





Introduction
This case we will consider whether a contract between two parties is valid. A contract is a legally binding promise (written or oral) by one party to fulfil an obligation to another party in return for consideration. A basic binding contract must comprise four key elements: offer, acceptance, consideration, and intent to create legal relations.

Advice Jack as whether a Valid Contract been formed with Kate? 
According to the UK law on contracts, it is required that all parties to a contract enter an agreement associated with the reason for which they are engaged to each other. Based on whether a contract must be in writing, the laws require that this be implemented as such (Fried, 2015, p. 31). However, there are cases where oral agreement would constitute a valid contract between two or more people. One essential element of contract is that all parties must agree to all the aspects and terms of the contract in place. A contract is looked at first from the position of offer and acceptance (Knapp, Crystal, and Prince, 2019, p. 67). One party must make an offer and the other must accept it: either orally or in writing. It also means that acceptance must be done under all the applicable aspects within which the law is applicable, which brings in the meaning that when an offer has been made, there must be a clear acceptable to it. This defines the fact that there is agreement to the terms and conditions of the contract (Lumineau and Malhotra, 2011, p. 19). Changing one term of the offer determines that the acceptance is not recognizable as such under the law. 

An offer sets out terms in which the offeror in this case will be Jack, the offer is only accepted then it is guaranteed. However, Jack did receive the letter that confirmed that Kate agreed to the terms to be paid £500. This could be disputed to be not a specified terms as Jake were willing to negotiate as seen in ‘Lefkowitz v Great Minneapolis Surplus Store Inc’, 1957.
However, Kate accepted but did not receive an approval and confirmation from Jack. This can be noted in the case of Air Great Lakes Pty Ltd vs. KS Easter (Holdings) Pty Ltd (Meehan, 2012, P. 16). In this case, Air Great Lakes argued that they had entered a contract with Easter. The court found that the applicable contract was not to be imposed on the defendant. The same case applies to Kate who assumed that by Jack not replying, therefore this makes no valid contract at this stage.
The case situation between Jack and Kate remains an invitation to treat in which case there was no agreement that was reached as Jack did not confirm to Kate about the other possible terms of service. It is much like an advertisement on the premise that Jack was willing to receive offers as the starting point of his negotiations, and there was no further defined methods to which this can be accepted and there is no specificity to the information that would qualify the same to being considered an offer (Shmueli, 2013, p. 117). This also relates to Harvey vs. Facey where the complainant sued for specific performance as being part of a standing contract in any case. The court held that by there being a reply to the question regarding the lowest price, there was no affirmative response regarding the starting question. The relationship between these two is an invitation to treat as opposed to being an offer. There is no clear and direct approach to the required level of information that would create a binding understanding and relationship between the two. It is determinate that such invitations have other details such as the specific time of performance (Ontiveros, 2018, p. 98), which are lacking in this case. Ideally, changing one term of the contract or not agreeing on all the terms means that the agreement is not in effect and therefore the contract is not validly in existence and therefore not legally enforceable. The other way of considering the viability in this case is that of looking at the level to which there is an acceptance to the offer. The issue of acceptance has become quite convoluted based on different interpretations. Before a party makes an acceptance to an offer, the other party may want to change the offer, withdraw, or amend it; or even make a counter offer. Jack made an offer; Kate accepted the offer but there was no timeline to which this has to be implemented. It is not even defined when Kate was supposed to start performing as it is defined that the performance is on two possible days of the week. It is clear that Jack could make a counter offer; a situation that remains indefinite in this case. Therefore, there was no valid contract formed between Jack and Kate. 

In this situation between Kate and Jack the silence cannot amount to acceptance as seen in (‘Felthouse v Bindley’, 1863). In this case Jack did not make the offer but accepted it he is the offeree via post on the 1st of May, in accordance with the general ‘postal rule’ whereby acceptance is binding upon posting not when it is received (‘Adams v Lindsell’, 1818).  








