
SECONDARY SOURCES 



Types of Secondary Sources: 

~ • Legal encyclopedias 
~ • Legal periodicals 
~ e Loose- leaf services 
~ e Newspapers 
~ • Legal dictionaries 
~ e Treatises / nutshells / form books, 
·etc. 



Consult Secondary Sources: 

~ e When encountering an unfamiliar area of 
law 

~ • When encountering a new or developing 
area of law 

~ e When encountering too litt le or too much 
material among primary sources 

~ or 
~ • When you just want to save time and effort 



2014 Edition 

NEW JERSEY 

PRODUCTS LIABILITY 
& 

TOXIC TORTS LAW 

STATUTES CURRENT TO L. 2013, c. 165 

INCLUDES CASES REPORTED THROUGH 

215 N.J. 2 and 431 N.J. Super. 611 

.. 
WILLIAM A. DREIER 

JOHN E. KEEFE, SR. 
& 

ERIC D. KATZ 

Cite this Volume 
Dreier, Keefe & Katz, Current N.J. Products Liability & Toxic Torts 

Law (GANN) 

·.' 

GANN LAW BOOKS NEWARK, N.J. 

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight



TABLE OF CASES 

McWilliams v. Yamaha Motor Corp. USA (780 F. 
Supp. 251 )6:3-1 (a) 

McWilliams v. Yamaha Motor Corp. USA (987 
F.2d 200)6:3-l(a), 14:3-2(b) 

Mealey v. Marella (328 N.J. Super. 129)7: 1-4 
Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr (518 U.S. 470)6:3-5(a), 

6:3-5(b) 
Meghrig v. KFC Western, Inc. (516 U.S. 479) 

32:2 
Mehalick v. Schwartz (223 N.J. Super. 259)9:7-5, 

13:4 
Mellk v. Sarahson (49 N.J. 226)20:2-1 
Menza v. Diamond Jim's, Inc. ( 145 N.J. Super. 

40)8:3-2 , 
Mercedes-Benz Credit v. Lotito (306 N.J. Super. 

25)37:2-3(b), 37:4-1 
Mercer Mut. Ins. Co. v. Proudman (396 N.J. Su­

per. 309)14:3-1 (b), 14:3-1 (c), 14:3-2(b), 
14:3-2(c), 14:3-3(a) 

Mercer v. Weyerhaeuser Co. (324 N.J. Super. 
290)3:2-1 

Meridia Prods. Liab. Litig. v. Abbott Labs. (447 
F.3d 861)15:4 

Meshinsky v. Nichols Yacht Sales, Inc. (I 10 N.J. 
464)37:2-3(c)., 37:3-3 

Metex Corp. v. Federal Ins. Co. (290 N.J. Super. 
95)36: I2-3, 36:12-12 

Mettinger v. Globe Slicing Mach. Co. (153 N.J. 
371 )5:3-8, 10:6-5, 12:2- I. 17:2-2. 26: I -2, 
26:2-1(b) 

Mettinger v. W.W. Lowensten, Inc. (292 N.J. Su­
per. 293)5:3-1, 5:3-10, 6:3-7. I4:3-l(a) 

Meyers v. Donnatacci (220 N.J. Super. 73)12:1-7 
Michalko v. Cooke Color & Chern. Corp. (91 

N.J. 386 )2: I, 5:3-1, 5:3-3, 5:3-5, 5:3-9, 6:3-
l (b), 6:3-1 (c), 6:3-3(a), 6:3-3(c). 6:3-7. 8: I, 
8:2-3(b)(vi). 8:3-3(c). 11:2, I2:1-3, 12:1-
5(a), I4:2, 14:3-2(b), 15:3-4, 22:2,24:1-1, 
25:1,30:2 

Michelman v. Ehrlich (311 N.J. Super. 57)10:5 
Middlesex County v. Browning Ferris (252 N.J. 

Super. 134)31 :5 
Middlesex Health Dept. v. lmportico (315 N.J. 

Super. 397)31 :5 
Midlantic Nat'l Bank v. New Jersey Dep't of 

Env. Prot. (474 U.S. 494)34:6 
Milanowicz v. Raymond Corp. (148 F. Supp. 2d 

525)9:4-2(c) 
Miletta v. Doe ( 158 N.J. Super. 550) 17:4 
Miller Auto Leasing Co. v. Weinstein (189 N.J. 

