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Contract is a legally enforceable agreement. There are three elements that determine whether the agreement is enforceable: consideration; intention to create legal relations and acceptance.  (Robert Merkin, 2019)
In this paper it will be considered whether there have been valid contracts between Jack and musicians that responded to his email.
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 For the contract to be enforceable there must be a valid and communicated offer and acceptance of that offer. An offer should be distinguished from the other statements made within negotiations in forming a contract. 
An offer is a statement with intention to be bound by the terms of the statement.
Acceptance is a final assent to the terms of the offer. 
Whether there is a case between Jack and Kate it should be determined if his letter was an offer or invitation to treat. 
From Jack’s letter it can be indicated that he invites other party to make an offer and that stage is called an invitation to treat. (McKendrick, 2014) 
In case of Partridge v Crittenden [1968] 1 WLR 1204 the defendant placed an advertisement with a sale of wild birds. It was unlawful to offer wild live bird for sale. Even though the advertisement did state the price. He was however, found guilty but he appealed. On the appeal it was argued the language used in the advert and it was ruled that the advertisement did not amount to an offer.
The exception to that is were the advertisement is unilateral were there must be certain conditions met to get a reward. 
In case Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co [1893] 1 QB 256 it shows that offer could be made to the public at large, there is a clear offer and acceptance. Advertisement placed by the defendant promised to pay £100 who caught influenza after using their smoke ball. It was held that the claimant accepted the offer once she purchased the smoke ball. 
Kate could argue that she sent a letter accepting his offer, however in this case, the offeror is Kate and Jack is the offeree.  If Jack’s letter said “Kate, I will pay you £500 if you perform for me on 15th May” and Kate would reply yes, then it could be argued that Jack has made her an offer and she accepted it. 
As explained above, Jack did not form a contract with Kate and is not obliged to pay her.
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An offer takes place only when is communicated to the offeree, and it is impossible for an offeree to accept it unless he has the knowledge of the offer. There are two exceptions to this rule:
1. Unilateral contracts; and 
2. Acceptance by post, where the parties cannot be in each other’s presence.
Within communication the offeror indicates the terms on which prepares the contract and intend to be bound by those terms. (Catherine Elliott, 2007)
As in the case Harvey v Facey [1893] AC 552 where the issue was whether there was an intention to be bound. It was held that there was no evidence of intention that the telegram sent by the defendant was an offer.
To determine whether there is a contract between Jack and Logan, it must be examined if there is an offer and an acceptance. 
As in the case between Jack and Kate, the Jack is not the offeror. Logan sends letter to Jack with his offer and Jack is accepting him by responding to his letter. From his letter, we can indicate that there is the existence of agreement. 
The courts look at the external evidence that the parties intend to be bound. 
In case Storer v Manchester City Council [1974] 1 WLR 1403, the defendant agreed to the terms of the contract. 
An offer needs to be communicated to the offeree.
Jack accepted Logan’s offer by letter on 1st May.  The postal rule states the contract is formed as soon as the letter is sent and does not need to reach the offeror. Even if the postal acceptance never arrives it is still valid. (Catherine Elliott, 2007)
In Adams v Lindsell (1818) 1 B & Ald 681 it was a contract existence, even though the defendants did not receive the letter. 
Based on that case, the letter of acceptance sent by Jack forms a contract between him and Logan.
On the day of the concert, Jack says that he does not want Logan to perform. Revocation of the offer after the acceptance letter is too late to have any effect, as an example in Byrne and Co. v Van Tienhoven and Co. (1880) 5 CPD 344. It was held that a contract was binding because the revocation was received after the acceptance. (Furmston, 2017)
From that case, the courts could hold that there was still a binding contract between Jack and Logan.
Next thing to look at is to there is a consolidation.  Consideration exists when there is a considerable detriment and/or benefit as it was defined in Curie v Misa (1875) LR 10 Ex 153. It is provided by the exchange of promises. Executed consideration is when an act is followed by a promise. Executory consideration is an exchange of the promise in the future. (Peel, 2020)
Looking at Jack and Logan case, courts can assume that there was an acceptance and a valid consideration, since Jack made a payment to Logan. However, Logan did not perform his promise because Jack said his service was not required. Whether Logan can make a claim it should be examined whether there was a breach of contract. 
Contract can be discharged by performance, agreement, frustration, or a breach. It can occur where a party either fails or refuses to perform a promise. 
Damages are compensatory and are not intended to punish the defendant. The aim of compensation is to put the victim into the position that he would have been had the contract been properly performed.
Courts could decide that Logan is entitled to a full claim as in the case Chaplin v Hicks [1911] where the court held that breach of contract denied her opportunity to win the beauty contest. 
However, Jack can argue that he performed his promise by paying Logan £750, and Logan by taking money end an offer between them. He can also say that contract between them did not include sale of merchandise and Logan in his terms, mentioned that he is well known locally, therefore he did not need to sale his products. As in case Hadley v Baxendale (1854) 9 Ex 341, Baxendale has not foreseen the consequences of the breach and Hadley did not inform him, therefore he was not liable to the loss profits. 
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Contract can be discharged through performance by both parties. 
Dj Mason he did not perform his contract fully. Instead of three hours, he performed for two hours, leaving Jack without substitute. 
Whether Jack is obliged to pay DJ Mason anything for his performance, courts could decide in favour for Dj Mason.  In case Hoening v Isaacs [1952] 2 A11 ER 176, it was held that employer was obliged to pay the contract price. 
However, in case Cutter v Powell (1795) 6 TR 320, court decided that terms of the contract stated that the full performance must occur to receive the payment.
The question says that “Jack booked Dj Mason to play for three-hour session in exchange for £1500”.
However, in case Sumpter v Hedges (1898) 1 QB 673 it was held that defendant is not obliged to pay the claimant for the full contract but only for the part that claimant performed. 
Based on the cases above, court may hold that Jack is obliged to pay Dj Mason for the two-hour performance. 
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To create legal relations in domestic arrangements, there must be presumption that both parties intend to be bound.  
In Jack and Nell’s case there is no indication from Jack to form a contract. The contract was not written and from the language used court could presume, that he just asked his friend for a favour. Leading case Balfour v Balfour [1919] 2 KB 571, shows that the promise between husband and wife it was purely domestic agreement and they were not intended to be bound.  
In contradiction to Meritt v Meritt [1970] 1 WLR 1211, the agreement was legally bound, because Mr and Mrs Meritt were separated when contract was formed. Therefore, it could not be presumed that the agreement was domestic. 
However, Jack asking Nell to perform her regular stand-up routine, could indicate that similar agreements between them were taking place and the agreement has been made in a business context. 
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Consideration involves the exchange of the promise for an act, but a consideration must not be past. In leading case Re McArdle [1951] Ch 669, the work was executed before the promise was made therefore the promise to make a payment was not binding. (John Adams, 2007)
The same rule is illustrated in case Roscola v Thomas (1892) 3 QB 234, 114 ER 496, it was held that express warranty was after contract was made, therefore there was no consideration to support the promise to buy. 
Exception to this rule was in case Lampleigh v Braithwaite (1615) Hob 105 where the act was done at the promisor’s request.
Following the case Pao On v Lau Yiu Long [1980] AC 614, there is a valid consideration between Nell and Jack. Jack’s promise is enforceable.  
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