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This scenario raises three central issues in contract law which concerns the formation of legally binding agreements. The first scenario concerns whether a contract was formed between Martha and Mario following his emailed quotation and her response. The second scenario concerns whether a binding agreement was made between Martha and Jonothan under the postal rule, despite Jonothan never receiving her letter of acceptance. The third scenario concerns whether Mary is legally entitled to claim the £200 reward for returning Martha’s missing cat. 
In order to determine whether legally binding contracts exist in each situation, there are four essential elements that must be present for it to be a legally binding contract: offer and acceptance, consideration, and intention to create legal relations. These essential elements will be examined in each situation and supported by relevant case laws from English contract law. This also includes the principles of the postal rule and unilateral contracts (Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co [1893].  

Martha and Mario (SOL RED) 
The first issue is whether Mario’s email, quoting £17,000 for her hotel renovation excluding materials, was a legally binding contract. An offer is defined as a clear expression of willingness to enter a contract on specific terms, made with the intention that it will become legally binding upon acceptance (Storer v Manchester City Council, 1974). However, an invitation to treat is only an invitation to negotiate (Partridge v Crittenden, 1968; McKendrick, 2023). The difference was explored in Gibson v Manchester City Council [1979] 1 WLR 294, where the House of Lords held that the phrase ‘may be prepared to sell’ did not amount to a legally binding offer because it lacked certainty and commitment. 
In commercial practice, quotations are generally treated as an invitation to treat rather than an offer. In Harvey v Facey [1893] AC 552, the Privy Council held that a statement of the lowest price was only the supply of information and did not amount to an offer. Similarly, in Spencer v Harding (1870) LR 5 CP 561, the court confirmed that invitations to tender are generally invitations to treat unless it is clearly expressed otherwise. 
Mario inspected the property and later emailed Martha, quoting £17,000 excluding materials. Although it is detailed, it is likely to be treated as a quotation rather than a firm offer. Therefore, as seen in Harvey v Facey, the quote is likely to be an invitation to treat.  
The next issue is whether acceptance had taken place. Even if Mario’s quotation were considered an offer, there must be a clear acceptance. Acceptance must be final, unconditional, and communicated to the offeror, as established in Entores Ltd v Miles Far East Corporation [1955] 2 QB 327. 
Martha’s email stated: “If I do decide to accept your quote the start date would be the 27th of January 2026. However, I am going to look into other quotes and get back to you.” 
[bookmark: _Int_OBpgoWXV][bookmark: _Int_vQQKYLK0]This clearly indicates that no acceptance took place. It shows that they were still negotiating. In Hyde v Wrench (1840) 3 Beav 334, the court held that a counter-offer destroys the original offer. Even though Martha did not make a counter-offer, she clearly did not provide acceptance. Matha did not respond to Mario with an email indicating acceptance. She remained silent without ever getting back to him. In Felthouse v Bindley (1862) 11 CB (NS) 869, it was held that silence cannot amount to acceptance. Martha did not communicate acceptance in any way. Therefore, even if Mario believed that there was an agreement, an objective assessment is required in contract law. In Smith v Hughes (1871) LR 6 QB 597, 	the court confirmed that agreement is judged objectively and not by one party’s belief. Therefore, objectively, no reasonable person would interpret Martha’s email as acceptance. She clearly said that she would “get back” to him. 
The next issue is whether there is consideration. Consideration requires a benefit exchanged between parties (Currie v Misa (1875 LR 10 Ex 153) or, in other words, a promise with a promise (Currie v Misa (1875); McKendrick,2023). Since there was no acceptance, there was no obligations. Therefore, there was no consideration. As Mario turned up for work, this does not amount to consideration as there was no agreed contract. Consideration must be bargained for, not volunteered (McKendrick, 2023).  
The next issue is whether there was an intention to create legal relations. Commercial agreements generally have a presumption of intention to create legal relations, as seen in Edwards v Skyways Ltd [1964] 1 WLR 349 and reaffirmed in Esso Petroleum Ltd v Commissioners of Customs and Excise [1976] 1 WLR 1. However, this only applies when an agreement has been formed. Since no offer and acceptance occurred between Martha and Mario, intention to create legal relations did not occur. 
After examining all the essential elements to create a legally binding contract, in the case of Martha and Mario, no legally binding contract was formed between them. The quotation was likely an invitation to treat, and Martha clearly did not communicate acceptance. Mario’s claim that she breached a contract would likely fail in court (Gibson v Manchester City Council, 1979). 

