then, that a jury presented with questions of use only 
to this “composite plaintiff” failed to produce findings 
of use to real-life individuals.  That is the inevitable 
result of certifying for class-wide resolution questions 
that will not “‘generate common answers apt to drive 
the resolution of the litigation.’”  Wal-Mart Stores, 
Inc. v. Dukes, 131 S. Ct. 2541, 2551 (2008). 

What is now happening in progeny cases is really 
just a symptom of this much deeper problem.  Courts 
are painfully aware that Engle did not produce the 
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kind of truly common findings that would “drive the 
resolution of” individual class members’ claims.  Id.  
Indeed, that is exactly what the Florida Supreme 
Court meant when it admitted that, under any 
recognizable version of issue preclusion, the findings 
would be “useless in individual actions.”  Douglas, 
110 So. 3d at 433.  Yet courts are determined to 
salvage those findings, no matter the cost.  For the 
Florida Supreme Court, that meant inventing a novel 
version of preclusion that gives plaintiffs all the 
benefits of both issue and claim preclusion but gives 
defendants none of the protections of either.  For the 
Eleventh Circuit, it meant pretending that the 
Florida Supreme Court read into the verdict common 
findings the jury never made.  The means may be 
different, but the end is the same:  flagrant due 
process violations in thousands of cases. 

That result is intolerable in any circumstance.  
But it is incredible that courts have struggled so hard 
to achieve it here, where the same defendants whose 
due process rights are being violated with impunity 
warned from the beginning that this result would 
follow.  During the Engle trial, they objected to both 
certification and the inevitably useless verdict the 
class proposed.  See SR-344-48  (Engle Verdict Form 
Objections) (arguing that verdict would produce 
findings “useless for application to individual 
plaintiffs”).  Yet the class forged ahead, confident 
that generic questions were more likely to produce 
favorable findings, and indifferent to the 
consequences for individual trials that they hoped to 
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avoid by securing an astronomical punitive damages 
award and forcing a settlement.  

When that strategy failed, the only remotely 
tenable solution was to declare the entire enterprise 
a massive mistake and instruct former class 
members to litigate their claims in the ordinary 
manner.  Instead, the Florida Supreme Court 
adopted a “pragmatic solution” that the defendants 
once again immediately warned was bound to infect 
every progeny case with constitutional error.  See 
Petition for Writ of Cert., R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. 
v. Engle, No. 06-1545, 2007 WL 1494692, at *16 (U.S. 
May 21, 2007) (“[t]he highly generalized and 
decidedly ambiguous nature of these findings 
prevents any other jury from applying them 
consistent with due process”).  But the class insisted 
that review was “premature” because defendants 
could complain if and when these due process 
violations occurred.  Br. in Opp., Engle, 2007 WL 
2363238, at *11 (Aug. 15, 2007) (“[t]he due process 
claims … are plainly premature”).  

Now, not only have the defendants’ predictions 
proven correct, but the same due process violation 
that infected both this case and the Walker case (and 
many cases before them) is destined to recur in each 
and every Engle progeny trial to come.  That is not a 
result that this Court should tolerate—particularly 
when the stakes are this high.  State courts have a 
lot of latitude when it comes to preclusion principles, 
but this Court has the final word on whether those 
principles comport with the Constitution.  And when 
a state court invents a novel preclusion doctrine that 
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elevates “pragmatism” over due process, it falls to 
this Court to step in.  So, too, when a federal court 
refuses to even acknowledge—let alone answer—a 
grave due process question that is staring it in the 
face.  Accordingly, whether in this case or in Walker, 
the Court should grant certiorari and put an end to 
the Engle travesty once and for all. 
II. This Extreme Application Of Preclusion 

Principles Will Infect Thousands Of Cases 
Involving Potentially Billions Of Dollars 
With Constitutional Error. 
There are nearly 3,200 Engle progeny cases 

pending in the Florida state courts and another 1,100 
more pending in the federal courts.  Both the Florida 
Supreme Court and the Eleventh Circuit have now 
sanctioned the unconstitutional procedures being 
utilized in these trials.  Thus, absent this Court’s 
intervention, every progeny plaintiff will be relieved 
of the customary burden of proving that the 
defendant actually engaged in the tortious conduct 
alleged. 

The unconstitutional deprivations of defendants’ 
property bound to result from this truncated 
procedure will be astronomical.  The award here may 
be relatively modest, but it is hardly representative—
collectively, just a tiny fraction of progeny cases 
already have produced more than $450 million in 
liability, including both massive punitive awards and 
“mega-noneconomic” compensatory awards.  R.J. 
Reynolds Tobacco Co. v. Smith, 131 So. 3d 18, 19-20 
(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2013) (Wetherell, J., specially 
concurring) (affirming $10 million compensatory and 
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$20 million punitive damages award); see, e.g., 
Lorillard Tobacco Co. v. Alexander, 123 So. 3d 67, 82-
83 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2013) (affirming $10 million 
compensatory and $25 million punitive damages 
award); Martin, 53 So. 3d at 1071 (affirming $25 
million punitive damages award).4  And those trials 
are just the tip of the iceberg.  Indeed, these are the 
same claims on which the Engle jury entered its 
unprecedented $145 billion punitive damages award.  
The stakes in other cases in which this Court has 
stepped in to prevent extreme departures from 
settled procedural norms pale in comparison.  See, 
e.g., Oberg, 512 U.S. at 418; Richards, 517 U.S. at 
795. 

And the notion that this extreme departure will 
be confined to tobacco cases, and not applied to the 
next unpopular defendant, is wishful thinking.  The 
kind of abuse of the class-action device the Engle 
class sought to achieve is nothing new.  See, e.g., 
Amchem, 521 U.S. at 597 (affirming decertification of 
class that sought to litigate inherently individualized 
asbestos-related claims of “hundreds of thousands, 
perhaps millions, of individuals”); Dukes, 131 S. Ct. 
at 2547 (reversing certification of class that sought to 
litigate inherently individualized employment-
discrimination claims of 1.5 million employees).  

                                            
4 Liggett Group, Inc., by far the smallest of the four major 

American manufacturers, recently settled most of its progeny 
litigation for $110 million.  See Jessica Dye, Liggett Group to 
pay $110 million in tobacco settlement, Reuters (Oct. 23, 2013), 
http://reut.rs/1dL3oU8. 
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Federal courts may lack the means to police state-
court certification of cases demonstrably incapable of 
class-wide resolution, but this Court certainly has 
the means to ensure that neither federal nor state 
courts are vehicles for using such actions to perfect 
massive deprivations of property without due 
process. 