Super. 543) 12:1-2, 12:1-3, 37:2-3(a), 37:5-
2(a) 

Miller v. Hall Bldg. Corp. (210 N.J. Super. 248) 
27:3 

Millison v. E.l. duPont de Nemours & Co. (101 
N.J. 161)21:1-1, 21:1-2(a). 21:1-3(a), 21:2, 
21:3. 33:3, 35:5-2 

Millison v. E.l. duPont de Nemours (226 N.J. Su­
per. 572)9:6. 9:7-4, I 0:6-1, 21: I-2(a), 33:3, 
35:3. 35:5-2 

Milos v. Exxon Co .• USA (281 N.J. Super. 194) 
30:2,35:3 

Mingin v. Continental Can Company ( 171 N.J. 
Super. 148)21: 1-1 

Miranda v. Fridman (276 N.J. Super. 20)5:3-8 
Mitchell v. Procini, D.D.S., P.A. (331 N.J. Super. 

445)28: 1 
Moake v. Source Intern. Corp. (263 N.J. Super. 

A~l"'l. 1'"\ .... 

Mobay Corp. v. Allied-Signal, Inc. (761 F. Supp. 
345)30:1-6. 31:7-2. 34:5 

Mohan v. Exxon Corp. (307 N.J. Super. 516)8:3-
3(a) 

Mohr v. B.F. Goodrich Rubber Company ( 147 
N.J. Super. 279)6:3-1 (a) 

Molino v. B.F. Goodrich Co. (261 N.J. Super. 85) 
5:3-6(a), 6:3-1(a), 6:3-l(b), 6:3-7, 8:2-4(a), 
8:3-3(a), 8:3-6, 9:4-2(a), 9:4-2(c), 9:5,9:7-3, 
12:1-3 

Monmouth Medical Center v. State (80 N.J. 299) 
8:2-3(b)(vi) 

Monsanto v. Alden Leeds (130 N.J. Super. 245) 
5:1, 6:3-3(c), 7:1-1. 11:2, 11:3, 14:2. 18:1, 
20:2-1 

Montclair Tp. v. Hughey (222 N.J. Super. 441) 
31:2-2 

Moraca v. Ford Motor Co. (66 N.J. 454)1 :1-2, 
8:2-2(b), 8:2-3(a) 

Morales v. National Grange Mut. Ins. Co. ( 176 
N.J. Super. 347)36:5-l 

Moran v. Napolitano (71 N.J. 133)17:2-6 
Morlino v. Medical Center (152 N.J. 563)9:2-l, 

9:2-4 
Morrone v. Harleysville Mut. Ins. (283 N.J. Su­

per. 411 )36: 2, 36:4 
Mort v. Besser Co. (287 N.J. Super. 423)10:1-4, 

12:l-5(a), 26:2-l(b), 28:1,28:3 
Morton Int'l v. A.E. Staley Manufacturing Co. 

(343 F.3d 669)32: 1-2(a), 32: l-2(b) 
Morton Intern. v. General Ace. Ins. ( 134 N.J. I) 

32:1-2(b), 36:1-l(a), 36:3-l, 36:4,36:10, 
36:12-3 

Moscatello v. UMDNJ (342 N.J. Super. 351)10:5 
Moss v. Jones (93 N.J. Super. 179)28:1 ' 
Mutt v. Callahan Ams Machine Co. (17fN.J. Su-

per. 202) 12:1-3 . 
Motus v. Pfizer Inc. (358 F.3d 659)6:3-G(b)(3) 
Motus v. Pfizer Inc. (127 F. Supp. 2d ~085)6:3-

3(b)(3) i 
Mowrey v. Duriron Co., Inc. (260 N.J~Super. 

402) )9:2-2, 20:2-2 I 

Mueller v. Parke Davis (252 N.J. Supdr. 347) 
17:2-3, 19:2-2,20:2-1, 20:2-2 

Mueller v. Seaboard Commercial Corp. (5 N.J. 
28)34:5 

Mull v. Zeta Consumer Products (176 N.J. 385) 
21:1-2(a), 21:3 

Multiplex Concrete Co., Inc. v. Besser Co. ( 153 
N.J. Super. 531)27:3 

Muralo Co. v. Employers Ins. Wausau (334 N.J. 
Super. 282)36:4 

Murin v. Frapaul Const. Co. (240 N.J. Super. 
600)21:1-1 

Murray v. Nicol (224 N.J. Super. 303)26:1-1 
Mut. Pharm. Co. v. Bartlett (186 L. Ed. 2d 607) 

6:3-5(b) 
Myrlak v. Port Auth. of NY and NJ (157 N.J. 84) 

8:2-1, 8:2-2. 8:2-2(b ). 9:1-5, 12:3-2(a) 
Myrlak v. Port Auth. of NY and NJ (302 N.J. Su­

per. I )8:2-2(b), 8:2-3(e), 9:4-l(a), 9:4-2(a), 
9:4-2(c). 10:7-3 

N 
N.J. Bldrs. v. Dept. of Environmental Protec. 

