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Martha's recent inheritance of a hotel from her grandmother presents a real-life scenario that highlights key principles of contract law. The hotel requires renovations, leading Martha to seek quotes from two builders: Mario, owner of "SOL RED," and Jonothan, owner of Yellow Building Company. This situation raises questions regarding the formation of legally binding contracts, particularly whether Martha has accepted the offers made by both builders, and if Mary’s claims are legally enforceable. As we would come to see, an offer is a specific proposal made by one party to another, which becomes an obligation if accepted. For example, when Mario sends Martha a quote of £17,000 for renovations, he is making a formal offer. However, Martha’s response shows she is still evaluating her options and has not accepted this offer. This situation highlights that both acceptance and the intention to create a legal relation are vital for a legal agreement to exist. This essay will explore various cases, including Martha’s interactions with Mario, Jonothan, and the reward for her missing cat, to demonstrate how these principles of offer and acceptance function in real-life situations. Ultimately, it will show that without mutual agreement and awareness, a legally binding contract cannot be formed. 

In contract law, the concepts of offer and acceptance are fundamental to establishing a legally binding agreement (Smits, J.M., 2021). An offer is a clear proposal made by one party to another, intending to create a legal obligation upon acceptance (Salih, R.S., 2020). In this case, Mario's email quoting £17,000 for the renovations constitutes a formal offer. However, Martha's response indicates that she is still considering her options. She states, “I am going to look into other quotes”. This statement shows that she has not accepted Mario’s offer, as she is still exploring other options. As in the case of Gibson v Manchester City council 1979, the House of Lords determined that the council’s letter, stating they “may be prepared to sell” did not constitute a clear offer that could be accepted, meaning no contract was formed.  

According to Bayern, S.J. (2015), for acceptance to be valid, it must be clear and communicated effectively to the offeror. The case of Tweedled v Atkinson (1861) established that acceptance must be unequivocal. In Martha's situation, her intention to seek other quotes implies that she is not ready to accept Mario’s offer. Consequently, no contract is formed between them as Martha is not committed to accepting Marios offer. This, therefore, indicates a lack of intention to create a legally binding agreement at this stage. Additionally, since Martha is not ready to accept the offer, there is no exchange of consideration. In accordance with Fried, C. (2015), without acceptance and a corresponding promise or performance from both sides, consideration is absent. 

In contrast, Jonothan’s written quote of £16,000 for all labour and materials represents a valid offer. When Martha sends a letter on 16th January 2026, accepting this quote and specifying a start date, she creates a clear acceptance. The timing of acceptance is imperative, as it occurs within a reasonable timeframe after the offer is made (Oyegoke, A.S., 2016). According to Adams v Lindsell (1818), acceptance is effective once it is communicated, not when the offeror receives it. The case Household Fire Insurance Co Ltd v Grant (1879) supports the postal rule in contract law. This rule states that a contract is considered legally binding as soon as a letter of acceptance is sent, even if the letter is delayed or never reaches the person who made the offer (Flynn, L. and Rizza, C., 2001).

In Martha’s situation she thought she had accepted Jonothan’s quote by sending him a letter. However, Jonothan never received the letter, it creates uncertainty about whether a valid contract exists between them. However, according to the postal rule, Martha’s acceptance should be effective from the moment she posted the letter, which means they should have a binding contract, even though Jonothan was not aware of it. This position is supported by the case of Adams v Lindsell (1818), in which the court decided that a person accepts an offer when they communicate it. This means that if someone sends a letter accepting an offer, a contract is created as soon as the letter is sent, even if the person who made the offer does not receive it. 

Consideration is another essential element of a valid contract. It refers to what each party offers in exchange for the other’s promise (Benson, P., 2011). In Mario’s case, the consideration involves providing renovation services for a fee of £17,000. However, without Martha's acceptance of this offer, no legal obligation arises (Scammell and Nephew Ltd v Ouston, 1941). Thus, while Mario’s offer includes consideration, without acceptance from Martha, no contractual obligation exists.

On the other hand, Jonothan’s offer also includes consideration. He agrees to perform the renovations in exchange for £16,000, and Martha’s acceptance solidifies this consideration, making it a legally binding agreement. According to Fuller, L.L. (1941), consideration must be sufficient but need not be adequate. This means the value exchanged does not have to be equal. For example, in the case of Chappell & Co Ltd v Nestlé Co Ltd (1960), the court ruled that chocolate wrappers, even though they do not have any cash value for the seller, are considered part of the agreement for a promotional deal. This shows that even a small consideration can be sufficient to support a contract. In this context, Jonothan's offer is valid, and Martha’s acceptance creates a legally binding obligation.