The need to do so here is acute.  The Florida 
courts have combined misuse of the class-action 
device with misuse of preclusion principles to deprive 
unpopular defendants of due process.  Adding insult 
to injury, the Eleventh Circuit has refused to do 
anything about the constitutional violations the 
Florida courts have sanctioned.  Because the due 
process question presented in this and every other 
progeny case was squarely presented to the Eleventh 
Circuit in Walker, this Court should grant the 
petition in Walker and hold this petition pending 
Walker’s resolution on the merits.  In the alternative, 
the Court should grant this petition to consider the 
constitutionality of the novel version of preclusion on 
which the court below relied in rejecting petitioner’s 
due process argument and affirming the judgment 
against petitioner.  In all events, whether in Walker, 
this case, or both, the court should grant certiorari 
and put an end to this patently unconstitutional 
practice before it infects thousands of cases and 
produces billions of dollars in unlawful damages 
awards. 
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CONCLUSION 
This Court should grant this petition or hold it 

pending disposition of Walker, then dispose of it 
consistently with its ruling in that case. 
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________________ 
OPINION 

DAMOORGIAN, J. 
This case is the first of the post-Engle cases to 

reach this court following the Florida Supreme 
Court’s decision in Engle v. Liggett Group, Inc., 945 
So. 2d 1246 (Fla. 2006) (hereinafter “Engle III”).1 The 
                                            

1 Engle I is the interlocutory appeal to the Third District 
concerning the trial court’s certification of the Engle class. Engle 
II is the appeal from the final judgment of the trial court in the 
class action to the Third District. Engle III is the appeal from 
the Third District to the Florida Supreme Court, following the 
Third District’s reversal of the final judgment with instructions 
to decertify the class. 
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primary issue on appeal is how the Engle jury 
findings should be applied in individual cases. 

Historical Background of Engle 
Engle began as a nationwide smokers’ class 

action lawsuit filed in 1994 against cigarette 
companies and tobacco industry organizations for 
injuries allegedly caused by smoking.2 Liggett Group 
Inc. v. Engle, 853 So. 2d 434, 440-41 (Fla. 3d DCA 
2003) (hereinafter “Engle II”). The class encompassed 
“‘[a]ll United States citizens and residents, and their 
survivors, who have suffered, presently suffer or have 
died from diseases and medical conditions caused by 
their addiction to cigarettes that contain nicotine.’” 
Id. at 441. In 1996, the Third District affirmed the 
trial court’s certification of the class, but reduced the 
class to include Florida smokers only. R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Co. v. Engle, 672 So. 2d 39, 42 (Fla. 3d DCA 
1996) (hereinafter “Engle I”). 

In February 1998, the trial court issued a trial 
plan dividing the proceedings into three phases. 
Phase I consisted of a year-long trial to consider the 
issues of liability and entitlement to punitive 
damages for the class as a whole. Engle III, 945 So. 

                                            
2 The cigarette companies sued in Engle were: R.J. Reynolds 

Tobacco Company; RJR Nabisco, Inc.; Philip Morris 
Incorporated (Philip Morris U.S.A.); Philip Morris Companies, 
Inc.; Lorillard Tobacco Company; Lorillard, Inc.; Brown & 
Williamson Tobacco Corporation, individually and as successor 
by merger to The American Tobacco Company; Liggett Group 
Inc.; Brooke Group Holding Inc., and Dosal Tobacco Corp. The 
industry organizations are The Council for Tobacco Research-
U.S.A., Inc., and The Tobacco Institute, Inc. (collectively 
referred to as “Tobacco”). 
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2d at 1256. The jury considered “common issues 
relating exclusively to the defendants’ conduct and 
the general health effects of smoking.” Id. The verdict 
form in Phase I asked the jury to answer “yes” or “no” 
to a series of questions for specific time periods for 
each of the defendants. At the conclusion of Phase I, 
the jury rendered a verdict against the tobacco 
defendants (hereinafter “Tobacco”) on almost every 
count. Id. at 1256-57.3 

Engle Jury Findings 
The Phase I jury made the following findings 

(hereinafter “Engle findings”), which the Florida 
Supreme Court approved:4 

1 [generic causation] (that smoking 
cigarettes causes aortic aneurysm, bladder 
cancer, cerebrovascular disease, cervical 

                                            
3 The jury found that smoking did not cause asthmatic 

bronchitis, infertility, or bronchioloalveolar carcinoma. The jury 
found that one of the defendants, Brooke Group, Ltd., did not: 
sell or supply defective cigarettes until after July 1, 1974; sell or 
supply cigarettes in breach of an express warranty until after 
July 1, 1974; or fail to exercise the degree of care that a 
reasonable cigarette manufacturer would exercise under like 
circumstances until after July 1, 1969. The jury also found that 
one of the defendants, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, did not: 
sell or supply cigarettes in breach of an express warranty after 
July 1, 1974. 

4 The Florida Supreme Court threw out the jury’s findings 
with respect to question 4 [fraud and misrepresentation] and 
question 9 [intentional infliction of emotional distress], 
explaining that those findings were “nonspecific” and 
“inadequate” to allow a subsequent jury to consider individual 
questions of reliance and legal cause. Id. at 1255. The Florida 
Supreme Court also threw out question 10 [entitlement to 
punitive damages] as premature. Id. at 1269. 
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cancer, chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease, coronary heart disease, esophageal 
cancer, kidney cancer, laryngeal cancer, lung 
cancer (specifically, adenocarinoma, large 
cell carcinoma, small cell carcinoma, and 
squamous cell carcinoma), complications of 
pregnancy, oral cavity/tongue cancer, 
pancreatic cancer, peripheral vascular 
disease, pharyngeal cancer, and stomach 
cancer), 2 [addiction/dependence] (that 
nicotine in cigarettes is addictive), 3 [strict 
liability] (that [Tobacco] placed cigarettes on 
the market that were defective and 
unreasonably dangerous), 4(a) [fraud by 
concealment] (that [Tobacco] concealed or 
omitted material information not otherwise 
known or available knowing the material 
was false or misleading or failed to disclose a 
material fact concerning the health effects or 
addictive nature of smoking cigarettes or 
both), 5(a) [civil conspiracy-concealment] 
(that [Tobacco] agreed to conceal or omit 
information regarding the health effects of 
cigarettes or their addictive nature with the 
intention that smokers and the public would 
rely on this information to their detriment), 
6 [breach of implied warranty] (that 
[Tobacco] sold or supplied cigarettes that 
were defective), 7 [breach of express 
warranty] (that [Tobacco] sold or supplied 
cigarettes that, at the time of sale or supply, 
did not conform to representations of fact 
made by [Tobacco]), and 8 [negligence] (that 
[Tobacco was] negligent). 
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Id. at 1276-77. 
“In Phase I, the jury decided issues related to 

Tobacco’s conduct but did not consider whether any 
class members relied on Tobacco’s 
misrepresentations or were injured by Tobacco’s 
conduct.” Id. at 1263. “The questions related to some, 
but not all of the elements of each legal theory 
alleged.” Engle II, 853 So. 2d at 450. Critical 
elements of liability, such as reliance and legal 
causation, were not determined by the Phase I jury. 
Id. Accordingly, the Phase I jury did not determine 
Tobacco’s ultimate liability to any individual class 
member. Id.; Engle III, 945 So. 2d at 1263. 

In Phase II, the same jury determined that 
Tobacco’s conduct was the legal cause of three 
individual class representatives’ injuries, awarding 
$12.7 million in compensatory damages offset by 
their comparative fault. Engle II, 853 So. 2d at 441. 
Thereafter, the jury determined the lump-sum 
amount of punitive damages for the entire class to be 
$145 billion, without allocating that amount to any 
class member. Id. 