(169 N.J. Super. 76)31:4 
N.J. Dept. of Env. Prot. v. Gloucester Env. Mgt. 

(923 F. Supp. 651)31:3(d) .... ····· ,... , ...... ~,,. ... ,,~.-~ 

battel
Highlight

battel
Text Box
Note that all 
references are to
sections, not
pages.



RESTATEMENT OF THE LAW THIRD 

THE AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE 

RESTATEMENT OF THE LAW 

TORTS 

Products Liability 
As Adopted and Promulgated 

BY 

THE AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE 

AT WASHINGTON, D.C. 

May 20, 1997 

§§ 1- End 

Tables and Index 

ST. PAUL, !\IN 

AIUERICAN LAW INSTITUTE PUBLISHERS 
1998 



SUMMARY OF CONTENTS 

Page 
FOREWORD .. ... .. .. . ..... .. ..... .. .. .. .... ....... .•.. .. ..... .. ........ .......... .... .. .. . ......... XV 

REPORTERS' PREFACE ·······································································XVII 
INTRODUCTION .. . .. . .... .. .. . .. .. .. ........... .. . ... .. .... ... ...... .. ........ .. ...... ........... 3 

Chapter 

1. Liability of Commercial Product Sellers Based on Product 
Defects at Time of Sale ..... ... .. ..... .. . .. ........ .. .. .. .... ... .. .. . .. .. .. .... 5 

Topic 1. Liability Rules Applicable to Products Generally ... 5 
Topic 2. Liability Rules Applicable to Special Products or 

Product Markets ... .......... ... .. .. ... ............ ......... ................ 130 

2. Liability of Commercial Product Sellers Not Based on 
Product Defects at Time of Sale .......................................... 187 

3. Liability of Successors and Apparent Manufacturers ............ 206 

4. Provisions of General Applicability ......................................... 231 
Topic 1. Causation ................................................................... 231 
Topic 2. Mfirmative Defenses ................................................. 256 
Topic 3. Definitions ................................................................. 267 

Table of Cases .............................................................................. 307 
Table of Statutes ......................................................................... 329 
Table of Cross References to Digest System Key 

Numbers and ALR Annotations ........................................ 335 
Index ............................................................................................ 349 

XIX 

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight



TABLE OF STATUTES 

MICHIGAN COMPILED LAWS 
ANNOTATED 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
600.2946 . ... ... . . ... ...... ... .. ... . . . . 2, RN, p. 

82 
600.2959 ................................. 17, RN, 

p. 260 

MINNESOTA STATUTES ANNOTATED 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
544.41 .................................. 1, RN, p. 

13 
604.01 ..................................... 17, RN, 

p.260 
604.01.1a ................................. 17, RN, 

p.262 
17, RN, 

p.263 
17, RN, 

p.264 
604.10 ..................................... 21, RN, 

p.300 
604.10(c) ................................. 21, RN, 

p.300 

MISSISSIPPI CODE 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
11-1-63 ............................... 1, RN, p. 

10 
2,RN,p. 

43 
2,RN,p. 

52 
11-1-63(c)(i) ......................... 2, RN, p. 

105 
11-7-15 .................................. 17, RN, 

p.260 

VERNON'S ANNOTATED MISSOURI 
STATUTES 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
537.764 ................................ 2, RN, p. 

83 

REVISED STATUTES OF MISSOURI 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
537.762 ................................ 1, RN, p. 

13 

MONTANA CODE ANNOTATED 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
27-1-720 .............................. 2, RN, p. 

89 

NEBRASKA REVISED STATUTES 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
25-21,181 ............................. 1, RN, p. 

13 

NEVADA REVISED STATUTES 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
41.131(1) .............................. 2, RN, p. 

NEW JERSEY STATUTES 
ANNOTATED 

89 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
2A:58C-2 ............................. 1, RN, p. 

10 
2,RN, p. 

44 
2A:58C-3 .. ........................... 1, RN, p. 

10 
2A:58C-3(a)(l) ...................... 2, RN, p. 

83 
2A:58C-3(a)(3) ...................... 2, RN, p. 

89 
2A:58C-3(b) .......................... 2, RN, p. 

90 
39:3-76.2 ................................. 16, RN, 

p.254 

NEW JERSEY REVISED STATUTES 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
2A:58c-3a.(l) ........................ 2, RN, p. 

NEW YORK, MCKINNEY'S CIVIL 
PRACTICE LAW AND 

RULES 

52 

This Work 
Sec. Sec. 
1411 ....................................... 17, RN, 

p.260 

331 

battel
Highlight



,_ 

PRODUCTS LIABILITY 

REPORTER 

In Three VolumtU 

CCH Editorial Staff .Publication 

CCH INCORPORATED 
A025 W. Peterson Ave., Chicago, IL 406.U.608! 
1 800 .U9 6.435 
http./1-.r:dt.t:om 

.... . .. 



