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Introduction
The scenario presented involves Martha in three situations where she is unsure of whether legally binding contracts have been created. Firstly, she is seeking a company which will renovate her hotel. She asks Mario for a quote however does not accept any offers. As she considers other offers, Martha contacts a different company. Her and Jonothan communicate via post and Martha accepts his offer. However, Jonothan does not receive the letter and therefore does not show up to renovation start date. Martha also advertises a poster containing a statement of a reward of £200 for finding and returning her cat. Mary finds and returns her cat but finds the poster after and demands the reward. It will be assessed whether Martha has formed a legally binding contract between herself and Mario and with Jonothan as well as if Mary is entitled to the £200 reward. This will be found by identifying if offer, acceptance, consideration and intention to create legal relations had taken place. 
Martha and Mario
An offer is a declaration of intention to enter a contract on specific conditions. The party that makes an offer is referred to as the offeror. The person who the offer is made to is known as the offeree. In this specific scenario, Martha would be the offeree and Mario is the offeror. Originally, the courts would decide whether the parties had achieved an agreement by examining if there had been a meeting of minds, also known as a subjective test. However, now courts use an objective test to establish the offeror's purpose (Finch and Fafinski, 2023).
In the case of 'Partridge v Crittenden' (1968), the difference between an offer and an invitation to treat was clarified. The case established how advertisements are not considered offers but an invitation to treat. Therefore, in the case of Martha and Mario, Marios’ proposal would not be considered an offer but rather an invitation to treat. An invitation to treat is an initial exchange between parties in a contract negotiation, not an offer. It is not a legally binding agreement however a declaration of willingness to discuss or accept offers. An invitation to treat solicits an offer from the offeree which they can either accept or reject (Khan, Khan and Bashir, 2020). In the case of ‘Gibson v Manchester City Council’ (1979), Manchester City Council began a policy to sell council houses. This caused issues over whether the letter sent by the council was an offer or an invitation to treat. It was held by the House of Lords that the letter was an invitation to treat so no contract was formed. In the case of Martha and Mario, Mario had presented an invitation to treat as he emails Martha with a quote.
The next stage in establishing whether a legally binding contract exists is identifying acceptance. Acceptance is a definitive and clear statement of agreement to the terms of an offer (Richards, 2019). It was found in the case of ‘Taylor v. Laird’ (1856) that there was no acceptance of Taylors’ offer to work after he had resigned on board as a captain, however continued to work until the ship was home. Following this, it was held by the court that a party cannot be legally bound by an agreement if they were never notified of the offer, so the outcome was that no valid contract existed. Therefore, acceptance of the offer must be communicated. This can be communicated in writing and orally (Lexis Plus UK, 2025). Acceptance can also be inferred by conduct, and this was established in the case of ‘Brogden v Metropolitan Railway Company’ (1876-77). 
[bookmark: _Int_6M1EHXv7]In the scenario, Marios’ invitation to treat can only be followed by an offer or can be accepted. There is no offer or clear statement of acceptance from Martha. She states “I am considering working with yourselves. I am going to look into other quotes and get back to you regarding your quote.” This is not acceptance as there is no direct agreement to his proposal. A valid acceptance must mirror the terms of the offer. For example, this is displayed in the case of ‘Hyde v Wrench’ (1840) where it was held that no contract was formed. A counter offer of £950 cancelled the original offer of £1000 in this case so as the counter offer was never accepted, no mutual agreement occurred. 
In the case of ‘Curri v. Misa’ (1875), consideration is defined as “A valuable consideration, in the sense of the law, may consist either in some right, interest, profit or benefit accruing to the one party, or some forbearance, detriment, loss or responsibility given, suffered or undertaken by the other.” Each party must suffer a detriment and a benefit. For example, in this scenario if a contract was formed, Martha would have benefit from Marios service but would suffer to the detriment of the payment. Mario would benefit from the payment but to the detriment of manual service. However, even though consideration is technically present, in these circumstances it is irrelevant due to the absence of an offer and acceptance. 
An agreement which is confirmed by consideration cannot be valid as a contract except if there is evidence of an intention to create legal relations. By establishing the intention to create legal relations it separates a legally enforceable contract from a simple social or domestic arrangement (Hepple, 1970). In the case of Martha and Mario, commercial agreements usually intend to create legal relations. Due to the business, SOL RED, providing a price for the renovation of Marthas hotel, it shows that this is not social or family agreements. Although there is a presumption that there is no intention to create legal relations in social and domestic agreements, the case of ‘Esso Petroleum v Commissioners of Customs and Excise’ (1976) highlights how when an agreement is made commercially, there is assumption of intention to create legal relations. In this scenario, even if the intention to create legal relations did exist, a legally binding contract had not formed. 