In Phase III, new juries were to decide the 
individual liability and compensatory damages for 
each of the estimated 700,000 class members. Id. at 
442. 

Before Phase III proceedings began, Tobacco 
appealed the verdicts. Id. In Engle II, the Third 
District reversed the final judgment with 
instructions that the class be decertified. Id. at 440. 
The court concluded that class action treatment was 
inappropriate because “the plaintiffs smokers’ claims 
[we]re uniquely individualized and [could not] satisfy 
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the ‘predominance’ and ‘superiority’ requirements 
imposed by Florida’s class action rules.” Id. at 444 
(footnote omitted). The class appealed the Engle II 
decision to the Florida Supreme Court. See Engle III, 
945 So. 2d at 1254. 

In Engle III, the Florida Supreme Court made 
several rulings relevant to the instant case. First, the 
court decertified the class prospectively, finding class 
treatment no longer viable for Phase III “because 
individualized issues such as legal causation, 
comparative fault, and damages predominate,” and 
allowed class members to file individual lawsuits 
within one year of the court’s mandate. Id. at 1268, 
1277. Second, the court retained the Phase I jury 
findings and gave these “common core findings . . . 
res judicata effect” in any subsequent individual 
action by class members. Id. at 1269. It is these 
findings and their application to the instant case we 
now address. 

The Present Case 
The decedent, Roger Brown was a long time 

smoker of Camel, Pall Mall, and Winston cigarettes5 
who developed lung and esophageal cancer. Mr. 
Brown’s death certificate listed esophageal cancer as 
the cause of death. Camel and Winston cigarettes 
were brands manufactured and sold by R.J. Reynolds 
(hereinafter “RJR”); Pall Malls were manufactured 
by Brown and Williamson, which was later 
                                            

5 The Final Judgment and Amended Omnibus Order entered 
in the Engle class action reflects that Camels, Pall Malls and 
Winstons, the brands Mr. Brown primarily smoked, were named 
in the Phase I jury findings. Engle v. RJ Reynolds Tobacco, No. 
94-08273, 2000 WL 33534572 at *1 (Fla. Cir. Ct. Nov. 6, 2000). 
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purchased by RJR. Mr. Brown’s widow sued RJR as 
an Engle class member seeking damages for her 
husband’s death. She filed a complaint against RJR 
for strict liability, negligence, fraud by concealment, 
and civil conspiracy-fraud by concealment. At issue 
in this appeal is the viability of Mrs. Brown’s 
negligence and strict liability claims.6 

The case proceeded to trial in two phases. In the 
first phase, the jury was asked to decide whether Mr. 
Brown was a member of the Engle class, i.e. whether 
he was addicted to RJR cigarettes containing 
nicotine; and, if so, was his addiction a legal cause of 
his death. Mrs. Brown presented evidence from two 
experts, Dr. Neil Benowitz and Dr. Michael 
Cummings, who testified generally about smoking 
and nicotine addiction. 

In particular, Dr. Benowitz testified concerning 
the medical standards for diagnosing addiction. He 
testified regarding the Fagerstrom Test for Nicotine 
Dependence, which consists of several questions and 
is the most commonly used test to assess nicotine 
addiction. The test examines (i) how soon an 
individual smokes the first cigarette upon waking up; 
(ii) whether it is difficult to smoke when the person is 
not supposed to; (iii) how many cigarettes are smoked 
per day; and (iv) the loss of control of drug use. 

He also testified about certain predictors of 
addiction. The shorter the time interval before a 

                                            
6 During trial, RJR moved for a directed verdict on the 

fraudulent concealment and conspiracy claims because Mrs. 
Brown failed to present evidence of detrimental reliance. The 
trial court granted the motion.  
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person smokes upon waking up, especially if first 
thing in the morning, the more highly addicted the 
person. An individual who smokes ten or more 
cigarettes per day, and never attempts to quit 
smoking, does not need to attempt to quit to be 
considered addicted to nicotine because a vast 
majority of individuals are, in fact, addicted. Another 
strong indicator of addiction is if a person continues 
to smoke after being diagnosed with a disease caused 
by smoking. On cross-examination, Dr. Benowitz 
admitted that he had no personal knowledge about 
the facts or Mr. Brown in the instant case. 

Following his testimony, Mrs. Brown and her 
daughter testified about Mr. Brown’s smoking 
history. Mr. Brown had been smoking since he was 
twelve years old. At some point, Mr. Brown switched 
from smoking Camels to smoking Pall Malls, 
Marlboros and Winstons. He smoked a cigarette first 
thing in the morning, and smoked about three 
cigarettes before brushing his teeth. He smoked a 
pack and a half of cigarettes per day from the time he 
met his wife at age twenty-two until he died. He 
smoked at all hours of the day and night. He had 
attempted to quit, but simply could not stop. When 
he was diagnosed with cancer, he did not stop 
smoking even though the doctors told him that 
smoking caused his cancer. Both Mrs. Brown and her 
daughter testified that Mr. Brown was addicted to 
cigarettes. 

Dr. Cummings testified next, essentially 
corroborating the testimony of Dr. Benowitz with 
respect to the behavioral indicia of addiction. He 
explained that if the smoker was unavailable, he 
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relied on information from people who knew the 
smoker to determine if the smoker was addicted. 

Finally, Dr. Vinod Patel testified that there was 
a high probability that Mr. Brown’s cancer was 
related to smoking. He based this conclusion solely 
on a review of Mr. Brown’s medical records. 

At the end of the first phase, the trial judge 
instructed the jury, in part, as follows: 

I now instruct you that the following facts 
are not in dispute. One, nicotine in 
cigarettes is addictive. Two, Reynolds 
cigarettes contain nicotine. Three, Camel, 
Pall Mall and Winston brand cigarettes are 
Reynolds cigarettes. Four, smoking 
cigarettes causes lung cancer. Five, smoking 
cigarettes causes esophageal cancer. 

* * * 
Addiction is a legal cause of loss if it directly 
in a natural and continuous sequence 
produces or contributes substantially to 
producing such loss, so that it can 
reasonably be said that but for the addiction, 
the loss would not have occurred. 

* * * 
Now, with regard to the issue of legal cause, 
in order to be regarded as a legal cause of 
loss, addiction need not be the only cause. 
Addiction may be a legal cause of loss, even 
though it operates in combination with some 
other cause if the other cause occurs at the 
same time as the addiction and if the 
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addiction contributes substantially to 
producing such loss. 

* * * 
I will now read that verdict form to you. It 
reads: Verdict, one question, was Roger 
Brown addicted to Reynolds cigarettes 
containing nicotine and if so was such 
addiction a legal cause of Mr. Brown’s death? 
Answer yes or no. 

The jury found that Mr. Brown was a member of the 
Engle class, and that his addiction to RJR cigarettes 
containing nicotine was a legal cause of his death in 
the first phase. 

