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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 
In Bates v. Dow AgroSciences LLC, 544 U.S. 431 

(2005), this Court held that the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act preempts only state-
law labeling requirements that are broader than the 
statute’s misbranding standard.  State-law claims 
“that require manufacturers to design reasonably 
safe products” are not preempted because they impose 
no labeling requirements.  Id. at 444.  The same is 
true of claims that target product marketing, because 
they do not “require[ ] that manufacturers label or 
package their products in any particular way.”  Id. 

Respondents developed non-Hodgkin lymphoma  
after long exposure to petitioner Monsanto Company’s 
weedkiller, Roundup.  A jury found that Roundup 
caused respondents’ cancer and held Monsanto liable 
in strict liability and negligence for designing a  
defective product and failing to warn of its danger in 
off-label marketing.  Because Monsanto knew, but 
concealed, that Roundup was carcinogenic, the jury 
awarded punitive damages.  Based on that reprehen-
sible conduct, the California Court of Appeal held 
that reduced punitive damages of four times compen-
satory damages were within constitutional limits. 

The questions presented are: 

1. Whether the California Court of Appeal cor-
rectly applied Bates in holding respondents’ failure-
to-warn claims were not preempted when they were 
equivalent to the statute’s misbranding standard. 

2. Whether this Court should adopt a new consti-
tutional rule limiting the ratio between compensatory 
and punitive damages to 1:1 when compensatory 
damages are substantial, no matter how reprehensi-
ble the defendant’s conduct. 
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