Overall, no legally binding contract had been created between Martha and Mario. An offer had not been made by Mario only an invitation to treat. Martha had not accepted the offer but replied that she will consider working with him. Acceptance must be clear to form a valid contract. Furthermore, even if there were existing consideration and intention to create legal relations, this is irrelevant due to there being no contract to begin with. Mario expresses that Martha has ‘breached their contract’ but this is false as there was no contract to breach.
Martha and Jonothan
In the case regarding Martha and Jonothan, Jonothan inspects the building and provides Martha with a quote of £16,000 for the entire service including materials. Due to the ‘offer’ being a quote as Jonothan simply states the price, this could be considered an invitation to treat. On the other hand, it could be argued that Jonothan has made an offer due to the terms given if Martha was to accept, such as the overall price and what it covers. 
Furthermore, Martha then attempts to except this offer as she receives Jonothan's letter on the 15th of January 2026 and sends her response including her acceptance on the 16th of January 2026. The case of ‘Adam v Lindsell’ (1818) which initiated the postal rule. This is where a binding contract is created from when an accurate and stamped letter of acceptance is posted rather than when it is received (Lexis Plus UK, 2026). One way for the postal rule to apply is acceptance by post should be normal or anticipated and this was established in ‘Henthorn v Fraser’ (1892). In this situation, the postal rule is applicable due to Jonothan's choice to communicate via post. Therefore, acceptance is present as Martha decided to accept Jonothan's quote on the 16th of January 2026 as well as asking him to begin working on the 27th of January 2026. 
In this case, there is also valid consideration shown. Martha will benefit from the renovation but at a cost of £16,000. Jonothan will benefit from this payment but will suffer to the detriment of manual labour. As Jonathan has offered to renovate Martha's hotel for £16,000 including materials and Martha accepts this and agrees to the payment, his promise to complete the work accounts for consideration for Martha's agreement to pay him which makes up for consideration for Jonathan's service. As something of value was proposed by both parties, consideration supports that there is a legally binding contract. 
In this scenario, both parties had intent for their agreement to be legally binding due to commercial agreement. As the agreement involved business, Yellow Building Company, and a payment of £16,000 to the company, this shows intention to create legal relations. 
To conclude, a legally binding contract was created on the 16th of January 2026 as Martha had written and sent her acceptance of Jonothan's offer to renovate her hotel. Both consideration and intention to create legal relations are satisfied. Due to Jonothan's breach in contract by not attending to begin work on the 27th of January 2026, Martha could be entitled to damages. 
Martha and Mary
The case of ‘Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co’ (1893) advertised a payment of £100 to people who used its smoke ball and caught influenza. Carlill used the smoke ball and became ill, but the company however refused the payment. It was held that the advertisement was a unilateral offer and a binding contract was created when Carlill accepted. In Marthas case, her poster is a unilateral offer as she is expressing a £200 reward for the return of her cat. Unilateral contracts consist of a promise in return for an act. In this situation the promise is the reward of £200, and the act would be the return of her cat. The principle from Carlill is applicable to advertisements which offer rewards. These are treated as offers opposed to invitations treat (Finch and Fafinski, 2023b). 
However, Mary was not aware of the reward prior to finding and returning the cat. She becomes aware after returning the cat by finding the poster stating the £200 reward. As she was not aware of the poster, Mary did not act in response to the offer, therefore no contract was formed as she did not accept Marthas offer. 

Consideration would have been valid if a contract was formed as the act would benefit Martha and the reward would have benefited Mary. Intentions to create legal relations would have been valid as money was promised in return for finding and returning the cat. 

Overall, in the case of Martha and Mary a unilateral contract would have existed if Mary acted upon seeing the poster and then she would have been applicable to receive the payment from Martha. However, due to the circumstances of Mary requesting the reward after the act, she is not entitled to the £200. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, there was no contract formed between Martha and Mario because there was no offer made but an invitation to treat which is supported by the case of 'Partridge v Crittenden' (1968). There was also no acceptance from Martha to confirm an agreement. Therefore, there is no legally binding contract between Martha and Mario. On the other hand, a legally binding contract had been formed between Martha and Jonothan on the 16th of January 2026 as Martha sent a letter of acceptance to Jonothan and this is valid under the postal rule established by ‘Adam v Lindsell’ (1818). Jonothan had breached their contract as he failed to attend to begin the renovation on the 27th of January 2026. Finally, Mary is not entitled to the £200 reward which Martha advertised in return for her cat. As Mary only became aware of the reward after finding and returning Martha's cat, no acceptance had taken place, so no contract was formed and Martha does not have to pay her.
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