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**Title:** Teresita B. Mendoza vs. Beth David: A Deliberation on Fulfillment in “Made to
Order” Furniture Transactions

**Facts:**

The dispute began when Teresita B. Mendoza ordered three sets of furniture from Beth
David for a total cost of P185,650 on 17 February 1997, paying an initial deposit of P40,650.
The next day, Mendoza canceled part of her order, with David accepting the cancellation.
Mendoza made an additional payment of P40,000 on 12 April 1997. However, upon delivery
on 17 April 1997, Mendoza rejected the furniture due to perceived inferior material and
quality, and requested a refund of her P80,650 deposit, which David refused. Mendoza’s
subsequent demand letter on 27 May 1997 went unanswered, leading to a complaint for
collection of money with damages filed against David.

In response, David acknowledged the agreement on the furniture’s specifics but contended
the items were reclaimed due to Mendoza’s balance non-payment. David further reasoned
the refusal for a refund since the order was completed and delivered on the agreed date.

The Metropolitan Trial  Court (MTC) dismissed Mendoza’s complaint,  citing a perfected
contract of sale imposing reciprocal obligations. The Regional Trial Court (RTC) affirmed
this with modifications regarding the payment and delivery terms. The Court of Appeals
dismissed Mendoza’s petition for insufficiency and upheld lower court rulings.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in dismissing Mendoza’s petition for review based on
the technical ground of incomplete documentation despite later compliance.

2. Whether the appellate court erred in dismissing the petition despite allegations of the
transaction being a “sale by description or sample”.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court found partial merit in Mendoza’s petition. The court noted significant
compliance  with  procedural  requirements  upon  Mendoza’s  motion  for  reconsideration.
However, rather than remanding the case, the Supreme Court opted for a direct resolution
based on merits.

The Supreme Court clarified the transaction as a “made-to-order” agreement rather than a
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sale by sample or description, placing emphasis on the nature of such transactions and the
lack of evidence that contradicted the trial court’s findings. Additionally, the absence of
written specifics or quality parameters in the agreement disadvantaged Mendoza’s position.
The court found no breach of contract on David’s part and adjusted the directives regarding
payment and furniture delivery.

**Doctrine:**

Liberal interpretation of procedural rules promotes justice and should avoid dismissing
appeals on mere technicalities. In sales, particularly made-to-order items, specificity in the
agreement significantly impacts the enforceability of expectations regarding quality and
materials.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Procedural Requirements**: The importance of meeting procedural requirements in
appeals and the possibility of substantial compliance upon rectification.

2. **Sale by Sample or Description vs. Made to Order**: Distinctions between these sales
types  influence  the  applicability  of  warranties  and  expectations.  Made-to-order  sales
emphasize buyer specifications over seller samples or descriptions.

3. **Breach of Contract**: The burden of proof lies with the party claiming breach. In sales,
this includes proving deviations from agreed specifications or expected quality.

4. **Legal Interpretation**: Rules of procedure aim to assist justice rather than hinder it,
allowing  for  the  possibility  of  leniency  in  cases  of  substantial  but  initially  incomplete
compliance.

**Historical Background:**

This case highlights the complexities in transactions involving custom goods and the legal
interpretations surrounding “made to order” versus sales by sample or description. The
ruling  underscores  the  evolving  nature  of  commercial  transactions  and their  disputes,
reflecting on the necessity of explicit agreements and the judiciary’s role in arbitrating
contract disputes. Through this case, the nuances of contract law, especially in sales and
consumer protection, are examined within the Philippine legal context, contributing to the
jurisprudence on contractual obligations and remedies.


