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(I) 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Whether the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act, 7 U.S.C. 136 et seq., preempts re-
spondent’s state-law claims alleging that petitioner tor-
tiously failed to warn of the carcinogenic risks associ-
ated with its pesticide product. 

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion in 
admitting expert medical testimony that relied in part 
on clinical experience.  
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