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INn RE THE SCORE BOARD, INC.

U.S. DISTRICT COURT, DISTRICT OF NE
238 B.R. 585
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Kobe Bryant

FACTS During the spring of 1996,
(Bryant), then a seventeen-year old star high school basket-

ball player, declared his intention to forgo college and enter
the 1996 National Basketball Association (NBA) lottery
draft. The Score Board Inc., a company in the business
of licensing, manufacturing, and distributing sports and
entertainment-related memorabilia, entered into negotia-
tions with Bryant’s agent, Arn Tellem (Agent) and Bryant’s
father, former NBA star Joe “Jelly Bean” Bryant, to sign
Bryant to a contract. In early July 1996, Score Board sent
Bryant a signed written licensing agreement (agreement).
The agreement granted Score Board the right to produce
licensed products, such as trading cards, with Bryant’s
image. Bryant was obligated to make two personal appear-
ances on behalf of Score Board and provide between a
minimum of 15,000 and a maximum of 32,500 auto-
graphs. Bryant was to receive a $2.00 stipend for each au-
tograph, after the first 7,500. Under the agreement, Bryant
Ic:]ould receive a ma:wimum of $75,000 for the autographs.
B e e o
$10,000, ase compensation of
Bryant rejected this
11, 1996, while still a

proposed agreement, and on July
minor, made a counteroffer (coun-

teroffer), signed it, and returned it to Score Board. The
sounteroffer made several changes to Score Board’s agree-

w JERSEY, 1999

AUl l:.‘”\‘\'.'d

including the number oOf
ed 1t mto

ment,
claimed that they signed the counter«
its files. The copy signed by Score Bo: sequently
misplaced and has never been product Scor Boaed
during these proceedings. Rather, Scor has pro-
duced a copy signed only by Bryant.

iteen. Three

On August 23, 1996, Bryant turned
days later, Bryant deposited the check for $10,000 into his
account. Bryant subsequently performed his contractual
duties for about a year and a halft. By [
grew reluctant to sign any more autographs under the
agreement and his Agent came to the conclusion that a
fully executed contract did not exist. By this time, Agent
became @ﬂgerned with Score Board’s financial condition
b;:cause it failed to make certain payments to several
gayers‘. Score Board claims that the true motivation for
br}ant.s reluctance stems from his perception that he was

ecomin “star” ; : -

7 g a “star” player, and that his autograph was
worth” more than $2.00.
On March 17 5 :
e 1998, Score Board mistakenly sent Bry-
ant a check for $1,130 a5 < sation f
- ) compensation for unpaid auto-
graphs. Bryant was actually ‘
ek fo $1 130 : : y entitled to $10.130 and
+v1OVU Was - .
6 Nk 14 19;§ed on a miscalculation.
Chapter 11 bank} ) SCOI‘{;‘ Board filed a voluntan
" =
PICy petition. On March 23, 1993,

1te 1 x];|_. Bry ant

( "[1.1( I

1
N
the

Agent rety
tned the $1,130 chec. Included with the check
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s10 8
D00 check sent to him from Debtor (Score Board).

=
yant also performed his contractual duties by sigmng

autographs.

The Bankruptcy Court did not presume ratfication

fr inact

h:? i:nau.l.'mn as Brvant asserts, It is clear that Bryant rati-
{t ¢ contract from the facts, because Bryant consciously

pertormed his contractual duties.

|

B . _ .
rvant asserts that he acted at the msisence of his

| fjlﬂfnh “'h‘.’ believed that he was obligated to perform by
l contract. Yet, neither Brvant nor his Agent disputed the

existence of a contract until the March 23, 1998, lemter

by Tellem (Agent). That Bryant may have relied on his

""H'l‘“t is irrelevant 1o this Court’s mguiry and is proper

evidence only n a suit against the Agent. To the contrary,

by _-‘l!“'uﬂmg that he acted because he was under the
belicf that a contract existed, Bryant confirms the exis-
tence of the contract. Moreover, it was Bryant who de-
posited the check, signed the autographs, and made
personal appearances.

INTERPRETATION Ratification of a contract may
be implied from a person’s conduct after the person attains
his majority.

CRITICAL THINKING QUESTION Whar critena
hould a court employ in determining what 15 2 reasonable
period of nme for disaffirmance by a person who ha:

attained majority?

i O e R e

LiABILITY FOR NECESSARIES

does not excuse a minor from an
aries. those things, such as
clothing, that suitably and
needs. Even here, however,
liable for the a
the items i

Contractual incapacity
pbligation to pay for necess
food, shelter, medicine, and
reasonably supply his personal
the minor is not contractually
but for the reasonable value of
ery is based on quasi-contract.
minor a suit that the minor needs,
fully sue the minor. clothier’s recovery,
limited to the reasonable value of the suit only, even
amount is much less than the agreed-upon

liable for anything
it has been

unless

the clothier

that

iems. -fficult
Sting 8 bings G
S mepard & N rtf i S p«fﬁﬂmw"m

greed price
hed. Recov-
Thus, if a clothier sells a
can Success-
however, 15
if this

Items necessary for subsistence and health, such as
lodging, clothing, medicine, and medical services
included. But other less essential items, such as textb
school instruction, and legal advice, may be inclu
well. Further, some states enlarge the concept of n
ries to include articles of property and Services
minor needs to earn the money required to prov
necessities of life for himself and his dependents. N
less, many states limit necessaries to items that are
vided to the minor. Thus, if 2 minor’s guardian
her with an adequate wardrobe, a blouse the mi
chased would not be considered a necessary.
The case which follows is the leading case on
and obligations of minors for the purchase of “ne
Ordinarily, luxury items, such as cameras, fa

ers, stereo equipment, television sets, and mOIC
not qualify as necessaries. The question
m&mﬁbﬂmmmw
that under certain i an automob
necessary where it is used by the minor for

activines.



