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SUMMARY

The New York Appellate Division, Second Department affirmed summary judgment dismissing a

former university trustee's claims concerning alleged perpetual naming rights to a university building.

The court held that the alleged oral agreement was barred by the statute of frauds and rejected related

claims for breach of the implied covenant, promissory estoppel, unjust enrichment, and quantum

meruit. It also held that retaining the plaintiff's $500,000 donation was not against equity and good

conscience because the building continued to bear the name Bent Hall.
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The plaintiff appealed from an order granting the defendant's
converted motion for summary judgment dismissing the complaint and
denying the plaintiff's cross motion for summary judgment on liability

concerning the unjust-enrichment and quantum-meruit claims.

Summary judgment is proper where the movant establishes prima
facie entitlement to judgment as a matter of law and the opposing

party fails to raise a triable issue of fact.

Published intermediate appellate opinion; precedential under New
York law.

Bruce R. Bent v. St. John's University, New York



statute of frauds ~ summary judgment  unjust enrichment  quantum meruit  promissory estoppel

PRACTICE AREAS

contracts  civil procedure  equitable remedies  appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the alleged 1981 oral agreement for perpetual naming rights was unenforceable under the

statute of frauds.

2. Whether the defendant's written proposals from 2016 satisfied the statute of frauds by documenting the

alleged oral agreement.

3. Whether the plaintiff could recover for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing

when the alleged underlying contract was unenforceable.

4. Whether promissory estoppel could avoid application of the statute of frauds absent proof of

unconscionable injury.

5. Whether unjust enrichment or quantum meruit could be used to circumvent the statute of frauds and

require repayment of the donation.

HOLDINGS

1. The alleged oral agreement granting perpetual naming rights could not be performed within one year and
therefore fell within the statute of frauds. The defendant was entitled to summary judgment dismissing

the breach-of-contract claim.

2. The four 2016 written proposals did not satisfy the statute of frauds because they did not describe the
alleged oral agreement or its consideration and were not signed by either the plaintiff or a representative
of the defendant.

3. A plaintiff cannot maintain a claim for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing

when no valid contract exists to support the implied contractual obligation.

4. Promissory estoppel did not permit recovery because the plaintiff failed to show unconscionable injury

that would justify preventing application of the statute of frauds.

5. The plaintiff could not recover in unjust enrichment or quantum meruit to circumvent the statute of
frauds, and the defendant's retention of the $500,000 donation was not contrary to equity and good

conscience.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The statute of frauds bars oral agreements which, by their terms, cannot be performed within one year from
their making unless there is some note or memorandum in writing, subscribed by the party to be charged
therewith” (at 2)

“where there is no valid contract, no basis exists to assert the implied contractual claim” (at 2)



“A plaintiff may not assert a cause of action sounding in unjust enrichment or quantum meruit to circumvent
the statute of frauds” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bruce R. Bent alleged that in 1981 St. John's University orally agreed to give him perpetual naming rights to the
building housing its College of Business Administration in exchange for substantial monetary contributions to
the university's endowment. The building was erected in 1981 and named Bent Hall, and Bent's name remained
on the building for 35 years. After a 2016 renovation, his name no longer appeared at the main entrance,
although it remained at two corners of the building and on campus directional signage, while the college had
been renamed the Peter J. Tobin College of Business.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bent commenced an action alleging, among other claims, breach of an alleged 1981 oral agreement granting him
perpetual naming rights to a university building in exchange for substantial payments to the university's
endowment. The Supreme Court, Queens County, converted the defendant's CPLR 3211(a) motion to dismiss
into a motion for summary judgment under CPLR 3211(c), then granted summary judgment dismissing the

complaint and denied Bent's cross motion. The Appellate Division affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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