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Facts:


New England Ecological Development, Inc. (NEED), a Rhode Island recycling center, required a belt-pulley system that would allow their employees to sort the debris material.  NEED gave the specifications for their requirements to Colmar Belting Co. (Colmar), a distributor of conveyor-belt system parts.  Emerson Power Transmission Corp. (EPT) manufactured the wing pulley, a component of the nip point which prevents waste materials from getting caught between the roller and the belt.  Neither Colmar nor EPT recommended the installation and use of a guard shield to cover the nip point, and no guard shield was installed on NEED’s system.  Americo Buonanno, a NEED supervisor, was clearing debris from the pulley system when another employee turned the system back on.  Consequently, Buonanno’s arm was pulled into the pulley mechanism and caused substantial damage to his right arm which was later amputated.  
Issues:


Under product liability law, is it the manufacturer’s (defendant) duty to ensure that final designs of systems that incorporate their product are proper and safe?

Rule:

One engaged in the business of selling or otherwise distributing product components who sells or distributes a component is subject to liability for harm to persons or property caused by a product into which the component is integrated if: (a) the component is defective in itself, as defined in this Chapter, and the defect causes the harm; or (b)(1) the seller or distributor of the component substantially participates in the integration of the  [**11]  component into the design of the product; and (2) the integration of the component causes the product to be defective, as defined in this Chapter; and (3) the defect in the product causes the harm." Restatement (Third) Torts § 5 at 130 (emphases added).
Analysis:


Based upon the aforementioned rule, Colmar’s argument that it is immune from liability as they merely sold the manufactured part to NEED and did not produce it is not valid.  
Conclusions:


The plaintiff's appeal is sustained in respect to the granting of summary judgment in favor of Colmar Belting Co., Inc. Summary judgment in favor of Colmar is vacated.