Advise Logan as to whether a valid contract was formed with Jack and if so whether Logan can claim for the £500 he would have earned selling merchandise? 
Within the determinations of the elements defining a contract, one aspect that must remain paramount is that of offer and acceptance. Offers manifest a great deal of the willingness to entering a bargain (Posner, 1995, p.34). A legally enforceable contract will not be said to exist unless there is an order given and accepted by both parties. In this case of Jack and Logan, it can be considered from the basis of the aspect of mutual assent to the given conditions. Both parties expressed an intent to be bound by the terms of the contract based on the fact that Jack did communicate, and Logan accepted the offer by communicating back. Ideally, it is also determinate that after Logan communicated back to define his approval of the invitation, it was clear that there was assent to the definiteness of the essential terms of the contract, which were altered on the basis that Logan was famous and would be paid a higher fee of £750 as opposed to £500. That is the extent to which the definiteness of the terms was determined between the two parties involved in the contract. However, it is common knowledge that actors at such concerts would naturally make more money from selling their merchandise (Shmueli, 2013, p. 98). Jack did state in his invitation letter that “Want to attract new fans and get paid at the same time?” The ideal meaning of this statement lies in the fact that there was indefiniteness to the level of benefits that would be accrued from this level. Secondly, the contract was only to be terminated under the main aspects of contract termination which are rejection, revocation, lapse and death; none of which were practical in this case. Logan was not just going to perform and get his £750 alone. From the basis of the Uniform Commercial Code (UCC), Jack in this case seemed to be destined to pay Logan other benefits that would probably be less than the £500 Logan is asking for on the basis of the indefiniteness of the contract. The very fact that the £500 benefit was missing from the agreed contract can be referenced to the existence of ‘gap fillers’ in a contact that are meant to make up for the missing terms. An application of Ontario Downs Co. v.
Lauppe introduces the fact that there is need to consider ‘reasonable benefit at the time of delivery’ of the required information (Yonjan, 2019, p. 151), which Logan is entitled to in this case. This is supported by the case Raffles v. Wichelhaus in which case it was determined that both parties had a meeting of the mind and one party (Logan) anticipated that there will be something more that would be settled as part of the negotiations. This was never settled. Jack is therefore supposed to fulfill the required contractual obligations associated with the agreements in this case. The extended earnings would be set under the curtain of other benefits associated with a contract. There will therefore be needed to make payment of the £500 that is considerate in this case.
Logan maybe able to seek consequences for additional losses suffered from merchandise sales as it could have been considered a breach of implied terms.
Advice Jack whether he is legally obliged to Pay DJ Mason anything for his Performance? 
 In this case, each of the parties is supposed to fulfill the contractual obligations in completeness. Dishonoring a contract is synonymous with the terms of the contract not being fully adhered to (Yusof, 2011, p. 212). The case of Jack and Mason can be looked at from the basis of the ‘Mirror Image Rule’. This indicates that there is a requirement determining the fact that the offeree must accept all the terms of the offer at the original level. It means that the offeree needs not add or modify any of the terms of the agreement as agreed upon at the initial level of offer. If the acceptance will alter any of the terms or add additional terms in the process, there will be no contract that will be formed. Therefore, acceptance must be able to mirror the offer. This is what was applicable as could be seen from the basis of Ehlen v. Melvin in which case an agreement document was altered when it was transferred to the plaintiff and that made the offer null within the realms of the law as observed by the court (Fried, 2015, p. 116). At the alteration of the original terms, the contract was stated to never have existed in the first place. However, the case of Jack and Mason have a valid contract that existed in completeness. In the same case, each party is entitled to a perfect performance of a contract within the stipulated terms that were agreed upon. A party will effectively be in breach when they fail to honour any one of the warranties agreed upon in the contract. The most common forms of breach are that of defective performance, delayed performance, and complete non-performance. Defective performance is a case where the performance was partly performed but not deal standard agreed upon within the terms of the contract (Ghazali et al, 2019, p. 117). This is where DJ Mason’s case lies. However, it is also determinate that Mason still performed and his performance lasted 2 hours and the breach was attached to the last hour which he never performed. Therefore, there will be no application of the repudiatory breach of contract steps but this would be taken from the form of a warranty claim. The innocent in the process (Jack) can claim for damages but not terminate the contract. It is agreeable that Jack is not entitled to paying Mason full payment for the performance but may be limited to the period in which Mason performed. 






