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Advise Jack as to whether a valid contract been formed with Kate?
A legal contract is an understanding between two parties that shapes a shared and lawfully enforceable commitment. For an agreement to become binding, some elements should be present. Such elements are an offer, acceptance, mutual consent, commonly referred to as the meeting of the minds, consideration, capacity, and legality. A keen look at the contract between Jack and Kate shows a lack of some of the elements. It is clear that there was no offer was made to Kate which outlined the terms and conditions of the agreement, but a general agreement to interested parties can be considered as an 'invitation to treat. Although Kate responded on affirmative/acceptance of the agreement, the contract lacked mutual consent as there was no meeting of the minds. Upon doing a background check on Kate, Jack realized that she had bad reviews and never communicated with her again. One such case law which is of interest is Partridge v. Crittenden (1968), which sought to deliberate on whether an advertisement constitutes an offer for sale or merely an invitation to treat. An invitation to treat is viewed as a simple assertion of the those involved eagerness to go into an exchange. It cannot be considered an offer making it not accepted as a binding contract. The precedent case law of Partridge v. Crittenden (1968) showcases what constitutes a concrete sales offer and invitation to a treat. In this case, Mr. Partridge was being prosecuted as per the Protection of Birds Act (1954) by Mr. Crittenden, who acted on behalf of the RSPCA. The charge sheet was him offering to auction a protected bird, which he had advertised in a periodical magazine. The bird was sold to Mr. Thompson. The appeal court found out that the conviction of Mr. Partridge was illegal and quashed it. It was established that his advert was an invitation to a treat. A comparison with the Fisher v. Bell case showed less reluctance connection between the two claims.
Mr. Jack's letter to local musicians’ amounts to an invitation to a treat and not an offer, with the room for negotiations provided. Although Kate responded to such a letter, an agreement was not entered as Jack did not follow up with their communication to verbally or in writing offer him the gig. It is only via an offer agreement that could have bound Jack to pay Kate the amount agreed on the advert letter or as negotiated. The element of acceptance, which is crucial for a valid contract, was also missing. Acceptance of an unconditional offer must be communicated, which was not the case between the two parties involved. The letter between Kate and Jack are mere negotiations/counter-offers but not acceptance. It is worth noting that staying silent is not generally accepted unless proven beyond a reasonable doubt that there was the intention. Intention can be determined by the way a party conducts themselves, i.e., paying for a product. This was a mere invitation to Jack's treat and did not amount to a substantial agreement among him and Kate.
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?
Unlike the Kate scenario, Logan's case is different. Apart from there has been an invitation to a treat, actual negotiations between Logan and Jack took place, and an agreement was made amounting to an offer. Upon receiving the invitation to a treat letter/advert letter, Logan responded with his intention to perform and negotiated £750 for him being well-known locally. Such a letter was responded to by Jack, who agreed to those terms making the valid contract. Elements of a valid contract are met, i.e., an offer, mutual consent between the two parties, and acceptance of the agreement's terms. Being that the two parties had sufficient capacity to enter into a contract, it is clear that Jack breached the terms of his obligations by refusing Logan to perform and pay him his money as obligated by the valid contract. The point at which an offer was made was when Jack and Logan exchanged letters agreeing to their negotiated terms, with both becoming legally bound by the provision as provided within the agreement. The scenario differs from Kate's one as an offer was made, unlike 'an invitation to a treat' between Jack and Kate. Jack and Logan had negotiation and settled on an agreed agreement which makes it a valid contract. The communication between Jack and Logan was via the Post office, an official channel recognized by law. Acceptance is shown via the conduct or by words, with Jack's agreement expressed formally by the letter he sends to Logan agreeing to his terms and inviting him to perform at the concert. There was a legitimate agreement among Jack and Logan. 
The inquiry regarding whether Logan can guarantee for the £500 he would have acquired selling stock lies on him, proving that there was a breach of contract and damages of him not selling the merchandise were directly attributed to him not performing at the concert. In Hadley v Baxendale (1854), a crankshaft had broken in the plaintiff mill. Upon engaging the defendant's service, the agreement was that once the crankshaft was repaired, it would be returned immediately. Arising from the neglect on the part of the defendant, the crankshaft was delayed by a further seven days upon being repaired. Within the seven days, the plaintiff could not use the mill and thus suffered a miss loss of revenue. The defendant, on his defence, argued that he was not aware that his actions would result in the mill being closed, making the loss suffered by the plaintiff too remote. The court sought to establish whether the damages awarded to the plaintiff are arising from the breach itself or the ones in the parties' rational review at their time of entering the contract. In making their judgment, the court refused the plaintiff pleas and held that damages are limited to only those originating from the natural breach as entered during contracting. Jack was not liable to pay Logan £500 he would have earned selling merchandise as this was not part of their valid contract, and it was not whatsoever contracted. Having breached the initial contract, Jack was to pay Logan £750 damages as obligated by their agreement which he had breached.  