128 Topical rndax . 
References are to paragraph(!) numbers. 

1032 2·2003 

See lllso paps 3l, Sl, and lSl. 

MASSACHUSETTs-continued 
• warning defecb--col).tlnued 
•• solvents ••• 16,131; 111,421 
• windows 
•• aconomlc·loss ••• 16,429 
•• privity or contract. , .16,429 

MATERIALS HANDUNQ EQUIPMENT 
• automobDo lifts, hydraulic 
•• expert testimony. , • (NY)16,165 
, • warning defects,, .(HY)16,165 
• conveyors, food 
• • economic loss ••• (Wis)16,351 
• cranes, locomotive ' 
• • Preemption doctrine ••• (Wash)l6,130 
• forklifts . 
•• crashworthlnass doctrine ... (PI)16,415 
• , oxper~ testimony. , ,(111)16,173 
, • warning defects. , , (KJ)16,144 
• hooks, foundry 
•• causation, •• (Mw)16,450 
• • daslsn defects, , , (MIII)l6,450 
•• expert testimony •• ,(Mas)16,450 
• • IIQveriJment/lndustry standards,., 

(llliss)l6,450 
, • warnlna defect., • , (MIII)l61450 
• Jacka;'hydraullc automobne 
•• comparative necllpnca/fault., ,(Wis)16,120 

• •• con~lbutory neatlllence/fault ••• (Wis)16,120 
•• Indemnity and contribution,, .(Wis)16,120 
• Jacks, pneumatic lift . 
• • Jurisdiction •• , (Aia)16,366 
• lift tructca 
• , alteration of product ••• (NJ)16,179 
• • ax pert testimony. , , (HJ)16,179 
• loadlna dock levelva 
• ~ alternatiVe theories of liability ••• (NY)16,409 
•• deslp defects ••• (N'I)t6,409 
•• manufacturlnll defects., .(NY)16,409 · 
• , war nina defects ••• (N'1)16,4119 
• manllfts 
: • c:ausatlon; .. (HY)16,410' 
•• collataral estoppel,, ,(H't)16,410 
• • res Judicata, •• (N'1)16,4l0 
• palle&ars . 
• • causatlpn ••• (Midl)16,218 • 
•• design defects •• ,(Mlcb)1&,218 
• pallets • 
•• warnln11 defects,, .(NY)16,3UO 

MllDICAL DllVICilS AND llQUIPMBNT 
• bono cement 
• • noatlpnca per se, , • (Minn)16,20B 
•• preemption doctrine., ,(Mllla)16,208 
• breast Implants, silicone 
• • causation. , • (lllcl)16,338 
• • ·ox.port testimony, • ,(DC]16,212; (llld)16,338 
, • atatutas of limitations, , • (KJ)l6,360 
• carts, hospital supply 
•• Identification of tortfoasora, • , (l.a)16,204 
• cathoters, chemotherapy 
•• dasl11n defects' ••• (111)16,419 
• catheters, urinary 
• • expert testimony ••• (fl1)16,389 
•• manufacturlna defects ••• (Fia)l6,389 
• aat.,surclcal 
•• preomptlon doctrine. , .(VI)16,.27 
• gowns, paper Isolation 

·• , causation., ,(111)16,397 
.·hoartvalvas 
•• preemption doctrine ••• (KJ)16,188 
• Intravenous tublna · 
•• deslan defects, •• (111)16,243 
•• warn Inc defect.. , .(11)16,243 
• Joint fluid InJections 
•• export testimony •• ,(la)l6,309 
•• manufacturlna defects •• ,(l.a)16,309 

MAT 

MEDICAL DEVICES AND EQUIPMENT­
continued 

• latex atoves 
•• allergy and unusual susceptibility ••• 

(CII)16,150: 16,3n 
•• alternative theorlos of liability ••• (Ca~16,1!0; 

16,377 . 
· •• design defects ••• (~16,150: 16,377 
•• Jurisdiction., .(P1)16,167 · 
, • manufacturing dofacts,, ,(Cal)16,377 
• , preomptlon doctrine ••• (Cal)16,1!!0 
•• subsequont remedial measures. , • 