Advise Nell Whether her Agreement with Jack was intended to Create Legal Relations? 
Nell and Jack entered an agreement where Jack asked Nell to perform for £250 for the hour that unattended to by DJ Mason. Quite succinctly, it was clear that there was a verbal agreement that was made between the two parties. One factor in this case is that of determining whether this type of agreement is legally enforceable. This is agreeable from the case basis of Joachim v. Weldon in which case it is determined that such an oral contract is enforceable (Meehan, 2012, p. 87). Apart from that, the agreement had an acceptable that was based on a consideration where the meeting of the minds was implemented within the provisions of mutuality of the terms of engagement. This did not also fall under any of the laws that prohibit verbal agreements such as the use of fraud. Nell and Jack had complete competency and legal capacity to the contract that they were creating between them. In this case, the proof of existence of a contract is cogent, clear and enforceable as to leave any forms of doubts to the agreed-on terms and conditions, much like it can be attributed to Robinson v. Haynes (Ontiveros, 2018, p. 19). With the voluntary consent of both cases, it is clear that there was a clear need to understand the intensity of the level to which adherence to law of contracts was enforceable. Nell is contracted to perform for one hour in which case the aspect of indefiteness is eliminated. The consideration, being £250 is agreed upon between the two parties and the comedy was performed, which indicates that there was no teach of the contract from the side of Nell. With all the aspects of a contract law proven to be in existence, it is determinate that by choice, the agreement with Jack was intended to create legal relations as there was a legal basing to each of the terms of existence of a contract. 


Advise Nell whether there was there valid consideration for Jack’s promise to pay £250.00? 
The elements of consideration are very important in determining the possibility that at the end of the contract, there will be a proportionate value to the promise at the end of the deal (Yonjan, 2019, p. 61). In the case of Nell and Jack, there is need to determine whether the consideration provides a valid basis for a contract. Much in the same way, it is clear that every contract that is valid must have a consideration. A consideration results from a person giving a promise to do something that they are not legally obliged to do; or not to do something that one has a right to do (Yusof, 2011, p.41). This change can also be noted to be a "bargained-for detriment” and holds for all the parties to a contract at all levels. In reference to the case of Nell and Jack, the aspect of consideration is manifested because Nell was not already legally obliged to perform. She was approached at the point that Mason stopped at the second hour instead of the three hours he was supposed to have performed. In the other case, the promise of £250 from Jack to Nell was not that of a gift but was a consideration for the performance which was to last for one hour. As a matter of fact, Nell had the capacity to change her mind not to perform and Jack had the capacity to also change his mind and choose another person even after communicating verbally to her. However, this aspect is still limited by the fact that people are to be held responsible for their promises one an action has been taken by others having the assumption that there will be honouring of the promise, much like it would be in the “promissory estoppel” (Fried, 2015, p. 38). The other factor under consideration is that the promise was not a past consideration but was an action that was being undertaken at the presence of time in the current situations. It is therefore determinate that value would be given to the idea that there was a valid consideration to determining the fact that a consideration had been made between Jack and Nell. The bargained for promise in this case is also illusory in nature and quite proportionate. If Nell performed for the hour, she would bag the £250 as compensation for her efforts. It is important noting that value in this case is defined in the case there is determination of all aspects that constitute a consideration and that has been effectively defined in the process. 
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