In the second phase, the jury was to determine 
(i) whether RJR’s conduct was a legal cause of Mr. 
Brown’s death; (ii) comparative fault; and 
(iii) damages. Before opening statements, the trial 
court instructed the jury that because it had 
determined Mr. Brown to be a member of the Engle 
class, the following findings were binding upon it: 
“One, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company failed to 
exercise the degree of care with which a reasonable 
cigarette manufacturer would exercise under like 
circumstances. Two, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company 
placed cigarettes on the market that were defective 
and unreasonably dangerous.” The court advised the 
jury that Mrs. Brown had admitted Mr. Brown was 
comparatively negligent. 

At the close of the evidence, the trial court 
instructed the jury as follows: 

As I instructed you previously, a prior court 
decided certain issues and made certain 
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findings that are binding on you and the 
parties in this case. Therefore, I am now 
instructing you that R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Company did the following: One, failed to 
exercise the degree of care that a reasonably 
careful cigarette manufacturer would 
exercise under like circumstances and placed 
cigarettes on the market that were defective, 
and unreasonably dangerous. There are two 
claims that have been presented to you in 
this case. The first is one of negligence. The 
issue for your determination on plaintiff’s 
negligence claim, is whether the failure to 
exercise reasonable care on the part of R.J. 
Reynolds Tobacco Company was a legal 
cause of Roger Brown’s death. . . . Negligence 
is a legal cause of loss, injury or damage if it 
directly and in natural and continuous 
sequence produces or contributes 
substantially to producing such loss, injury 
or damage so that it can reasonably be said 
that but for the negligence the loss, injury or 
damage would not have occurred. In order to 
be regarded as a legal cause of loss, injury or 
damage, negligence need not be the only 
cause. Negligence may be a legal cause of 
loss even though it operates in combination 
with some other cause, if the other cause 
occurs at the same time as the negligence 
and if the negligence contributes 
substantially to producing the loss. The 
second claim, the issue for your 
determination on the plaintiff’s strict 
liability claim is whether the defective and 
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unreasonably dangerous cigarettes R.J. 
Reynolds Tobacco Company placed on the 
market were a legal cause of Roger Brown’s 
death . . . . A defect in a product is a legal 
cause of loss, injury or damage if it directly 
and in natural continuous sequence 
produces or contributes substantially to 
producing such loss, injury or damage so 
that it can reasonably be said that but for 
the defect the loss, injury or damage would 
not have occurred. In order to be regarded 
again as a legal cause of loss, a defect need 
not be the only cause, a defect may be a legal 
cause of loss even though it operates in 
combination with some other cause if the 
other cause occurs at the same time as the 
defect and if the defect contributes 
substantially to producing such loss. 
The trial court further instructed that if the jury 

rendered a verdict for Mrs. Brown on either claim, it 
would then consider the issue of comparative fault 
and damages. The jury found RJR’s negligence was a 
legal cause of Mr. Brown’s death; RJR’s defective and 
unreasonably dangerous cigarettes were a legal cause 
of Mr. Brown’s death; and RJR and Mr. Brown were 
each 50% responsible for Mr. Brown’s death. The jury 
awarded Mrs. Brown $1.2 million in compensatory 
damages, which the court later reduced to $600,000 
based on the jury’s apportionment of fault. The trial 
court entered a Final Judgment for Mrs. Brown. 

On appeal, RJR primarily argues that the trial 
court gave the Engle findings overly broad preclusive 
effect, relieving the plaintiff of her burden to prove 
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that RJR committed particular negligent acts in 
violation of a duty of care owed to Mr. Brown and to 
prove that the cigarettes Mr. Brown smoked 
contained a specific defect that injured Mr. Brown. 
RJR interprets the Florida Supreme Court’s use of 
the term res judicata to necessarily mean collateral 
estoppel or issue preclusion. Thus, in accordance with 
the doctrine of issue preclusion, RJR claims that 
post-Engle plaintiffs must demonstrate that the 
issues on which they seek preclusion were “actually 
litigated” in the prior Engle trial. RJR also contends 
the trial court erred in permitting Mrs. Brown to 
prove Mr. Brown’s addiction to cigarettes solely 
through lay opinion testimony. 

Mrs. Brown contends the Florida Supreme Court 
clearly held the Engle findings were to be given res 
judicata effect, and not merely analyzed through the 
doctrines of issue preclusion or collateral estoppel. 
Mrs. Brown argues that res judicata bars relitigation 
of causes of action and claims as a whole, not just the 
particular issues “actually litigated” in the prior 
action. She submits the trial court properly applied 
the Engle findings as the supreme court intended, 
and requests an affirmance. On the issue of 
addiction, she maintains that Florida law neither 
requires expert testimony nor prohibits lay opinions. 
Furthermore, she asserts that nothing in Florida law 
prevents juries from relying on a combination of 
expert and corroborating lay testimony. 
Consequently, the trial court did not err in allowing 
lay testimony, in addition to expert testimony, 
concerning addiction. 
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Analysis 
For reasons hereinafter explained, we approve 

the trial court’s procedure of bifurcating the trial into 
two phases. The first phase allowed the jury to 
determine whether Mr. Brown is a member of the 
Engle class. The second phase allowed the jury to 
focus on the elements of the actual claims alleged, 
but not otherwise established by the Engle findings. 

From a jurisprudence standpoint, the issue of 
how to apply the Engle findings is in its infancy. 
Presently, two opinions have addressed the issue: 
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. v. Martin, 53 So. 3d 1060 
(Fla. 1st DCA 2010) and Brown v. R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Co., 611 F.3d 1324 (11th Cir. 2010). In 
Martin, the First District concluded that the Engle 
Phase I findings established the conduct elements of 
the asserted claims. Martin, 53 So. 3d at 1069. 
Martin also determined the plaintiff in that case had 
proven legal causation on her negligence and strict 
liability claims. Id. In making that determination, 
the Martin court pointed to the trial court’s 
instruction on legal causation with respect to 
addiction, which established plaintiff’s membership 
in the class. Id. We read Martin to approve the use of 
the class membership instruction for the dual 
purpose of satisfying the element of legal causation 
with respect to addiction and legal causation on the 
underlying strict liability and negligence claims. 

In contrast, the Eleventh Circuit in Brown 
refused to give the Engle findings such broad 
application. Brown determined that the Florida 
Supreme Court’s discussion of the res judicata effect 
of the Phase I findings necessarily referred to issue 
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preclusion. 611 F.3d at 1333. Under that doctrine, 
“the Phase I approved findings may not be used to 
establish facts that were not actually decided by the 
jury.” Id. at 1334. Brown remanded the case to the 
district court to determine the scope of the factual 
issues decided in Engle Phase I, and then to decide 
“which, if any, elements of the claims [were] 
established” by those findings. Id. at 1336. “Until the 
scope of the factual issues decided in the Phase I 
approved findings is determined, it is premature to 
address whether those findings by themselves 
establish any elements of the plaintiffs’ claims.” Id. 
(emphasis added). We conclude that the Martin court 
did not go far enough and the Brown court went too 
far. 