 
Advise Jack whether he is legally obliged to pay DJ Mason anything for his performance?
Jack and DJ Mason are in a valid contract, but the question is whether DJ Mason performs his contractual obligation as agreed within the contract. DJ Mason played for two hours while he was obligated to pay for three hours. The law provides for termination of a valid contract if there is a breach of contract, i.e., fundamental non-performance. In the instance that performance was offered late or partially, the aggrieved party loses their rights to terminate the valid contract except when a notice is given to the other party within a reasonable time. The agreement between Jack and DJ Mason was based on the principle of good-faith duty for each party to plays their part. DJ Mason breached the contract by contravening the implied covenant of good faith, which stipulates that a party will fairly keep their promises and should not frustrate the other party's reasonable expectations, which is, in this case, a performance lasting for three hours. This is a material breach as DJ Mason failed to carry out his agreement obligation as stipulated when he agreed to the contract. 
           A precedent case Hoenig v Isaacs (1952), is a good example of partial-performance. Mr. Hoenig, who was contracted to carry out a task amounting to $700 by the plaintiff, left some work undone, and thus he was paid half of the money. According to the ruling, Mr. Heonig was entitled to a full amount as Isaac accepted the tendered work as fulfilling the contract. The defendant had the right to receive the job until it was rectified. Despite DJ Mason having breached their agreement, Jack accepted the show to go and got the DJ's partial performance, making him entitled to full payment. If jack had refused to continue with the show and demanded the same from DJ Mason, he would be liable to claim the damages he incurred.  
Advise Nell whether her agreement with Jack was intended to create legal relations?
The agreement between Jack and Nelly for him to perform was based on friendship status, thus falling under the category of social settings instead of commercial ones. In such circumstances, the presumption is that the two parties had no intention to form any legal relations. The £250 Jack promised to pay Nelly is an appreciation gift and cannot be enforced by a court of law if Jack fails to pay as there was no valid contract between the two. Unlike a commercial deal, the social and domestic agreement lacks the elements stipulated by elements of a valid contract, and each action is committed on account of good faith. The agreement between Nell and Jack had no intentions to create legal relations. 
           The court's presumption differs between social and commercial setup. Commercial ones are perceived as 'contract.' In contrast, social ones are 'agreements.' This translates to the fact that contracts are legally bound by the parties entering them. Any breach by one of the parties makes them liable to pay damages to another to breach their contractual obligations. On the contrary, the court presumption is that there was no intention of the agreement to have legal implications when it was convened. Nelly and Jack's agreement was presumed to be out of friendship and thus attract no legal consequences. Such presumption can be rebutted if the plaintiff manages to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant's conduct implied there was a contract. In the case of Nelly and Jack, a rebuttal may be in the form of whether Nelly incurred expenses carrying out the services, the presence of any degree of hostility in their relationship, the degree of their closeness, and the seriousness of the conduct of the two parties involved.  
 
 
Advise Nell whether there was there valid consideration for Jack’s promise to pay £250.00?
Nelly performed for Jack based on friendship, and there was no monetary value attached to such performance. But such a scenario changes when he communicates to Nelly that he will pay her £250. Valid consideration requires a legal value, which arises by the conduct of one of the parts. Jack's explicit conduct made him be legally bound to pay Nelly the money as there was a definite intent that was communicated to the offeree. The offer comes into existence when Jack communicates to Nelly that he liked his performance and would appreciate paying her the £250. An offer making a verbal agreement valid and binding, the conduct of Jack cemented such contract. For a valid contract to exist, the element of intent, offer, and acceptance must be present, and in this case, they were all present. Although this was initially a social agreement, Jack's conduct was the agreement executed made it a commercial one as he showed he had given out an offer and was willing to pay for it a certain amount. The explanation behind deciding if there was a legitimate point for Jack's guarantee to pay £250 is based on his conduct once the performance was executed, which can be seen to transform their relationship into a commercial one.
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