According to Dunham, A. (1972), the intention to create legal relations is a vital component of contract law. This principle ensures that both parties intend to enter into a legally binding agreement. In commercial dealings, there is a presumption that the parties involved intend to create legal relations. Mario’s assertion that a contract exists, and his claim of a breach indicate that he believes there is a legal relationship. However, without Martha’s acceptance, this intention is not mutual.

The case of Blue v Ashley (2017) reinforces the notion that belief in a contract does not equate to its existence if the essential elements are missing. Similarly, in commercial transactions, the intention to create legal relations is often presumed unless proven otherwise (Gulati, B., 2011). In Martha’s case, while Mario believes there is a contract, the absence of Martha’s acceptance means that no binding agreement exists.

In the situation with Jonothan, there is a clear intention to create legal relations between Martha and Jonothan. Martha initiates the communication by contacting Jonothan for a quote, indicating her serious interest in having the work done on her hotel. Jonothan responds by providing a detailed quote, which shows he is willing to enter into an agreement. When Martha accepts the quote and requests a start date, her actions further demonstrate her intent to create a binding contract. The exchange of letters establishes a mutual understanding and commitment, even though Jonothan ultimately does not receive Martha’s acceptance. This situation highlights that both parties were engaged in a serious negotiation, intending to establish legal obligations through their communication. 

Martha's problem with her missing cat, Midnight, raises some interesting questions about contract law, especially when it comes to her offer of a £200 reward. After noticing that Midnight had not come home for three days, Martha decided to put up missing posters, promising a reward for the safe return of her beloved cat. A few days later, Mary finds Midnight and brings her back to Martha. However, Mary only spots the poster detailing the reward after she has already returned the cat. This scenario brings to light important legal concepts like offer and acceptance, consideration, and the intention to create legal relations.

In contract law, an offer needs to be accepted for a binding agreement to form. The case of Williams v Carwardine (1833) illustrates that an offer can be accepted even if the person accepting it does not know who made the offer. The court ruled that someone can accept an offer without knowing the identity of the offeror. However, in Martha’s situation, Mary was unaware of the offer before she returned Midnight, which complicates whether a contract exists. For a contract to be valid, both parties need to be aware of the terms at the time of acceptance.

Consideration is another crucial aspect of a contract. It refers to what each party contributes to the agreement. In this case, the £200 reward acts as consideration for the return of the cat. This aligns with the ruling in Scammell and Nephew Ltd v Ouston (1941), where the court highlighted that consideration must be present for a contract to be enforceable. Since Martha clearly offered a reward, it shows that there was an intention to create a binding agreement.

When it comes to forming a contract, the intention to create legal relations is essential. This principle makes sure that both parties genuinely mean to enter into a legally binding agreement. Take Martha, for example; her choice to post a reward clearly indicates her intention to create legal relations. The case of Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co (1893) backs this up, showing that advertisements can be seen as binding offers if they express a clear intention to be bound. Martha's posters reflect her readiness to enter a contract as soon as her cat is returned.

However, the real issue arises with Mary, who was unaware of the offer before she brought Midnight back. The outcome of the Williams v Carwardine (1833) case suggests that even if Mary acted with good intentions, her ignorance of the reward means she might not be entitled to it. In contract law, both parties need to be aware of the offer for it to hold any weight. Since Mary did not find out about the £200 reward until after she returned the cat, a legally binding contract was not actually formed.


While Martha intended to create a binding contract through her posters offering a reward, Mary’s lack of awareness of this offer before returning Midnight poses a significant legal challenge. The principles of offer and acceptance, consideration, and intention to create legal relations are all relevant to this case. Ultimately, because Mary was unaware of the offer prior to her actions, she may not be entitled to the £200 reward, meaning that a legally binding contract between them does not exist. This situation illustrates the importance of clear communication in forming contracts and the necessity of ensuring that all parties are informed of terms before acceptance.


In conclusion, the analysis of Martha’s interaction with Mario, Jonothan, and Mary underscores the importance of offer and acceptance in contract law. While Martha aimed to establish binging agreements, the lack of mutual understanding and awareness complicates the situation. The discussed cases illustrate that valid contracts require clear communication, acceptance, and consideration. When parties are not fully informed about the terms, as seen in Mary’s case concerning the missing cat, a legally binding contract cannot be created. This emphasises the necessity for all parties to be aware of the terms to ensure valid agreements are formed, highlighting the critical role that clear communication plays in contract law. 
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