By and large, we agree with the Eleventh 
Circuit’s determination in Brown that the Florida 
Supreme Court’s reference to the res judicata effect 
of the Engle findings necessarily meant issue 
preclusion, not claim preclusion. However, we do not 
go as far as Brown to require trial courts to evaluate 
whether any elements of post-Engle plaintiffs’ claims 
are established by the Engle findings. We are 
constrained by the Florida Supreme Court’s decision 
in Engle III, which held the conduct elements of 
certain claims were established. In Phase I of Engle, 
“common issues” relating to “the defendants’ conduct 
and the general health effects of smoking” were 
litigated, not the entire causes of action. Engle III, 
945 So. 2d at 1256; see also Rice-Lamar v. City of Fort 
Lauderdale, 853 So. 2d 1125, 1131 (Fla. 4th DCA 
2003) (stating that issue preclusion “does not require 
prior litigation of an entire claim, only a particular 
issue”). Therefore, we conclude, as Martin did, that 
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individual post-Engle plaintiffs need not prove the 
conduct elements in negligence and strict liability 
claims, as asserted here. Martin, 53 So. 3d at 1069. 

We hold that to prevail in the tobacco cases post-
Engle, plaintiffs must prove more than mere class 
membership and damages. Like Martin, and in 
accordance with Engle III, the Engle findings 
preclusively establish the conduct elements of the 
strict liability and negligence claims as pled in this 
case. Those elements are not subject to relitigation. 
Nevertheless, the remaining elements of the 
underlying claims, i.e. legal causation and damages, 
must be proven in the second phase of trial. In so 
holding, we restate our approval of the trial court’s 
method of conducting the trial in two phases. In the 
first phase, the trial court properly gave an 
instruction on legal causation as it pertained to 
addiction. The jury determined Mr. Brown’s 
addiction to RJR cigarettes containing nicotine was a 
legal cause of his death, placing Mr. Brown in the 
Engle class. In the second phase, the trial court gave 
an instruction on legal causation, but this time as it 
pertained to the negligence and strict liability claims. 

Legal causation on the issue of addiction is 
separate and apart from legal causation on the strict 
liability and negligence claims in this instance. Post-
Engle plaintiffs do not satisfy their burden of proving 
legal causation in a strict liability or negligence claim 
by merely establishing class membership in the first 
phase of trial. To satisfy this requirement, a jury 
must be asked to determine (i) whether the 
defendant’s failure to exercise reasonable care was a 
legal cause of decedent’s death; and (ii) whether the 
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defective and unreasonably dangerous cigarettes 
were a legal cause of decedent’s death. In the present 
case, the trial court correctly required the jury to 
make these critical determinations. 

It is at this point that we depart from the First 
District’s decision in Martin, because there specific 
instructions on legal causation on the negligence and 
strict liability claims were not given to the jury. 
Martin, 53 So. 3d at 1064-66. In Martin, the First 
District conceded that causation must still be proven 
on the underlying claims. Id. at 1069. Nonetheless, 
when explaining that the plaintiff had been required 
to prove legal causation on her strict liability and 
negligence claims, the First District pointed to the 
trial court’s instruction on class membership. Id. The 
class membership instruction requires a finding that 
addiction is a legal cause of death. Id. Nowhere does 
it require a finding of legal causation on negligence 
or strict liability independently. Moreover, the 
Martin opinion sets out the other instructions given 
to the jury at trial, during which no mention is made 
of instructions given on legal causation as to 
negligence or strict liability. Id. at 1064-66. Notably, 
there was mention of a specific instruction with 
respect to legal causation on a conspiracy claim, 
lending further support to our reading of Martin. Id. 
at 1065-66. 

By equating the legal causation instruction used 
on the issue of addiction with a finding of legal 
causation on the plaintiff’s strict liability and 
negligence claims, the First District effectively 
interpreted the “res judicata” language in the Florida 
Supreme Court’s decision in Engle III to mean claim 
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preclusion instead of issue preclusion. We do not read 
the Florida Supreme Court’s decision in Engle III so 
broadly, and we do not think the Florida Supreme 
Court intended for claim preclusion to be applied 
with respect to the Engle findings in subsequent 
trials. Accordingly, to the extent that the First 
District does not require a separate causation 
instruction for each claim, we disagree. As discussed 
in more detail in the special concurrence, we are 
concerned the preclusive effect of the Engle findings 
violates Tobacco’s due process rights, but remain 
compelled to follow the mandate of the supreme 
court. See Richards v. Jefferson County, 517 U.S. 793, 
797 (1996) (“We have long held . . . that extreme 
applications of the doctrine of res judicata may be 
inconsistent with a federal right that is ‘fundamental 
in character.’”) (quoting Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. City 
of Newport, 247 U.S. 464, 476 (1918)). 

We continue our analysis with a review of the 
relevant Engle findings and their application to the 
specific claims of this case. 

Brown’s Membership in the Class 
In the first phase of this trial, the jury was asked 

to determine whether Mr. Brown was, in fact, a 
member of the Engle class. The jury was instructed 
that certain facts were not in dispute: (i) nicotine in 
cigarettes is addictive; (ii) RJR cigarettes contain 
nicotine; (iii) Camel, Pall Mall, and Winston brand 
cigarettes were RJR cigarettes; (iv) smoking 
cigarettes causes lung cancer; and (v) smoking 
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cigarettes causes esophageal cancer.7 The jury 
determined that Mr. Brown was addicted to RJR 
cigarettes containing nicotine, and such addiction 
was a legal cause of his death. We conclude that this 
phase was properly conducted and find no error in 
the application of the Engle findings to Mr. Brown’s 
membership in the class. The jury was properly 
advised that Mr. Brown smoked cigarettes 
manufactured by RJR containing nicotine, that 
nicotine was addictive, and that he died of one of the 
specific, enumerated diseases. 

Evidence of Addiction 
RJR argues that the evidence used to prove Mr. 

Brown’s addiction to cigarettes was insufficient 
because solely lay testimony was used to prove 
addiction. In this case, addiction was not proven 
solely through lay testimony. Mrs. Brown provided 
expert testimony from three witnesses on the 
behavioral indicia of nicotine addiction. One of these 
experts reviewed Mr. Brown’s medical records. Mrs. 
Brown and her daughter provided lay opinion 
testimony, which, when viewed with the expert 
testimony, supported a finding of addiction. See 
Peters v. Armellini Exp. Lines, 527 So. 2d 266, 269 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1988) (“[L]ay testimony is of probative 
value in establishing the sequence of events, actual 
inability or ability to perform work, pain, and similar 
factors within the actual knowledge and sensory 
experience of the claimant[.]”). After viewing the 
expert and lay testimony collectively, we hold 

                                            
7 These facts were stipulated to by the parties and relate to 

Engle findings (1) and (2) respectively. 
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sufficient evidence existed for a jury to conclude Mr. 
Brown was addicted to RJR cigarettes containing 
nicotine, and that this addiction was the legal cause 
of his death. 