(Cal)16,m 
, pacemakers 
, , preemPtion doctrine •.• ,(DC)16,196 
• pedicle screws 
•• design dofocts •• ,(Wuh)16,381 
•• oxpert testimony ••• (Md)16,135 
•• persona protected •• ,(Wall)16,381 
, • preemption doctrine ... (Pa)16,119 
, • statutes of limitations ••• ~~!,~1286 , • warnlna defects, •• (OIIIo)1 \nuii)16,3Bl 
• pumps, druc 
, • negligence per sa ••• (01)16,442 
•• preomptlon doctrine .. , (Ga)16,442 
•• warning defects •• ,(Ga)l6,442 · 
, suratcal nans 
• • c:ausatlon ••• (Kaa)16,225 
, • warn Ina dofects. , • (Kin)16,225 
• sutures 

· •• design dofocts ••• (l.a)l6,362 . 
• • Identification of tortfaasors ••• (la)16,362 
, urinary Incontinence Implants 
, • lmpllod warranty of merchantability, •• 

(111)16,358 . 
•• punitive damaaes ••• (Or)16,326 

MERCHANTA81UTY--8ee Implied Warranty of 
Merchantability 

MICHIGAN 
, alternative thocrles of llabRitll' 
•• laddor, aluminum extension ••• 16,317 
• • tiro ... 16,264 
, , waldlna machine control panel ••• 1&,1180 
• automobile seat belts 
• • export testimony ••• 16,334 
• • slmDar occurrancas ••• 16,333 
• boats, flberlllass recreational 
• • economic loss •• , 16,352 
• , oxprass warranty, •• 16,352 
• , statutes of limitations ••• 16,352 
• causation 
• • llf'PI, aas cooklna ••• 16,332 
• • palletlzor ••• 16,218 
• • tire. , , 16,264 
• clllarettas 
• • exproas warranty ••• 16,265 . 
•• Implied warranty of merchantability,,, 

16,265 
, • punitive damasos ••• 16,265 
• • strict liability ••• 16,265 
• component suppllors 
• • grill; aas cooklna ••• 16,332 
• deslan defects 
• • grill, aas cccklna ••• 16,332 
, • ladder, aluminum extension ••• 16,316 
, • latho ••• 1!!,986 
•• palletlzer ••• 15,911; 16,218 
• • sport utility vohlcle ... 16,143 
• • tire ... 16,1~ 16,264 
• dlot drup 
• • strict liability, •• 16,207 
, dlsclalmors of warranty 
• , sport utility vehicle •• , 16,143 
•• tlre ... 16,143 : 
• economic loss 
• • boat, flboratass rac:roattonal ••• 16,352 
, • sport utility vehicle ... 16,143 

C2003,CCHINCORPORATED 

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight

battel
Text Box
Note that citations
are to paragraph
numbers, not pages.



PRODUCTS 

LIABILITY 

REPORTER 

Transfer Binder 
Decisions 

'1115,951 to l6,200 

CCH Editorial Steff Publication 

CCH INCORPOIV\fED 
4025 W. Peterson Ave., Chicago, IL 60646-6085 
1 800 4.49 6435 
htto.//www.cch.com 



994 8-2001 Current Decisions 56,599 

"property" whose damage gives rise to a claim 
under the Act. Rispens, 621 N.E.2d at 1089. 
That result, apparenUy accepted by the legisla­
ture, "dictates disallowance of the claim Cor dam· 
age to the defective product. ·Whether or not 
a~"\:ompanied by other damage. Thus, for the 
same reasons given In Progressive, we hold that 
damage caused to other property by a defective 
product does not create a claim for damage to 
the product ILsell. We also think there are other 
persuasive reasons to reject ihe Dutsch rule. If 
recovery hinges on the presence of other dam· 
age, many cases will be launched Into quests Cor 
some collateral damage. An oU stain on a garage 
floor from a failed engine or a burnt blade of 
grass from a fire should not create a claim where 
none existed. 

We conclude that It was error Cor the trial 
court to reCuse to instruct the jury that damage 
to the pnxtuct itsell, I.e .. the motor home, was 
not recoverable under the. Products LiabUlty 
AcL .In reviewing a trlal court's decision to give 
or refuse tendered instructions. the Court con­
siders: (1) whether the instruction correctly 
states the Jaw; (2) whether there was evidence in 
the record to support the giving of the io&truc· 
tion; and (J) whether the substance of the ten­
dered instruction Is covered by other 
Instructions which are given. Wooley v. State. 
716 N.E.2d 919, 926 (Ind. 1999). An erroneous 
lnsb;Uction merits reversal if it could have 
formed the basis for the jury's verdlcL Canfield 
v. Sandock. 563 N.E.2d 1279, 1282 (Ind. 1990). 

