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Products Liability Law Daily Wrap Up, SUPPLY CHAIN LIABILITY 
ISSUES—INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL EQUIPMENT—Cal. App.: 
Suppliers of materials used by mold casting manufacturers not protected 
by component parts doctrine, (Mar. 24, 2014) 

By John W. Scanlan, J.D. 

A worker could bring claims that metal, plaster, sand, limestone, and marble products provided to his employer 
by various suppliers had caused injury to his lungs, a California Court of Appeals held in reversing a trial court’s 
dismissal and grant of demurrer to the materials suppliers. The worker sufficiently stated viable strict liability and 
negligence claims based on defective design and defective warning, and the component parts doctrine did not 
immunize the suppliers from liability. However, negligence per se claims were properly dismissed (Ramos v. 
Brenntag Specialties, Inc., March 21, 2014, Manella, N.). 

Background. Flavio Ramos worked for Supreme Casting & Pattern, Inc., from 1972 to 1978 and from 1981 to 
2009. He was a mold maker, machine operator, and laborer who worked with metals, plaster, and minerals. 
Metal products provided by various suppliers were melted to create metal castings using mold created from 
plaster, sand, limestone, and marble. Ramos brought claims for, inter alia, negligence, negligence per se, and 
strict liability against the companies that supplied the metal products, plaster, sand, limestone, and marble, 
alleging that his exposure to the fumes and dust from these products caused him to develop interstitial 
pulmonary fibrosis. The trial court granted judgment on the pleadings to the suppliers, and after Ramos filed his 
fourth amended complaint, the court granted the suppliers’ demurrer and entered joint judgment of dismissal on 
the ground that the component parts doctrine relieved the suppliers from liability. Ramos appealed. 

Strict liability/negligence claims. Ramos’ complaint sufficiently pleaded claims for strict liability and negligence 
based on defective warning and defective design. The complaint alleged that the suppliers’ products were 
specialized materials used as intended in Supreme’s manufacturing process; that the metal products were 
inherently dangerous when melted because they released metallic toxins in their fumes that were known to 
cause interstitial pulmonary fibrosis; that the plaster, sand, limestone, and marble were inherently dangerous 
because they released dust and other known causes of interstitial pulmonary fibrosis while they were handled as 
Supreme handled them. The complaint also alleged that the suppliers provided no warnings to Ramos and did 
not provide material safety data sheets to Supreme despite the fact that federal and state regulations identified 
these products as hazardous. The complaint further alleged that Supreme was not a sophisticated purchaser 
because it was a small, unsophisticated company with no employees aware of the hazards of these products, 
and also alleged that the products failed to perform as safely as ordinary users would expect under the 
“consumer expectations” test. These allegations were sufficient to plead both defective warning and defective 
design claim. 

However, the court upheld the demurrers to the negligence per se claim. The claim was based on an allegation 
that the suppliers violated a section of the state’s Labor Code, but that statute did not provide a private action for 
violations of the code to workers against suppliers of products to their employers. 

Component parts doctrine. The trial court erred by applying the component parts doctrine to the facts of this 
case. In Artiglio v. General Electric. Co., 61 Cal.App.4th 830 (1998), the appellate court specified four factors to 
be considered when applying this doctrine: whether the supplier’s product was inherently dangerous, whether 
the supplier sold in bulk to a sophisticated user, whether the supplier’s product was substantially changed during 
the manufacturing process, and whether the supplier had control over the end product; however, these tests did 
not address the allegations brought by the worker. This doctrine applies to harm caused by finished products 
into which a supplier’s product has been incorporated, but does not address claims by a party alleging a direct 
injury from using a product as the supplier specifically intended. The rationale for the doctrine is that a 
component supplier should not be held liable for a defect in a finished product when the component itself was 
not defective; holding a supplier liable would require the supplier to review the decisions by another entity in 
order to scrutinize a product the supplier had no role in developing. The worker did not allege that his injuries 
came from a defective integrated product that incorporated component parts from suppliers, but that his injuries 
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came from the suppliers’ products themselves when he used them in the course of his employer’s manufacturing 
process. Therefore, the components parts doctrine was inapplicable in this case. 

Raw materials. The fact that the products supplied were versatile raw materials that were safe when they left 
the suppliers’ control did not mean that they were necessarily free of defects; the complaint alleged that the 
products were sold to Supreme as specialized materials for the metal casting manufacturing process rather than 
as basic raw materials. 

The case number is B248038.  
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