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1. De Los Santos v. Ford Motor Company, No.04-14-00562-CV, Court of Appeals of 

Texas, San Antonio, June 17, 2015. 

 

This death claim arose from a one-vehicle accident involving the rollover of a 2005 Ford F-150 

Super Crew pickup truck.  Plaintiff contended that the right rear wheel assembly broke and 

separated from the truck, causing the right rear wheel to detach from the truck, and that the axle 

broke before the truck rolled over because of a crack that developed during the manufacturing 

process.  Consequently, this products liability claim is based on an alleged manufacturing defect. 

 

A manufacturing defect exists when a product deviates, in its quality or construction, from the 

specifications or planned output in a manner that makes it unreasonably dangerous.  A plaintiff 

must prove the product was defective when it left the hands of the manufacturer and that the 

defect was a producing cause of the plaintiff’s injuries.  The plaintiff need not identify exactly 

how the defect came into being, only that the defect can be traced to the manufacturer.  

Furthermore, neither direct evidence nor expert testimony is required to establish the existence of 

a manufacturing defect.  Often, a manufacturing defect can be proven only by circumstantial 

evidence, which is evidence that allows one to infer a fact based on the circumstances shown by 

the proponent of the fact. 

 

Plaintiff’s expert noted that properly manufactured axles are capable of sustaining bending loads 

of more than 100,000 inch pounds, and that the axle snapped at 40,000-50,000 inch pounds, 

breaking at half the load a standard axle should be able to bear.  Accordingly, the axle deviated 

from the expected standard—i.e., it contained a crack caused by “embrittled” steel—and failed to 

remain intact when sideways frictional forces were exerted upon it. The court, however, pointed 

out that Plaintiff’s expert testimony merely shows how the axle may have deviated from Ford’s 

performance standards.  Performance standards describe the intended result of a product, but do 

not indicate anything about the product’s technical specifications or design.  Likewise, the court 

noted that case law is clear:  evidence that a product deviated from a performance standard is not 

evidence that a product deviated from its specifications or planned output.  

 

The court also noted that in the absence of evidence of a standard, evidence that a product was 

treated in an unintended manner or that the product was manufactured in an unintended 

configuration can establish a manufacturing defect claim.  However, in this case, Plaintiff failed 

to produce any evidence to establish that Ford treated the axle in an unintended manner or 

manufactured the axle in an unintended configuration. 

 

Consequently, the court held that the trial court did not err in granting a directed verdict in favor 

of Ford Motor Company because plaintiff failed to produce any evidence to establish the axle 

deviated from Ford’s specification or planned output or that Ford treated the axle in an 

unintended manner or manufactured the axle in an unintended configuration. 
 

490145 