Here, it is clear that Indiana Pattern Instruc· 
tlon· No. 11.40 left the jury with the mistaken 
iolpn:ssion that it should award fuU damages for 
the motor home to Progressive if It determined 
that Fleetwood was Uable to Progressive in Pro­
gressive's products liability claim, and that the 
trial court erred in refusing to give Fleetwood's 
Instruction. Ordinarily, a new trial would be 

required However, where, as here. liability was 
. delermined by the jury and the basis of the 

jury's damages award Is appaP.nt. It Is appro­
priate lo vacate the portion cf the damages 
award not recoverable as a matter of Indiana 
law. See Ind. Appellate Rule lS(N)(S) (now 
App. R. 66(C)(4)) ("The courl, with.respect to 
all or some of the partil:S or upon all or some of 
the Issues, may order: • . • (0) In the case of 
excessive or inadequate damagt:S. entry of final 
judgment on the evidence for the amount ~f the 
proper damages ••• "). · 

No challenge tS raised to tue award of pre­
judgment int~t beyond a challel\ge to the 
underlying ju~enL Accordingly, prejudgment 
Interest should be awarded in proportion to the 
amount of the judgment that is affirmed. 

CONCLUSION 

We affirm the.jury's award of damages In the 
amount of $6~87.89, reverse the damages 
award ln the amount of $162,500, and remand 
with direction that judgment be entered Cor the 
plaintiff in the amount" of $6,587.89 plus pre­
judgment ln~t oC$1,826.56. 

SHEPARD, Chief Justice, and StJLUVAN, Jus­
tice, concur. RUCKER, Justice, concurs in result 
with separate opinion ln which DICKSON, Jus­
tice, concurs. · 

[Concurrence) 

RUCKER, Justice: concurring in result: J3e. 
cause oC the doctrine of stare dedsls, I concur in 
the result reached by the majority. Both Martin 
Rlspens & Son v. Hall Fanns. Inc., 621 N..E.2d 
1078 (Ind. 1993), and Reed v. Central Soya Co., 
Inc., 621 N.E.2d 1069 (Ind. 1993), compel the 
outcome In this case. 

DICKSON, Justice, conc~us. 

, (116,1191 BUCKMAN CO., Petitioner v. PLAINTIFFS' LEGAL COMMITTEE, 
Respondent. . . . 

U.S; Supreme Court; 98-1768; February 21, 2001. 531 US 341, 121 SCt 1012, 148 LEd2d 854. 
Appeallhlm the U.S. Court of Appeals, 3d Circuit; 97-1783: Stapleton, Circuit Judge. Reversed. 

The opinion of the U.S. Court of Appeals, 3d Circuit. appears at CCH PRODUctS LIABILITY 
REPRTS 115,408. 

Preemption Doctrine: Pedicle Screws: Medical Device Amendments: Implied ·Preemp­
tion: Fraud on FDA.-State-law fraud-on-the-FDA claims reg'ardlng off-label use of bone screws in 
the surseey of spinal pedicles confllcted with the powers granted to the FDA to deter fraud and 
balance varied statutory objectives; therefore the claims were impliedly preempted by the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic: Act and the Act's Medical Device Amendments. The saews were 
approved by the FDA as being substantially equivalent to devices that were already on the market 
prior to the Amendments' enactment In 1976. The federal statutory scheme empowered the FDA to 
punish and deter fraud against the agency, which had at Its disposal a variety of enCorcement 
option.o; that allow it to make a measured response to suspected fraud. Compliance with state tort 
law in addition to the FDA's detailed regulatory regime would increased the burdens facing medical 
device manufacturers. Furthermore, the fraud-on-the-FDA claims, II successful, could ha¥e judged 

Products Liablllty Reports ~ 16,119 

battel
Highlight



CURRENT 

Rules Governing The Courts 
OF THE 

State of New Jersey 
I 

AMENDMENTS TO SEPTEMBER 1, 2013 

Comments and Annotations include cases 
reported through 213 N.J. 570 and 431 N.J. Super. 92 

WITH COMMENTS AND ANNOTA1"1UNS 

by 

SYLVIA B. PRESSLER (1969-2010) 
& 

PETER G. VERNIERO 

Cite this Volmne 
PRESSLER & VERNIERO, Current N.J. COURT RULES, (GANN) 

followed by a reference to authors' C9.1{.11;ll-~I~~.Pr.~~crFXt~t rule, e.g., 
PRESSLER & VERNIERO, Current N.J. cUl5Rl:~B:~~n~"\·~~~·~1ent R. 4:4-4, (GANN) 

GANN LAW BOOKS SEP i 8 2.0\3NEWARK, N.J. 

battel
Highlight

battel
Highlight



JUDGMENT 4:50-3 

4:50-2. Time of Motion 
The motion shall be made within a reasonable time, and for reasons (a), (b) 

and (c) of R. 4:50-1 not more than one year after the judgment, order or 
proceeding was entered or taken. 

