                                                                                           1

                                                                                                                   5










Questions
Student’s Name:
Institutional Affiliation:
Course:
Tutor:
Date:








Questions
Question 1
	The decision of the courts concerning the case of Gina, a home renovator, and Bob, a woodworker, will depend on whether Bob had a reasonable belief that he had a legal entitlement to claim the $4500 balance from the decorator. Apart from this, it will also depend on whether the goods delivered were of lesser quality or quantity than had been ordered or specified by the contract. In this case, payment of the $4500 balance has to be withheld until the dispute is settled. These are the main issues in the case. 
	According to contract law, a covenant of good faith is a presumption that the available parties to a contract will deal with each other fairly, honestly, and in good faith. Further, they will not destroy the rights of each other in receiving the benefits of a contract (Kelly, 2021). This duty of good faith is also referred to as fair dealing. This law ensures that the promises of a contract are upheld. A good faith dispute can arise when a party to a contract claims the benefits of an excuse for breaching a contract (Kelly, 2021). It can also arise when a party to a contract uses specific contractual terms to refuse to perform contractual obligations. A covenant of good faith must be available in every written agreement. Apart from this, the legal doctrine of accord and satisfaction discharges the obligations of a debtor (Kelly, 2021). 
	In the case provided, Gina and Bob had a covenant of good faith that each person had to uphold. The role of Bob in the contract was to build a black oak bedroom set, similar to the one he showcased in his showroom. On the other hand, Gina was to pay $9,500 upon receiving the bedroom set. From the case, it is evident that Bob did not act in good faith. By delivering a bedroom set that was not the same as what had been showcased, Bob not only destroyed the rights of Gina, but he also prevented her from receiving the benefits of the contract. Based on this, the covenant of good faith allows Gina to make a take-it-or-leave-it offer or to withdraw her consent to the provisions of the contract (Shonk, 2020). She made a take-it-or-leave-it offer of $5,000 as full payment for the bedroom set.  Therefore, Gina had the right to breach the contract. 
 In the doctrine of accord and satisfaction, Bob cashed a check that had been marked “payment in full.”  The words were conspicuous and clear. By sending a check that was less than the amount that had been agreed upon, Gina made an offer to settle a debt of an amount different from what had been agreed upon in the contract. By cashing the check, Bob is considered to have accepted the offer, and as such, extinguishing the debt. Therefore, the courts would likely hold that Bob the woodworker’s endorsing a check so marked constituted a written release, thereby discharging the contract. 
Question 2
	The decision of the court concerning the case of ACME Company and the Wingnut Supplier regards whether the rejection of an offer after it has been accepted is valid. It also concerns whether the application of promissory estoppel is valid in this situation. Another issue that the court has to determine is whether an offer can be rejected after it has been accepted and signed. 
	According to contractual law, an offeree has the right to reject an offer. Once an offeree rejects an offer, it cannot be accepted by an offeror (California State University, n. d.). An offeree can reject an offer through phone calls, mailing a letter, or sending emails. However, the offeror must receive notification of the rejection. Apart from this, an offeror can terminate an offer through a valid revocation. The revocation is considered to be effective when the offeree receives it. The law indicates that even if a contract is signed, it does not imply that parties are held to the terms (California State University, n. d.). This implies that events that might occur after the signing of a contract can render it unenforceable.  The law also indicates that promissory estoppel only applies when a promise suffers a loss due to the non-performance of a contract.                                                                                                 
	In the case of ACME Company and the Wingnuts Supplier, the offeree (ACME Company) had the right to terminating the offer. There was no stipulated timeline for rejecting the offer, and as such, the offeree (ACME Company), cannot be held liable for terminating the offer. Further, ACME Company communicated to the Wingnuts Supplier about the decision to terminate the offer. The communication was done via telephone. The offeror (wingnuts supplier) received the notification of the rejection and acknowledged it. This implies that the offeror considered the contract invalid. The offeror told the offeree that they can do business some other time. This is what is considered to be valid revocation. 
	The Wingnuts supplier could apply the law related to promissory estoppel. However, the law of promissory estoppel only applies when an aggrieved party is trying to recover damages from the other party. In the case of ACME Company and Wingnuts Supplier, there were no damages to be recovered. ACME Company terminated the contract even before it had been received by the wingnuts supplier. Apart from this, the Wingnuts Supplier received notification of the termination. Therefore, ACME Company did not cause any damages. Based on these arguments, the contract is unenforceable against ACME Company because the offer to rescind was accepted and that discharged the original contract. 
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