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SUMMARY

The Florida Supreme Court reviewed whether applying the Phase I findings from Engle v. Liggett
Group, Inc. as res judicata in an individual tobacco-injury action violated the defendants’ due process
rights. The court answered the certified question in the negative, upheld the plaintiff’s general verdict
on strict liability, and held that the Engle negligence finding also established the conduct element of
negligence when combined with individual causation and damages. The court approved in part and
disapproved in part the Second District Court of Appeal’s decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether accepting as res judicata the eight Engle Phase I common-liability findings violated the
defendants' due-process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment.

2. Whether an Engle plaintiff pursuing strict liability must prove a specific defect in specific cigarettes and
a separate causal connection between that defect and the plaintiff's injury.

3. Whether the Second District properly rejected negligence as a basis for the general verdict because the
individual jury was not given a separate negligence-causation instruction and did not make a separate
negligence-causation finding.

4. Whether the Florida Supreme Court should revisit its prior decision in Engle v. Liggett Group, Inc.

HOLDINGS

1. The Engle Phase I findings establishing the defendants' common liability for approved causes of action
may be given res judicata effect in individual Engle damages actions. Individual plaintiffs need not
relitigate the conduct elements established by those findings.

2. Accepting the Engle Phase I findings as res judicata does not violate the defendants' due-process rights.

3. An individual Engle plaintiff pursuing strict liability must establish membership in the Engle class,
individual causation by showing that addiction to smoking the Engle defendants' nicotine-containing
cigarettes was a legal cause of the alleged injury, and damages. The plaintiff need not prove a specific
defect in specific cigarettes because the Engle Phase I findings establish the defendants' common
conduct and that their cigarettes were defective and unreasonably dangerous.

4. The Phase I negligence finding conclusively established the defendants' failure to exercise the degree of
care a reasonable cigarette manufacturer would exercise under like circumstances. An individual Engle
plaintiff need only prove class membership, individual causation, and damages; a separate negligence-
causation instruction and finding beyond the individual-causation finding are not required.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In other words, to prevail on either strict liability or negligence Engle claims, individual plaintiffs must
establish (i) membership in the Engle class; (ii) individual causation, i.e., that addiction to smoking the Engle
defendants’ cigarettes containing nicotine was a legal cause of the injuries alleged; and (iii) damages.” (at
429-30)

“We also answer the certified question in the negative and hold that accepting the Phase I findings as res
judicata does not violate the Engle defendants’ due process rights.” (at 436)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Charlotte M. Douglas began smoking cigarettes as a teenager in the mid-1960s and later developed chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease and lung cancer, which led to her death in 2008 at age sixty-two. Her estate



alleged that her addiction to cigarettes manufactured by Philip Morris, R.J. Reynolds, and Liggett caused her
diseases and death. The jury found that smoking the defendants' cigarettes was a legal cause of death,
apportioned 50 percent fault to Charlotte Douglas and the remaining fault to the defendants, and awarded
compensatory damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

James L. Douglas, as personal representative of Charlotte M. Douglas's estate, obtained a $2.5 million judgment
after a jury found that smoking cigarettes manufactured by the defendants legally caused Charlotte Douglas's
death and apportioned fault among her and the defendants. The Second District affirmed on strict liability,
rejected negligence as a basis for the general verdict, and certified the due-process question. The Florida
Supreme Court approved the result insofar as it upheld the strict-liability verdict, disapproved the Second
District's negligence analysis, and answered the certified question in the negative.

DISPOSITION

approved
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