Note: Source-R.R. 4:62·2 (second sentence). 

COMMENT. 
I. Generally. 
2. Void Judgments. 
3. Reasonable Time. 

1. Generally. The basic scheme of the rule is to require that a R. 4:50-1 motion 
be made within a reasonable time urider the circumstances, and to impose an outer 
limii of one year on motions. mad~ pursuant to subsection (a) mistake, 
inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect; ·subsection (b) newly discovered 
evidence; and subsection (c) fraud, misrepresentation, or misconduct. See Orner 
v. Liu, 419 N.J. Super. 431, 4F n.7 (App. Div.'201l); Bascom Corp. v. Chase 
Manhattan, 363 N.J. Super. 334, 340 (App. Div. 2003), certif. den. 178 N.J. 453 
(2004) certif. den. 178 N.J. 453 (2004). · · ·· · · 

Where the order or judgment from which relief is sought is not served or 
otherwise transmitted to the party complaining of it, the timeliness of the 
application is measure<f by when the party. had actual notice. F~ell v. TGJ of 
Northern N.J., 378 N.J. Super. ~41, 353-354-(App. Div. 2005). · · · 

2. Void Judgments. The ordinary rule is that a motion pursuant to subsectiqn (d) 
must be made within a reasonable time despite the voidness of the judgment or. 
order. See United Pacific Ins. Co. 'I· Lamanna's Estate, 181 N.J. Super. 149 (Law 
Div. 1981); Last v. Audubon Park Associates, 227 N.J. Super. 602 (App. Div. 
1988), certif. den. 114 N.J. 491 (1989); Citibank, N.A. v. Russo, 334 N.J. Super. 
346, 353 (App. Div. 2000). But see contra, Berger v. Paterson Veterans Taxi, 244 
N.J. Super. 200 (App. Div. 1990), holding that a .void judgment not entitled to 
enforcement or execution may be moved against under . this rule at any time. 
Nevertheless, where defendant failed to seek relief under this rule and intervening 
rights of an innocent third person arose in the meantime, relief will be denied. City 
ofNewark v. (497) Block 1854, 244 N.J. Super. 402 (App. Div. 1990); Friedman 
v. Monaco and Brown Corp., 258 N.J. Super. 539, 545 (App. Div. 1992); Reaves 
v. Egg Harbor Tp., 277 N.J. Super. 360 (Ch. Oiv. 1994). 

3. Reasonable Time. What constitutes a reasonable time_ is, of course, 
dependent on the totality of the circumstances. See Moore v. Hafeeia; 212 N.J. 
Super. 399 (Ch. Div. 19&6)(an application by the mo~her of a child born out of 
wedlock seeking_reconsideration of a paternity decision 16 years after the birth 
based on developments in HLA testing failed to meet ·the. reasonable time· 
standard); Mt. Olive Com. v. Tp. ofMt. Olive, 340 N.J. Super. 511, 531 (App. Div. 
2001), reaff'd after.remarid 356 N.J. Super. 500 (App. Div.), certif. den. 176 N.J. 
73 (2003) (laches is a relevant consideration in ~e decision to modify o.r refuse to 
enforce a consent decree in public interest litigation). Note that the one-year 
limitation for reasons (a), (b) and (c) of the Rule does not mean that filing within 
one year automatically qualifies as within a reasonable time. Orner v: Liu, 419 N.J. 
Super. 431, 436-437 (App. Div. 2011). 

4:50-3. Effect of Motion 
A motion under R. 4:50 does not suspend the operation of any judgment, 

order or proceeding or affect the finality of a final judgment, nor does this 
rule limit the power of a court to set aside a judgment, order or proceeding 
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4:50-2. Time of Motion 
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The motion shall be made within a reasonable time, and for reasons (a), 
(b) and (c) of R. 4:50-1 not more than one year after the judgment, orcJer 
or proceeding was entered or taken. 

Note: Source_R.R. 4:62-2 (second sentence). 

COMMENT 

!!What's New?ll 
1. Generally. The basic sclleme or tnc: rule iS to require that a R. 1_;_50-1 motion 

be made within a reasonable time undu the circumstances, and to impose an 
outer limit of one year on motions made pursuant to subsection (a) mistake, 
inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect; subsection (b) newly discovered 
evidence; and subsection (c) fraud, misrepresentation, or misconduct. See Orner 

. v. Liu, 419 N.J. Super. 431, 4.;5 7 n. 7 (App. Div. 20 J 1); Bascom Corp. v. Ct1ase 
lv1anhattan, 363 N.J. Super. 33 .. 1, ~ .. 1Q (App. Div. 2003), certif. den. 178 N.J. 453 
( 2004) certif. den. 178 N.J. 453 (2004). 