Brown’s Strict Liability Claim 
Product liability cases under Florida law require 

proof of two things. Liggett Group, Inc. v. Davis, 973 
So. 2d 467, 475 (Fla. 4th DCA 2007) (citation 
omitted). First, the product is defective; and, second, 
the defect caused plaintiff’s injuries. Id. In response 
to Question 3, concerning strict liability, the jury in 
Engle found that RJR placed cigarettes on the 
market that were defective and unreasonably 
dangerous both before and after July 1, 1974. See 
Engle III, 945 So. 2d at 1257 n.4.  

We hold that the third Engle finding conclusively 
establishes the conduct portion of a strict liability 
claim in post-Engle actions, i.e. that RJR placed 
defective and unreasonably dangerous cigarettes on 
the market. Post-Engle plaintiffs need not reestablish 
that cigarettes manufactured by an Engle defendant 
are defective as that conduct element was 
determined. Moreover, the defective cigarettes 
manufactured by RJR were the same brands smoked 
by Mr. Brown. 

RJR argues that post-Engle plaintiffs should be 
required to point to a specific defect existing in the 
particular cigarettes smoked in each case to benefit 
from the Engle finding. Such a requirement would 
constitute a relitigation of conduct previously 
determined by Engle. Nevertheless, it is essential for 
post-Engle plaintiffs asserting strict liability to prove 
the remaining elements of legal causation and 
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damages and trial courts must instruct the jury on 
those elements. 

Here, Mrs. Brown was required to prove the 
remaining elements of her strict liability claim, i.e. 
legal causation and damages. Moreover, the trial 
court correctly instructed the jury on legal causation 
as it related to the claim, and submitted the relevant 
question to the jury. The jury found that the defective 
and unreasonably dangerous cigarettes 
manufactured by RJR were a legal cause of Mr. 
Brown’s death. Accordingly, we find no error on the 
strict liability claim. 

Brown’s Negligence Claim 
To prevail on a negligence claim, a plaintiff 

ordinarily has to prove the four elements: duty of 
care, breach of that duty, causation and damages. 
Gibbs v. Hernandez, 810 So. 2d 1034, 1036 (Fla. 4th 
DCA 2002). In response to Question 8, the Engle jury 
determined that Tobacco failed to exercise the degree 
of care which a reasonable cigarette manufacturer 
would exercise under like circumstances. See Brown, 
611 F.3d at 1327.  

We hold the eighth Engle finding established 
that: (1) RJR had a duty to exercise reasonable care 
which a reasonable cigarette manufacturer would 
exercise under like circumstances in the manufacture 
of the brands of cigarettes smoked by the decedent; 
and (2) RJR breached that duty. As with the strict 
liability claim, post-Engle plaintiffs are not required 
to reprove specific tortious conduct, i.e. that Tobacco 
committed particular negligent acts when asserting a 
negligence claim. Imposing this burden would render 
the Florida Supreme Court’s opinion in Engle III 
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meaningless. We reiterate that post-Engle plaintiffs 
still must prove the remaining elements of each legal 
theory alleged. Trial courts must instruct the jury on 
the remaining elements, causation, comparative 
fault, and damages and allow the jury to make those 
decisions.  

Mrs. Brown was required to prove legal 
causation, comparative fault, and damages. The trial 
court correctly instructed the jury and submitted the 
questions of legal causation as it related to the 
negligence claim and damages to the jury. The jury 
then found that RJR’s negligence was a legal cause of 
Mr. Brown’s death; that Mr. Brown was 50% at fault, 
and determined damages. We find no error. 

Conclusion 
The cases cited by the Florida Supreme Court in 

Engle III regarding prospective decertification 
support the proposition that in post-Engle actions the 
focus should be on the individualized issues of legal 
causation, comparative fault, and damages, and not 
on relitigating the conduct elements of the claims as 
RJR proposes. See, e.g., Slaven v. BP Am., Inc., 190 
F.R.D. 649, 658 (C.D. Cal. 2000) (maintaining class 
status “solely for the determination of liability” 
because “virtually all potential claimants share 
common factual proofs as to the conduct and behavior 
of Defendants” but decertifying the class for purposes 
of causation and damages). This Court has 
acknowledged that it is not free to disregard the 
binding precedent of the Florida Supreme Court. 
Harbaugh v. State, 711 So. 2d 77, 83 (Fla. 4th DCA 
1998). 
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Here, the trial court properly applied the Engle 
findings, instructing the jury on the issue preclusion 
effect of the Phase I findings, and making certain to 
submit the remaining elements of each legal theory 
to the jury for its determination. Accordingly, we 
affirm the final judgment. 

Affirmed. 
LEVINE, J., concurs. 
MAY, C.J., concurs specially with opinion. 
MAY, C.J., specially concurring. 

I concur in the majority opinion, but write to 
express my concern about the questions left 
unanswered in Engle v. Liggett Group, Inc., 945 So. 
2d 1246 (Fla. 2006), that are causing confusion in the 
trial courts. Our supreme court made clear that the 
Engle jury’s factual findings are binding on future 
litigation. Id. at 1269. Trial courts, and indeed 
appellate courts, struggle with the extent to which 
these findings resolve ultimate issues in the trial of 
individual claims. At least two courts have reached 
completely different conclusions on the preclusive 
effect of those findings. See R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Co. v. Martin, 53 So. 3d 1060 (Fla. 1st DCA 2010); 
Brown v. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co., 576 F. Supp. 2d 
1328 (M.D. Fla. 2008), vacated, 611 F.3d 1324 (11th 
Cir. 2010).  

In Martin, the First District Court of Appeal held 
the trial court had properly applied the supreme 
court’s decision in Engle. The “preclusive effect in 
Engle established the conduct elements of [the 
plaintiff’s] strict liability, fraudulent concealment, 
civil conspiracy and negligence claims against [the 
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defendant].” Martin, 53 So. 3d at 1072. The court 
further held that the plaintiff had “produced 
sufficient independent evidence to prove causation, 
detrimental reliance, and entitlement to punitive 
damages.” Id. at 1072-73. 

The Middle District reached a contrary 
conclusion in Brown. It found that allowing the Engle 
Phase I approved findings to establish elements of 
the plaintiffs’ causes of action would violate the 
defendants’ due process rights. 576 F. Supp. 2d at 
1344-46. Admittedly, Brown reviewed the preclusive 
effect of the Engle factual findings in a different 
procedural setting. There, the district court entered a 
pre-trial order that required the plaintiff to prove its 
entire case from scratch. Id. at 1348. 

When the Eleventh Circuit reviewed the district 
court order in Brown, it found the court had reached 
its conclusion “without first giving preclusive effect to 
the Phase I approved findings.” Brown v. R.J. 
Reynolds Tobacco Co., 611 F.3d 1324, 1335 (11th Cir. 
2010). The Eleventh Circuit also found it “premature 
to address whether [the Engle] findings by 
themselves establish any elements of the plaintiffs’ 
claims.” Id. at 1336. It then remanded the case for 
further consideration. Id. 

These decisions call attention to the unsettled 
questions remaining since the supreme court’s 
decision in Engle. In fact, Justice Wells’ dissent in 
Engle foretold of the very concerns now being played 
out in the trial courts. 

