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SUMMARY

The Georgia Court of Appeals held that Pamela Dabbs's guaranty was unenforceable under the statute

of frauds because it did not identify the debt, principal debtor, or promisee. The court rejected the

argument that one of several contemporaneous leases could supply the missing information because

parol evidence was required to connect that lease to the guaranty. The court reversed the grant of

summary judgment to Key Equipment and directed that summary judgment be granted to Dabbs.
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reversed

Appeal from an order granting Key Equipment Finance, Inc. summary
judgment and denying Pamela Dabbs summary judgment in an action

to collect on a guaranty.

Summary judgment is reviewed de novo. The evidence and all
reasonable conclusions and inferences are viewed in the light most

favorable to the nonmovant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the separate guaranty satisfied the statute of frauds when it failed to identify the debt, principal
debtor, and promisee.

2. Whether contemporaneous lease documents could be construed with the guaranty to supply the missing

essential terms.

3. Whether parol evidence could establish that the guaranty and Lease No. 1 were executed in the course of

the same transaction when multiple similar leases existed.

HOLDINGS

1. The guaranty was unenforceable because it failed to identify the debt, the principal debtor, and the

promisee, as required for a promise to answer for another's debt.

2. The lease could not be construed with the guaranty to supply the missing terms because Key Equipment
could not establish from the writings themselves that the guaranty and Lease No. 1 were executed in the

course of the same transaction.

3. Parol evidence could not be used to establish which of several leases the guaranty secured or to supply

the missing connection between the writings in this statute-of-frauds case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Even where the intent of the parties is manifestly obvious, where any of these names is omitted from the

document, the agreement is not enforceable because it fails to satisfy the statute of frauds.” (164)

“In any case, where the statute of frauds is applicable, a party may not rely on parol evidence to establish that

the documents were executed in the course of the same transaction.” (166)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dabbs signed a separate, single-page guaranty that referred only to an unidentified "Agreement," "customer,"
and "we" or "us." Her employer had executed three similar leases concerning the same equipment, two with Key
Equipment and one with another owner, and the guaranty was not attached to or accompanied by any lease when
Dabbs signed it. After the employer defaulted on Lease No. 1, Key Equipment sought to enforce the guaranty,

relying on parol evidence to connect that lease to Dabbs's guaranty.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Key Equipment sued Dabbs and two other guarantors to collect obligations allegedly guaranteed under Lease
No. 1. Both Key Equipment and Dabbs moved for summary judgment. The trial court granted Key Equipment's
motion and denied Dabbs's motion, and Dabbs appealed.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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