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In King 205, LLC v. Dick Pittman Roof Services, Inc., 2010 WL 979410 (Fla. 5th DCA March 19, 2010), Dick Pittman Roof Services, Inc. (“Contractor”) entered into an agreement to replace a roof on an office building.  The evidence at trial showed that the property was owned by King 205, LLC (“Owner”).  Contractor sued Owner and Douglas Ferrell (“Ferrell”, who apparently was the principal of Owner) for breach of an oral contract with both, unjust enrichment, and foreclosure of a construction lien against property owned by Owner and Ferrell.  The matter was tried without a jury and the court entered a final order in favor of Contractor and against both Owner and Ferrell on the breach of contract and lien foreclosure counts.  However the court specifically found that the contract was entered into between Contractor and Ferrll on behalf of Owner.  Moreover the evidence showed that the property was owned by Owner, not Owner and Ferrell.  Ferrell and Owner appealed on several grounds.
	First, Ferrell argued that the trial court erred by entering judgment against him personally on the breach of contract count.  The trial court made an express finding that Ferrell entered the oral contract on behalf of Owner.  The appellate court ruled that the trial court’s factual finding was inconsistent with holding Ferrell liable for breach of contract (since the court found that Ferrell only acted as agent for the Owner) and, therefore, reversed the judgment for breach of contract against Ferrell.  
	Second, Ferrell argued that the trial court erred by entering judgment against him personally on Contractor’s lien foreclosure count.  The appellate court noted that the Contractor’s complaint alleged that the subject property was owned by “Douglas Ferrell d/b/a Douglas Ferrell Electric, Inc. and King 205, LLC.”  The appellate court also reviewed Contractor’s claim of lien, which stated that the property was owned by “Douglas Ferrell DBA 205, LLC,” and the notice of commencement, which identified the owner only as “King 205, LLC.”  Further, the appellate court considered testimony given at trial that “King 205” owned the property.  Based upon the record evidence the appellate court ruled that Ferrell did not personally own the property and, therefore, judgment was improperly entered against Ferrell on the lien foreclosure count.
	 
The King 205, LLC case provides an example of typical basic disputes that can arise (and cause parties to incur attorney’s fees) where there is not a written agreement. Where there is significant oral communication it should be confirmed in writing. 
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