In what I conclude will be harmful and 
confusing precedent, the majority saves 
some of the jury findings in Phase I of the 
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class action before decertifying the class. I do 
not join in doing that; rather, I would follow 
the overwhelming majority of courts and 
hold that this was not a proper class action. 
The result of the majority “retaining the 
jury’s Phase I findings” is not, as the 
majority asserts, “pragmatic,” majority op. at 
1269; rather, it is problematic. Under the 
majority’s holding, the class closed a decade 
ago. Who are the individuals that are to get 
the use of these “findings”? How will a trial 
court make that determination? Does the 
individual only have to have an injury 
manifest prior to November 21, 1996, or does 
the individual have to have notice of the 
class action? Does the majority’s holding 
mean that the statute of limitation has not 
run on any Florida resident’s claim whose 
injury manifested prior to November 21, 
1996? How long do individuals have to file 
such individual actions? How are these 
findings to be used in cases in which the 
findings are used? I assume that any 
individual cases filed on claims in which 
injuries manifested on November 22, 1996, 
or later do not get the benefit of these 
findings, so that there will be two classes of 
claimants. These are only a few of the issues 
which arise in application of the majority’s 
holding. 

Engle, 945 So. 2d at 1284. 
Indeed, the Eleventh Circuit expressed a similar 

concern. 
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For example, Question 3 on the verdict form 
asked the jury: “Did one or more of the 
Defendant Tobacco Companies place 
cigarettes on the market that were defective 
and unreasonably dangerous?” The jury 
answered “yes,” for every time period for 
every defendant except Brooke Group, Ltd., 
Inc. Under the defendants’ view, the only 
fact that the jury found was that they sold 
some cigarette that was defective and 
unreasonably dangerous during the time 
periods listed on the verdict form. That 
would mean that the finding may not 
establish anything more specific; it may not 
establish, for instance, that any particular 
type or brand of cigarette sold by a 
defendant during the relevant time period 
was defective and unreasonably dangerous. 
Under the plaintiffs’ broader view the jury’s 
finding must mean that all cigarettes the 
defendants sold were defective and 
unreasonably dangerous because there is 
nothing to suggest that any type or brand of 
cigarette is any safer or less dangerous than 
any other type or brand. One problem with 
that argument is that the plaintiffs have 
pointed to nothing in the record, and there is 
certainly nothing in the jury findings 
themselves, to support their factual 
assertion. Under Florida law the issue 
preclusion standard requires the asserting 
party to show with a “reasonable degree of 
certainty” that the specific factual issue was 
determined in its favor. 
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611 F.3d at 1335 (footnotes and citation omitted).8 
What the trial courts are playing is a form of 

legal poker. They must use the legal cards they have 
been dealt-the Engle factual findings are binding. 
But, as R.J. Reynolds argues, a number of ultimate 
factual issues remain unresolved as identified by the 
dissent in Engle and the Eleventh Circuit in Brown. 

And, a lurking constitutional issue hovers over 
the poker game: To what extent does the preclusive 
effect of the Engle findings violate the 
manufacturer’s due process rights? 

Until our supreme court answers these and other 
questions, parties to the tobacco litigation will 
continue to play legal poker, placing their bets on 
questions left unresolved by Engle and calling the 
bluff of trial courts on a myriad of issues sure to rise 
from the hundreds, no thousands, of cases pending in 
trial courts throughout our State. 

* * * 
Not final until disposition of timely filed motion 

for rehearing. 

                                            
8 The federal district court noted that the Engle findings 

failed to determine exactly what the defendants did wrong and 
when for the negligence claim, and what defect rendered the 
product defective for the strict liability claim. Brown v. R.J. 
Reynolds Tobacco Co., 576 F. Supp. 2d 1328, 1342-44 (M.D. Fla. 
2008). 
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Appendix B 

SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 
________________ 

No. SC11-2201 
Lower Tribunal No(s).: 

4D09-2664, 07-4646 CV19 
________________ 

R.J. REYNOLDS TOBACCO COMPANY, 
Petitioner(s), 

v. 
JIMMIE LEE BROWN, etc., 

Respondent(s). 
________________ 

May 1, 2013 
________________ 

ORDER 
The Court accepts jurisdiction and the above 

case has been submitted to the Court without oral 
argument. 
A True Copy 
Test: 
s/     
Thomas D. Hall 
Clerk, Supreme Court 
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SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 
________________ 

No. SC11-2201 
Lower Tribunal No(s).: 

4D09-2664, 07-4646 CV19 
________________ 

R.J. REYNOLDS TOBACCO COMPANY, 
Petitioner(s), 

v. 
JIMMIE LEE BROWN, etc., 

Respondent(s). 
________________ 

May 1, 2013 
________________ 

ORDER 
Petitioner shall show cause on or before May 16, 

2013, why this Court’s decision in Philip Morris USA, 
Inc., et al. v. Douglas, etc, 38 Fla. L. Weekly S160 
(Fla. March 14, 2013), is not controlling in this case 
and why the Court should not dismiss this case. 
Respondent may file a reply on or before May 27, 
2013. 
A True Copy 
Test: 
s/     
Thomas D. Hall 
Clerk, Supreme Court 
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SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 
________________ 

No. SC11-2201 
________________ 

R.J. REYNOLDS TOBACCO COMPANY, 
Petitioner, 

v. 
JIMMIE LEE BROWN, etc., 

Respondent. 
________________ 

February 27, 2014 
________________ 

ORDER 
PER CURIAM.  

We initially accepted review of the decision in 
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. v. Brown, 70 So. 3d 707 
(Fla. 4th DCA 2011), based on express and direct 
conflict. See art. V, § 3(b)(3), Fla. Const. Upon further 
consideration, we have determined that we should 
exercise our discretion and discharge jurisdiction. 
Accordingly, we hereby dismiss this review 
proceeding.  

No motion for rehearing will be entertained by 
the Court. See Fla. R. App. P. 9.330(d)(2).  

It is so ordered. 
POLSTON, C.J., and PARIENTE, LEWIS, QUINCE, 
CANADY, LABARGA, and PERRY, JJ., concur.  
Application for Review of the Decision of the District 
Court of Appeal – Direct Conflict of Decisions  
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Fourth District– Case No. 4D09-2664 
(Broward County) 
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Appendix C 

Verdict Form for Phase I, 
Engle v. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. (Fla. 11th 
Cir. Ct. July 7, 1999), filed in R.J. Reynolds 

Tobacco Co. v. Brown, No. 4D09-2664  
(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. January 8, 2010) 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

IN AND FOR DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
General Jurisdiction Division 

Case No 94-08273 CA-22 
[Partially Illegible Stamp] 

99 JUL – 7 PM 5:13 
HOWARD A ENGLE, M.D., et al., 

Plaintiffs, 
v. 

R.J. REYNOLDS TOBACCO COMPANY, et al., 
Defendants. 

