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ANSWER TO QUESTION NUMBER 1

ISSUE OF THE CASE
There is offer from the side of Kate, but there was no acceptance from Jack’s side. Hence it was not a legal binding contract. And thus, (Rowan, 2017) Jack does not have any kind of the obligation to revert to all those everyone who reads the letters and replier to him. 

RULE OF THE LAW
As per contract act, 1872, the valid contract must legally bound all the parties to perform the requirements of the contract. The contract will be valid (Varuhas, et al., 2018) when there is offer, acceptance, and the consideration, as well as there is intention of creating a legal relation, as well as the certainty and capacity. If there is an absence of these essential circumstances in the contract, then it would be considered as an invalid contract. So, the essential element of the valid agreement, as per contract act, 1872 that states that there must be an offer and there must be an acceptance, but if there is an advertisement that it does not constitute an offer but it constitutes an invitation to offer.  

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE
In the given case law, if there is a reference to Carlill v Carbolic smoke ball co (1893), in which the decision was held an advertisement which was containing the certain types of terms and the conditions to get a reward (Beheshti, 2018) which has constituted a binding of the unilateral offer that possibly could be accepted by anyone who has performed its terms. 
If there is another reference to Partridge v Crittenden (1968), in which the decision was held an advertisement are usually considered as an invitation to the offer. 
There is offer from the side of Kate, but there was no acceptance from Jack’s side. Hence it was not a legal binding contract. And thus, (Rowan, 2017) Jack does not have any kind of the obligation to revert to all those everyone who reads the letters and replier to him. 
So, the advertisements of Jack were not an offer but was an invitation to offer. And letter from Kate was mere an offer to Jack, and Jack did not reply her, then it was not a case of legally binding contract between them.   

CONCLUSION OF THE CASE
There is point of validity of the offer and the acceptance, in the given scenario, when Jack accepts the offer of Logan by replying (Rowan, 2017) to his letter on agreeing on the terms of Logan. And yes, this is the case when there is an acceptance by the Jack of the offer made by Logan, but not by Kate.  
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ISSUE OF THE CASE
In the given case scenario, Jack had sent letters to musicians which was considered as an invitation to the offer. When Logan (Varuhas, et al., 2018) received the Jack invitation to make offer, he replied Jack through via post that he is willing to perform at the union on 23rd of May but his fee was seven hundred fifty euros which was more than Jack (Rowan, 2017) has written in the invitation to offer letter. But Jack replied his letter which would be considered as an acceptance.

RULE OF THE LAW
The valid contract must legally bound all the parties to perform the requirements of the contract. The contract will be valid when there is offer, acceptance, and the consideration, as well as there is intention of creating a legal relation, as well as the certainty and capacity. If there is an absence of these essential circumstances (Beheshti, 2018) in the contract, then it would be considered as an invalid contract. So, the essential element of the valid agreement, as per contract act, 1872 that states that there must be an offer and there must be an acceptance. 

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE
In the given case scenario, Jack had sent letters to musicians which was considered as an invitation to the offer. When Logan (Varuhas, et al., 2018) received the Jack invitation to make offer, he replied Jack through via post that he is willing to perform at the union on 23rd of May but his fee was seven hundred fifty euros which was more than Jack (Rowan, 2017) has written in the invitation to offer letter. But Jack replied his letter which would be considered as an acceptance.
Thus, there was a valid contract formed between logan and Jack, as logan has made the offer and Jack has accepted the same. But there was no mentioning (Varuhas, et al., 2018) about that Logan would sell his merchandise after the performance, and this clause was never a part of the contract. So, Logan cannot make any kind of the claim for the £500 he would have earned selling merchandise. 
This situation is different from the situation of Kate, as Kate has only made an offer to Jack after receiving the invitation to offer, but there was no acceptance from the side of Jack, thus this does not form the contract between Kate and Jack. 
In reference with the case law Hadley v Baxendale (1854), a breaching party becomes liable for all the losses that the parties in the contract have foreseen, but not for those losses that breaching party has never foreseen or about (Beheshti, 2018) which he was having no information. Thus, Jack is not liable for the loss of five hundred euros, which is being claimed by logan, but he is liable for the loss of seven hundred and fifty euros, which was already discussed in the contract discussed between them.

CONCLUSION OF THE CASE
The acceptance must be communicated to offeror, either through post, or letter, or e-mail, and mere silence does not amount to acceptance, (Varuhas, et al., 2018) subject to certain exceptions. Further, Jack is breaching the contract by not letting Logan play.    
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ISSUE OF THE CASE
As Jack had forgotten that he has already made the valid contract with Logan, he booked Mason, for playing a three-hour session (Varuhas, et al., 2018) for around fifteen hundred euros. On the night of the performance, because of the situation occurred between Kate And Jack and Jack and Logan, mason played only for two hours instead of three hours (Beheshti, 2018), because he was much embarrassed out of the situation. Thus, here the contract has not been performed entirely. Mason has part perform his liability as per the made contract between him and Jack. 
Advise Jack whether he is legally obliged to pay DJ Mason anything for his performance?

