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`Facts
To start with, on my FIRAC paper the fact is that Georgia law does not like conditions in contracts, but prefers that parties just make promises and keep them, rather than making a promise and putting conditions on their performance. Court has held that to deem contract language a condition, it must have a condition word. Secondly, Georgia law recognizes that the main purpose of a guaranty contract is personal to the obligate guarantor for the debt of a third party so that the third party can enter into the initial contract. Thirdly, the guarantor is relieved of its obligations under a guaranty only if the creditor exposes the guarantor to greater liability than is set forth or contemplated in the guaranty agreement. Therefore about the Georgian law, the issue is about sweet 16 Construction Company that took a loan from Pitts D'berg Steel (PDS) guaranteed by Burton an attorney who practices law in Dublin Georgia.
Sweet 16 too construction materials worthy $30,000 for construction and failed to pay back as they had agreed on the signed contract. PDS, therefore, decided to follow Burton who was their guarantor. Contrary to PDS expectations, Burton failed to pay the debt back arguing that PDS did not obey his handwritten conditions of informing him about the monthly billing of sweet 16, (Bench-Capon, 2020, January). Also, he argued that PDS failed to send him bills directly constituted a materials breach of the guaranty agreement, relieving him of a duty to perform under the guaranty agreement. Those were the two defending points By Burton why he failed to pay back the money amounting to $30,000 granted as a loan to Sweet 16.
Issue.
The issue being presented here is about the payment of the money on the agreement made between PDS and sweet 16 Constructions Company. Burton is the guarantor to sweet 16 and he is entitled to pay the money to incase sweet 16 fails to pay the money according to the agreement made with PDS. Sweet 16 has not been able to pay the money even after approaching the due date, therefore PDS has requested Burton to pay $30,000 since sweet 16 company has been unable to pay the amount. Burton claims that he will not pay the money since PDS did not honor his conditions. He has ordered PDS to report to him on a day-to-day report and also monthly on the billing materials delivered to Sweet 16 company (Carlson, 2020). Is PDS entitled to get their money back? Is Burton right to breach the agreement on the payment of the money with his claim of not being involved in the billing process? Therefore the issue here is, Burton and Sweet 16 are reliable for the payment of the construction materials amounting to $30,000 for PDS Company.
Rules.
 	The law here will apply to rule the issue about Burton the guarantor, Sweet 16 the debtor, and PDS the creditor company on the issue of payment of money. "Georgia law does not like conditions in contracts but prefers that parties just make promises and keep them, rather than making a promise and putting conditions on their performance. Court has held that to deem contract language a condition, it must have a condition word" This is the Georgian law that will apply to issue where Burton has declined to pay the money credited to sweet 16 company by giving conditions which are against the law. The law clearly states that conditions should not be given in contracts thus the involved parties should have an agreement on their promises (Carlson, 2021).
Application.
Following the Georgia law, the issue will be solved following the law without favoring any party. At first, the ruling will be about the first law that states that conditions are limited in the contracts, where they prefer parties to make promises and keep them, rather than putting conditions on their performance. This law will apply to solve the issue of Burton who had given conditions to PDS about the payment of money. Where the allegations made by Burton right to be followed in the ruling of the case? Do the Sweet 16 have the right not to pay the amount for the construction materials? Following the stated law, PDS has a right to be paid the amount, and Burton is not supposed to give conditions to the company.
Conclusion.
Following the ruling on the application, the law has ruled it fairly ensuring that PDS are paid their money. Sweet16 has no right to deny the payment since they had agreed and with the involvement of Burton as a guarantor (Arifin et al., 2019). Also, Burton is obligated to pay the money without giving conditions according to the law. The issue has been solved and PDS got their money back. Finally, there is no dispute between the parties since the law has solved the issue there is no business that owes PDS money.








References.
Arifin, R., Alkadri, R., Sari, D. P., Resthiningsih, L., & Holish, A. M. (2019). Improving Law Student Ability on Legal Writing through Critical and Logical Thinking by IRAC Method. Indonesian Journal of Advocacy and Legal Services, 1(1), 107-128.
Bench-Capon, T. (2020, January). Explaining legal decisions using IRAC. In CEUR Workshop Proceedings (Vol. 2669, pp. 74-83).
Carlson, C. M. (2021). IRAC & Exam-Writing Exercise for Civil Procedure. Available at SSRN 3789103.
Carlson, K. (2020). The “IRAC” Method: How To Read a Case. In Juraens verden: Metoder, retskilder og discipliner (pp. 409-418). Djøf Forlag.
