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Introduction
	The case of Leonard v. Pepsico, Inc (1999) is a landmark cases whose ruling established that an advertisement cannot be considered as a legal offer in a court of law and a reasonable person is not expected to take it seriously. The judges used the breach of contractual laws under the common law precedent to solve any emerging issues in this case.  One of the major conclusions that can be made out of this case is that a definitive and operative offer to sell or buy goods through an advertisement in a handbill, a catalogue or a newspaper is always made to establish the basis for negotiation. These negotiations can be made out of circumstances that are clear and exceptional and can be used for unilateral offer. Any commercial can always be regarded as sufficiently definite due to the fact that it can be reserved for details that are used in the writing process (Garrette, Phelps & Sibony, 2018). 
Facts of the Case 
  According to Ricks (2015), the facts of the case began when a Pepsi advert showed that points could be earned by the purchase of its products and exchanging them for Pepsi merchandise. The issue was proved that Pepsi commercial did not constitute an offers but rather had established initiations that could be used for the negotiation purposes (Garrette, Phelps & Sibony, 2018). 
Issues 
  Moreover, Jennings (2018) states that the District Court for Southern District came into consensus with PepsiCo in the following grounds. There was no objective person who could have concluded that the commercial would offer harrier jet to consumers in exchange of points earned after buying Pepsi Cola. Secondly, the commercial could not be counted as an offer. Lastly, the alleged contract did not meet the legal statutes threshold.
The defendant in the case was PepsiCo Inc. which conducted a promotion offering to give out merchandise in exchange of points earned after purchasing PepsiCo.  The commercial was composed of a teenager who gloated over various PepsiCo company issues, including arriving at school in Harrier Jet which was stated to be given after a customer wins points worth 7million. The plaintiff was John D.R. Leonard, who accused PepsiCo of failing to deliver the Harrier jet, yet he won and tendered point’s equivalent to 7million   (Garrette, Phelps & Sibony, 2018). 
Rules 
According to the contractual rules, it was evident that there was no specific contractual performance that could be entitled to the plaintiff concerning the offering of the jet fighter plane as shown in the television advert in exchange for points earned when purchasing the product. 
Application
PepsiCo came into consensus with the United States District Court for the Southern District that the motion for summary judgment was to be conducted based on the following perspectives; first, no person of sound mind could have concluded that PepsiCo advert was meant to give a Harrier jet to a customer in exchange of points earned. Secondly, the contract reported to have been unlawfully terminated did not meet the New York statute of frauds. Lastly, the alleged contract did not reach the legal law's threshold (Garrette, Phelps & Sibony, 2018). 
The three facts provided above were useful in concluding the case. After the court analyzed the provisions of the circumstances, it realized that a teenager did the advert in a Harrier jet. However, the commercial was exaggerated since the act of a teenager travelling to school in Jet was nothing short of overrated fantasy. As a result, the court made the following observation. First, the teenage youth featured in the commercial could not be trusted with not only parents jet’s keys but also those of car, and the price offered was far much less than United States Marine Corps (Ricks, 2015). Second, the teenager's comment that flying a jet "sure beats the bus" was baseless since there is no way one could pilot a fighter jet within a residential area. Lastly, there was no school which could admit students coming to school daily with aircraft due to the disruption it causes (Garrette, Phelps & Sibony, 2018). 
Conclusion
Based on the above discussion, it is evident that the plaintiff did not make thoughtful decisions while he was accepting the offer. Notably, a Harrier jet worth $23million could not be sold at 700 million. Again, there was no objective person who could have concluded that the commercial would offer harrier jet to consumers in exchange of points earned after buying a Pepsi Cola. Besides, the ad could not amount to offer. Notably, the alleged contract did not meet the New York legal statutes threshold. I agree with the court’s opinion since the price of the harrier jet and the content of the commercial did not reach the acceptable material facts of an advert.
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