RULE OF THE LAW
As per the contract act, 1872, if there is partial performance of the contract, the substantial performance of an entire level of the obligation, and further it was held that where there is a substantial performance of the contract has been made, then money must be paid. This has also stated that employer cannot resist the payment (Lookofsky, 2020) of the performer, until he does not get to know about the reason of the substantial performance of the performer. The remedies available to aggrieved party and for which the breaching party is liable, by making the payment of damages, and by making a specified performance as per the contract of duties made between them.  

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE
With reference to the case law, Hoenig v Isaacs (1952), is concern regarding the substantial performance of an entire level of the obligation, and further it was held that where there is a substantial performance of the contract has been made, then money must be paid. Therefore, yes Jack is legally obliged to pay DJ Mason (Beheshti, 2018) anything for his performance because employer cannot resist the payment of the performer, until he does not get to know about the reason of the substantial performance of the performer. 
Here in the case of the contract between mason and Jack, there is an event of partial breach, and the non-breaching parties that is Jack, might demand remedy from the breaching party who is Mason. The remedies available to Jack (Andrews, et al., 2017) and for which Mason is liable, by making the payment of damages, and by making a specified performance as per the contract of duties made between them. Hence, Jack is legally obliged to pay Mason for his partial performance but might not be the full amount.     

CONCLUSION OF THE CASE
It is here by concluded that Jack is legally obliged to pay DJ Mason something for his performance. 
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ISSUE OF THE CASE
In the case or in given scenario, when Mason (Lookofsky, 2020) left after giving partial performance of his part of the contract between him and Jack. Nell was there to perform her regular stand comedy routine as asked by Jack, (Andrews, et al., 2017) and Jack decided to pay her two hundred and fifty euros in return.
Advise Nell whether her agreement with Jack was intended to create legal relations?

RULE OF THE LAW
With the reference to some relevant law (Varuhas, et al., 2018) , the social agreement is the agreement which are made between the friends, but these agreements do not have an intention of being enforceable. 
Where these types of the contracts which are having a social nature, the law is assumed here that both the parties have never made intention about being their agreement to be legally binded. There are major of domestic (Lookofsky, 2020) as well as social agreements, which are not considered as quite serious, but they are ought to give rise to various legal obligations. 

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE
In reference to Simkins v Pays (1955), the court held that even is case of the social contract, the appellant is entitled to receive the amount. There are major of domestic as well as social agreements, which are not considered as quite serious, but they are ought to give rise to various legal obligations. Hence, in the given scenario, it could be concluded that Nell and Jack were binded through a social agreement, but both (Sharma, 2018) Jack and Nell (Swaminathan, 2018) have never made intention about being their agreement to be legally bound, but they are ought to give rise to various legal obligations.     

CONCLUSION OF THE CASE
As it is thus concluded that Nell and Jack did not create any legal contract between themselves (Andrews, et al., 2017) neither they intended to create any contract same between them, but they are required to fulfil their obligations legally and lawfully.  
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ISSUE OF THE CASE
In the case or in given scenario, when Mason (Sharma, 2018) left after giving partial performance of his part of the contract between him and Jack. Nell was there to perform her regular stand comedy routine as asked by Jack, and Jack decided to pay her two hundred and fifty euros in return.
Advise Nell that if was there valid consideration (Lookofsky, 2020) for Jack’s promise to pay £250.00?

RULE OF THE LAW
As per the contract act, 1872, the consideration is defined as- when there is a desire of the promisor, or promise or any other person, has done something or might be abstained from doing something or make promises to do something or might be have abstained from doing something for something in return. 
Here the promise to do or not to do (Swaminathan, 2018) is consideration from one party, and some thing in return is the consideration for the other party. The term consideration means quid pro quo. 
It is one of the elements of the consideration (Sharma, 2018), that the consideration need not to be adequate. The consideration is not required to have an equal magnitude and the consideration must be lawful.  
A type of consideration, the past consideration (Andrews, et al., 2017) is defined as something either wholly done, or have suffered or might be forborne before there is a making of the agreement. 

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE
As in the given scenario, it could be concluded that Nell and Jack were bound through a social agreement, but both Jack and Nell have never made intention about being their agreement to be legally binding, but they are ought to give rise to various legal obligations. Hence, Jack is obliged to pay two fifty euros to Nell. 
As, it is one of the elements of the consideration (Sharma, 2018), that the consideration need not to be adequate. The consideration is not required to have an equal magnitude and the consideration must be lawful. Then the promise of Jack to pay two fifty euros to Nell is consider as a valid consideration. 
With reference to Thomas v Thomas (1842), it was held that the consideration need not to be adequate, and yes, the concept of the past consideration is also legally obliging the Jack. 
Therefore, Jack’s promise to pay £250.00 (Andrews, et al., 2017) to Nell is considered as a valid consideration.  
CONCLUSION OF THE CASE
The consideration is something in return (Swaminathan, 2018), and thus need not to be adequate. Hence it has been concluded that the Jack’s promise to pay £250.00 to Nell is considered as a valid consideration.  
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· Carlill v Carbolic smoke ball co (1893),
· Partridge v Crittenden (1968),
· Hadley v Baxendale (1854), 
· Hoenig v Isaacs (1952),
· Simkins v Pays (1955), 
· Thomas v Thomas (1842)
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