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When looking at the scenario, we have to remember that there are four elements in proving that a contract is valid. The four elements are: “the serious intent by the offeror to be bound to an agreement, acceptance of the offer, Consideration, binding legal contract with reasonably definite terms, and contractual capacity” (Kubasek, 2018). While looking at the first element, Sam Stevens makes an offer to the chain store which the manager then agrees to sell the device exclusively at the location. 
For the acceptance component of the case the “key factor in the agreement element of the contract, consists of the agreement of one party, the offeree, to the terms of the offer in the contact made by the other party, the offeror” (Kubasek, 2018). Sam Stevens accepted the verbal offer from the chain store to supply them with the 1000 units of his product. Consideration aspect of the component comes into play when both parties agree to a price and selling of Sam’s device. 
The third element of reasonably definite terms is “required, under common law, that a contract must include and clearly define all material terms” (Kubasek, 2018). In this instance, because there is no physical signed contract, the verbal element of this “contract” wouldn’t hold up in court. In a written contract, the material terms are included which would allow the courts to determine damages in the event of a breach. In this case, the two men became bound by a unilateral contract. A unilateral contract is defined as a “promise in exchange for an act” (Kubasek, 2018)
If we assume that the elements of a contract do not apply and there is no contract with Sam and the chain store, there could be the possibility that they could enter into a quasi-contract scenario or a promissory estoppel. A quasi contract is “a court imposed contractual obligation to prevent unjust enrichment” (Kubasek, 2018) and a promissory estoppel is “the legal enforcement of an otherwise unenforceable contract due to a party’s detrimental reliance on the contract” (Kubasek, 2018). 
In looking at this case, neither party could be awarded a quasi-contract by the courts because neither party stood to gain anything over the other. I feel that reviewing this case, a promissory estoppel may fit better. Sam made the promise to the chain store manager that he would supply them with the 1000 units of Sam’s device. With the impending eviction, it would be safe to assume that Sam can no longer provide the units he has promised. If Sam is not able to complete his promise of 1000 units, the manager does have the chance of winning the promissory estoppel. 
In the case of Sam vs his landlord there are a few contractual items that we must look at. Assuming that Sam signed a regular legal lease and not a tenant at will lease, there are some obligations that they must both meet. In Sam’s case, the tenant, the general obligations the tenant has are, paying rent in full and on time, not damaging the property, not creating a noise disturbance that would affect other tenants, repairs to be completed in a timely manner and to escrow his rent if this does not happen. The tenant also has the right to deny the landlord access to their unit if there was no prior notice, tenant needs to be made informed of any changes to the lease, and the right to not be evicted without given written notice of the intent. 
When looking into the case with Sam v his landlord, although Sam did violate a portion of the agreement, which was not to create noise that would affect other tenants, the violated obligation violated by the landlord would supersede this violation. In this case, the obligation that was violated by the landlord was that he in fact entered into an eviction notice without giving Sam proper notice. There was no written notice given to Sam regarding any of his violations. Also, unless it was stated in the contract that residence could not be used for business, then this part of the violation would be void. If Quinn was in fact made aware of Sam’s inventions and what he was doing, that would have been the time for Quinn to make Sam aware of any violations 
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