Martha and Jonothan (Yellow Building Company)    
The second issue concerns the postal rule and whether acceptance had taken place despite Jonothan not receiving the letter. Jonothan inspected the hotel and wrote to Martha on 12 January, quoting £16,000 for all the labour and materials. This appears definite and complete compared to Mario’s email. The price is fixed and includes materials. There was no indication that negotiation was still ongoing. Therefore, it is likely a valid offer. Furthermore, certainty of terms is also essential for contract formation, as shown in Scammell v Ouston [1941] AC 251. Jonothan’s quote appeared to be very certain. 
Martha posted her letter of acceptance on 16 January. However, Jonothan never received it. This shows the postal rule. The postal rule was established in Adams v Lindsell (1818) 1 B & Ald 681. The court held that acceptance takes place when the letter is posted, not when it is received. This rule was reaffirmed in Household Fire Insurance v Grant (1879) 4 Ex D 216, where a contract was formed even though the acceptance letter was lost.    
Without the rule, parties would be left with uncertainty while waiting for confirmation. The rule applies where post is a reasonable method of communication (Henthorn v Fraser [1892] 2 Ch 27). Since Jonothan initiated the communication by post, it is reasonable for Martha to respond by post. However, the rule can be excluded if the offer requires an actual receipt, as seen in Howell Securities v Hughes [1974] 1 WLR 155. Since there was no indication that Jonothan required notice “to reach” him. Therefore, the postal rule applies. Therefore, acceptance took place on 16 January when Martha posted the letter.  
The next issue is whether there was consideration. In this case, consideration is clearly present as Matha promised to pay £16,000, and Jonothan promised renovation services. 
Next is whether there was an intention to create legal relations. As this is a commercial building contract, under Edwards v Skyways Ltd and Esso Petroleum Ltd, there is a strong presumption of intention. There was nothing that suggested that both Martha and Jonothan did not have the intention to create legal relations. 
Since a contract was formed between them on 16 January, Jonothan’s failure to come to work on 27 January was likely a breach of contract. As failure to perform contractual obligations constitutes a breach, which entitles Matha to damages, and she is also able to sue Jonothan. 
After examining the essential elements to create a legally binding contract, in the case of Martha and Jonothan, there was a legally binding contract that was formed when Martha posted her acceptance. As Jonothan did not show up for work on 27 January, this is likely a breach of contract, and Martha may have a claim for damages. 

Martha and Mary (The £200 Reward) 
The final issue concerns unilateral contracts. A unilateral contract involves a promise in exchange for performance. This is seen in the case of Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co [1893] 1 QB 256. The Court of Appeal held that a public reward constituted a binding offer accepted through performance. Similarly, in Williams v Carwardine (1833) 5 C & P 566, a reward was enforceable even though the claimant was motivated by conscience rather than the reward itself. 
Martha’s poster offering £200 for the return of Midnight is a unilateral offer. However, acceptance requires knowledge of the offer. In R v Clarke (1927) 40 CLR 227, the claimant could not recover the reward because he provided information without relying on the offer. In this case, Mary found and returned Midnight before seeing the poster. She only noticed the reward while walking home. Therefore, she did not perform the act in response to the offer. Even though acceptance in unilateral contracts occurs through performance, it must be in reliance on the offer. 
As for acceptance, generally, acceptance must be communicated (Entores Ltd v Miles Far East Corporation). However, in unilateral contracts, communication is not required before performance (McKendrick, 2023), as seen in the case of Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co [1893] 1 QB 256. Furthermore, knowledge remains essential. 
As for consideration and intention, returning Midnight would normally amount to a valid consideration. In this case, there was no intention to create legal relations, as it is a reward case. However, without the knowledge of the offer at the time of performance, there was no valid acceptance. 
After examining the essential elements to create a legally binding contract, in the case of Martha and Mary, Mary is unlikely to succeed in claiming the £200 because she lacked knowledge of the offer when returning Midnight. Under R v Clarke, this prevents the formation of a legally binding contract. 

Conclusion
In conclusion, there were different legal outcomes that arose in each situation. As for the first situation, there was no contract formed between Martha and Mario. As his quotation was likely an invitation to treat and not an offer, and Martha did not communicate acceptance. Therefore, Mario is likely to fail to prove a breach of contract in court. 
As for the second situation, a binding contract was formed between Martha and Jonothan under the postal rule when she posted her letter of acceptance on 16 January. As Jonothan did not show up for work on 27 January, this is likely a breach of contract and Martha can claim damages.
Lastly, for the third situation, between Martha and Mary, Mary is unlikely to recover the £200 reward because she returned Midnight without the knowledge of the offer, which means that no legally binding contract was formed between them. 
Martha is therefore not liable to Mario, she may have a claim against Jonothan, and she is unlikely to be required to pay Mary the £200.
Overall, these scenarios show how important clear communication is when parties are negotiating agreements, and how certain legal rules can strongly influence whether a legally binding contract is formed. The postal rule, for example, can create a binding agreement even when one party is unaware that acceptance has been sent, as shown in the third scenario. 
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