________________ 

VERDICT FORM FOR PHASE I 
We, the Jury, return the following Verdict: 

Question No. 1 
[Generic Causation] 

Does smoking cigarettes cause one or more of the 
following diseases or medical conditions? 
Aortic Aneurysm Yes    No ___ 
Asthmatic Bronchitis, as related 
to COPD Yes ___ No    
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Bladder Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Cerebrovascular Disease 
(including Stroke) Yes    No ___ 
Cervical Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease-COPD (including 
Emphysema) Yes    No ___ 
Coronary Heart Disease 
(including cardiovascular 
disease, hardening of the 
arteries, atherosclerosis, 
coronary artery disease and 
arteriosclerosis, angina, 
abnormal blood clotting, blood 
vessel damage, myocardial 
infarction (heart attack)) Yes    No ___ 
Esophageal (Throat) Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Infertility Yes ___ No    
Kidney Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Laryngeal (Throat or Voice Box) 
Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Lung Cancer Yes    No ___ 

Adenocarcinoma Yes    No ___ 
Bronchioloalveolar 
carcinoma Yes ___ No    
Large cell carcinoma Yes    No ___ 
Small cell carcinoma Yes    No ___ 
Squamous cell carcinoma Yes    No ___ 

Complications of Pregnancy 
(miscarriage) Yes    No ___ 
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Oral Cavity/Tongue Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Pancreatic Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Peripheral Vascular Disease 
(including Buerger’s Disease) Yes    No ___ 
Pharyngeal Cancer Yes    No ___ 
Stomach Cancer Yes    No ___ 

If your answer to all of the diseases, above, is 
“no”, your verdict is for the Defendants, and you 
should not proceed further except to date and sign 
this verdict form. If you answered “yes” to any of the 
above questions, please answer the following 
questions 

Question No. 2 
[Addiction/Dependence] 

Are cigarettes that contain nicotine addictive or 
dependence producing? 
 Yes    No ___ 

Question No. 3 
[Strict Liability] 

Did one or more of the Defendant Tobacco 
Companies place cigarettes on the market that were 
defective and unreasonably dangerous? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below. If you answer “yes” to any 
Defendants, please answer whether the conduct 
occurred during one of the following time periods: 
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Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation, as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 
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Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Liggett Group, Inc Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 

Question No. 4 
[Fraud and Misrepresentation] 

Did one or more of the Defendants make a false 
statement of a material fact, either knowing the 
statement was false or misleading, or being without 
knowledge as to its truth or falsity, with the 
intention of misleading smokers? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below. If you answer “yes” to any 
Defendants, please answer whether the conduct 
occurred during one of the following time periods 
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Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation, as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 
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Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 

Council for Tobacco Research-
U.S.A. Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 
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Tobacco Institute Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Question No. 4a 
[Fraud by Concealment] 

Did one or more of the Defendants conceal or 
omit material information, not otherwise known or 
available, knowing the material was false and 
misleading, or failed to disclose a material fact 
concerning or proving the health effects and/or 
addictive nature of smoking cigarettes? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below. If you answer “yes” to any 
Defendants, please answer whether the conduct 
occurred during one of the following time periods: 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 
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Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation, as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 
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Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 

Council for Tobacco Research-
U.S.A. Yes    No ___ 

Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Tobacco Institute Yes    No ___ 
Before May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
After May 5, 1982 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after May 
5, 1982 Yes    No ___ 

Question No. 5 
[Civil Conspiracy-Misrepresentation] 

Did two or more of the Defendants enter into an 
agreement to misrepresent information relating to 
the health effects of cigarette smoking, or the 
addictive nature of smoking cigarettes, with the 
intention that smokers and members of the public 
rely to their detriment? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below: 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 
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RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williams Tobacco 
Corporation as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Council for Tobacco Research-
U.S.A. Yes    No ___ 
Tobacco Institute Yes    No ___ 

Question No. 5a 
[Civil Conspiracy-Concealment] 

Did two or more of the Defendants enter into an 
agreement to conceal or omit information regarding 
the health effects of cigarette smoking, or the 
addictive nature of smoking cigarettes, with the 
intention that smokers and members of the public 
rely to their detriment? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below: 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 
RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 
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Brown & Williams Tobacco 
Corporation as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Council for Tobacco Research-
U.S.A. Yes    No ___ 
Tobacco Institute Yes    No ___ 

Question No. 6 
[Breach of Implied Warranty] 

Did one or more of the Defendant Tobacco 
Companies sell or supply cigarettes that were 
defective in that they were not reasonably fit for the 
uses intended? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below. If you answer “yes” to any 
Defendants, please answer whether the conduct 
occurred during any of the following time periods 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes    No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 
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RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes    No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes    No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation, as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes    No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes    No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 
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Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes    No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No    
July 1, 1969 thru July 1, 
1974 Yes ___ No    
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Question No. 7 
[Breach of Express Warranty] 

Did one or more of the Defendant Tobacco 
Companies sell or supply cigarettes that, at the time 
of sale or supply, did not conform to representations 
of fact made by said Defendant(s), either orally or in 
writing? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below. If you answer “yes” to any 
Defendants, please answer whether the conduct 
occurred during one of the following time periods 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 



App-46 

RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation, as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 
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Liggett Group, Inc Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 

Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1974 Yes ___ No    
After July 1, 1974 Yes    No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1974 Yes ___ No ___ 

Question No. 8 
[Negligence] 

Have Plaintiffs proven that one or more of the 
Defendant Tobacco Companies failed to exercise the 
degree of care which a reasonable cigarette 
manufacturer would exercise under like 
circumstances? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below. If you answer “yes” to any 
Defendants, please answer whether the conduct 
occurred during one of the following time periods: 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
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RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 

Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation, as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 

Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc Yes    No ___ 

Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 

Liggett Group, Inc Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
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Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 

Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc Yes    No ___ 
Before July 1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 
After July 1, 1969 Yes    No ___ 
Both before and after July 
1, 1969 Yes ___ No ___ 

Question No. 9 
[Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress] 
Have Plaintiffs proven that one or more of the 

Defendant Tobacco Companies engaged in extreme 
and outrageous conduct or with reckless disregard 
relating to cigarettes sold or supplied to Florida 
smokers with the intent to inflict severe emotional 
distress? 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below: 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 
RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williams Tobacco 
Corporation as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
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Question No. 10 
[Entitlement to Punitive Damages] 

Under the circumstances of this case, state below 
whether the conduct of any Defendant rose to a level 
that would permit a potential award or entitlement 
to punitive damages. 

Please answer “Yes” or “No” as to each 
Defendant, below 
Philip Morris, Incorporated Yes    No ___ 
RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corporation Yes    No ___ 
Brown & Williams Tobacco 
Corporation as successor to 
American Tobacco Company Yes    No ___ 
Lorillard Tobacco Company / 
Lorillard, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Liggett Group, Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Brooke Group, Ltd., Inc. Yes    No ___ 
Council for Tobacco Research-
U.S.A. Yes    No ___ 
Tobacco Institute Yes    No ___ 

SO SAY WE ALL, this 7th day of July, 1999. 
s/      
FOREPERSON 
Leighton Anthony Finegan 
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Appendix D 

Due Process Clause 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1 

* * * nor shall any State deprive any person of 
life, liberty, or property, without due process of law 
* * * 
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