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Case study 8: Todd vs Bic Company
[bookmark: _GoBack]Outcome of the case on Tiffany’s demise.
It is noted that both the district court and the en banc court gave summary judgment on Bic Company that had been sued by Rodney Todd on the grounds that the company was negligent and that they were selling defective lighters. Todd claim was that the lighter was unreasonably harmful and that Bic Company did make any efforts to put a child-resistant feature on the lighter. He went ahead to claim that the company did not give sufficient warning on the lighter to raise an alarm for someone who would use it for the wrong purpose Company never denied this claim though they made a move for a summary judgment defense, Bic company stated that the lighter did not pose as much threat as claimed by the plaintiff (Todd, 1994). The company also highlighted that the warning that was written on the lighter was sufficient enough to alert someone. According to Bic company, the warning “KEEP OUT OF REACH OF CHILDREN" provided enough information amounting to a caution to anyone who could misuse the lighter (SocieteBic, 1994).
The district court ruled that the lighter was not defective at the time of the incident 
And that it just served its main purpose of providing a small flame and this did not result to negligence on the part of the manufacturer. The court further stated that there would liability to a company on if their products were found to be defective and unreasonably dangerous. Rodney Todd decided to appeal maintaining that the warning on the lighter was not sufficient enough also stated that the district court ignored questions raised on the defectiveness of the disposable lighter(Todd,1994). Todd was granted a chance for another hearing with a divided jury. The court was actually divided on what the outcome of the hearing was supposed to be. In the end, they concurred with the ruling of the district court that the warning on the lighter was sufficient enough as per the law of the land.The complexity of the case made the majority of the court to request the Supreme Court of Illinois to certify some questions about the strict product liability law. The court declined certifying the questions and the case returned to the en banc court.
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