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The Case: O’Keefe versus Lee Calan
General Matters about the Case:  Lee Calan refusal to sell the station
Procedural Posture: This is an appeal from the trial court on the motion of the summary judgment. The appellant and the defendant had issued the same motion concerning the summary judgment. However, the court denied the request for the summary judgment by the appellant and granted the defendant request. 
The summary judgment takes place before the trial if what the appellant is alleging is true. It is important for the court to understand the side of the appellant.  However, it is also difficult to proceed to trial since appellant had the evidence for the newspaper that the defendant claimed had misprinted the price and also had the evidence to prove so. The pleading that the parties have presented should be scrutinized and the discovery by both parties. 
The Fact: A buyer, O’Keefe the appellant is willing to buy the Volvo station from Lee Calan after the advertisement in the sun times Chicago. He accepts the offer and is willing to take it; he has the evidence from the advertisement that shows the price of the station.  However, the legislation regarding contracts demands that, for instance, the common law and the Uniform Commercial Contract, both parties on in the contract should reach an agreement that favors both the parties. And that offer and acceptance is the key to complete the bargain.
The Law: the law requires that for a contract to be complete there should be offer and acceptance. Therefore, since there was no offer when the defendant refused to sell the station with the offered price, then it is not an offense according to the law.
The Issue:  Was Lee Calan responsible for the misprinted price of the station? Was the misprinting in the newspaper a clear evidence to prove their refusal to sell the station?
Discussion: If the defendant claimed that there was a misprinting in the newspaper advertisement, and had the evidence to defend the misprinting. Then it should have presented to the appellant the new price so as to create the provision of the law of offer and acceptance. The appellant claimed that he had accepted to buy the station since he believed that the defendant had already made his offer. However, to his surprise, one of the employees refuses to sell him the station refuting the price in the advertisement.
  The issue of advertisement seems to be an issue that is used to bring customers into the shop to place new offers. Although it is impossible to prove that the newspaper misprinted the price, since they have never refuted the claim, it should be believed to be so due to the evidence. However, it is a fact that many firms use the advertisement to lure customers to their shops to start new offers. The prices that the firm place during advertisement can extremely lower the actual price just to welcome the buyers. However, this causes a lot of misunderstanding between the buyers and the seller since it revokes the need of offer and acceptance.
Conclusion: In my opinion, the decision in favor of the defendant was justified. It was never there fault that the Sun-Times misprinted the price. However, they just had to communicate and reach a common ground in accordance with the contract law. The summary judgment figures the possibility of the misprinting that would be faced in the processes of printing. Just as the contract law stipulates when there is no offer then the contract is illegal thus, should be abandoned.   