Where the order or judgment from which relief is sought is not served or 
otherwise transmitted to the party complaining of it, the timeliness of the 
application is measured by when the party had actual notice. Farrell v. TCI of 
Northern N.J., 378 N.J. Super. 341, 353-354 (App. Div. 2005). 

2. Void Judgments. The ordinary rule is that a motion pursuant to subsection 
(d) must be made within a reasonable time despite the voidness of the judgment 
or order. See United Pacific Ins. Co. v. Lamanna's Estate, 181 N.J. Super. 149 
(Law Div. 1981); Last v. Audubon Park Associates, 227 N.J. Super. 602 (App. Div. 
1988), certif. den. 114 N.J. 491 (1989); Citibank, N.A. v. Russo, 334 N.J. Super. 
346, 353 (App. Div. 2000). But see contra, Berger v. Paterson Veterans Taxi, 244 
N.J. Super. 200 (App. Div. 1990), holding that a void judgment not entitled to 
enforcement or execution may be moved against under this rule at any time. 
Nevertheless, where defendant failed to seek relief under this rule and intervening 
rights of an innocent third person arose in the meantime, relief will be denied. City 
of Newark v. (497) Block 1854, 244 N.J. Super. 402 (App. Div. 1990); Friedman v. 
Monaco and Brown Corp., 258 N.J. Super. 539, 545 (App. Div. 1992); Reaves v. 
Egg Harbor Tp., 277 N.J. Super. 360 (Ch. Div. 1994). 

UWha!'s New?ll 
3. Reasonable Time. What constitutes a reasonable time is, of course, 

dependent on the totality of the circumstances. See Moore v. Hafeeza, 212 N.J. 
Super. 399 (Ch. Div. 1986)(an application by the mother of a child born out of 
wedlock seeking reconsideration of a paternity decision 16 years after the birth 
based on developments in HLA testing failed to meet the reasonable time 
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standard); Mt. Olive Com. v. Tp. of Mt. Olive, 340 N.J. Super. 511, 531 (App. 
Div. 2001), reaff'd after remand 356 N.J. Super. 500 (App. Div.), certif. den. 176 
N.J. 73 (2003) (laches is a relevant consideration in the decision to modify or 
refuse to enforce a consent decree in public interest litigation). Note that the one­
year limitation for reasons (a), (b) and (c) of the Rule does not mean that filing 
within one year automatically qualifies as within a reasonable time. Orner v. Liu, 
419 N.J. Super. 431, 436-437 (App. Div. 2011). 

4:50-3. Effect of Motion 

A motion under R. 4:50 does not suspend the operation of any 
judgment, order or proceeding or affect the finality of a final judgment, 
nor does this rule limit the power of a court to set aside a judgment, order 
or proceeding for fraud upon the court or to entertain an independent 
action to relieve a party from a judgment, order or proceeding. 

Note: Source_R.R. 4:62-2 (third and fourth sentences). 
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Chapter 46 

Products Liability 
§46:1 
§46:2 
§46:3 
§46:4 
§46:5 
§46:6 
§46:7 
§46:8 
§46:9 
§ 46:10 
§ 46:11 
§ 46:12 
§ 46:13 
§ 46:14 
§ 46:15 
§ 46:16 

Summary of law 
Bases of liability 
Negligence 
Breach of warranty 
Strict liability in tort 
Fraud, deceit, and misrepresentation 
Choice of law and forum 
New Jersey product liability and punitive damage statutes 
Breach of warranty regarding new vehicle 
Report of nonconformity of motor vehicle; repairs and costs 
Inability to repair or correct nonconformity 
Presumptions 
Dispute settlement procedures 
Notice of rights 
Defenses 
Reference sources 

KeyCite•: Cases and other legal materials listed in KeyCite Scope can be 
researched through the KeyCite service on Westlaw•. Use KeyCite to check 
citations for form, parallel references, prior and later history, and comprehen­
sive citator information, including citations to other decisions and secondary 
materials. 

§ 46:1 Summary of law 

The term "products liability" refers to the liability of a 
manufacturer, processor, or non-manufacturing seller for injury 
to the person or property of a buyer or third party caused by a 
product, which has been sold.' 

There are several federal acts that may have great importance 
in any products liability case. These include the Consumer Prod­
uct Safety Act, 2 the Flammable Fabrics Act, 3 the Hazardous Sub­
stances Act, 4 and the Special Packaging of Household Substances 

[Section 46:1] 
1Am. Jur. 2d, Products Liability 

§1. 

215 U.S.C.A. §§ 2051 et seq. 
315 U.S.C.A. §§ 1191 et seq. 
415 U.S.C.A. §§ 1261 et seq. 
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