
The Faculty of Law 
University of Oslo 

Page 1 of 2 

 

EXAM 

JUS5260 

Spring 2018 

Date: 18 May 2018 

Time: 09:00 – 13:00 

Please answer the following questions in connection with the following case scenarios. In answering the 

questions, you are to apply English law of contract.  

In grading the answer, the questions will be weighted as follows. The answers to questions 1 and 3 will 

count for approximately 80% of the final grade (each answer counting approximately 40%), while the 

answer to question 2 will count for approximately 20%.  

 

1. Mr. Wealth (W) is a businessman residing in Birmingham. He decides to enter the market for hiring out 

limousine cars, and he engages the services of Limousine Builders Pty Ltd (LB), a Birmingham-based 

company, to build a customized limousine for his new business. The initial negotiations for the construction 

of the vehicle are conducted over the telephone in December 2016, and in the course of the conversation, 

W informs LB of a long list of specifications for the limousine that he wants. One such specification is that 

the limousine is to be 24 feet in length. LB notes down these specifications. W and LB then agree on a price 

and delivery date for the finished limousine. The price is to be £60,000, with £10,000 to be paid when work 

on the limousine begins, which is 15 January 2017. The remainder (£50,000) is to be paid upon delivery of 

the finished limousine, that date being agreed as 15 May 2017. When the agreement is written up by LB, 

the specification as to the length of the limousine is mistakenly omitted, but neither LB nor W notice this 

and both sign the written agreement. 

On 10 April 2017, LB phones W to say that they are having difficulties in sourcing some of the material for 

the limousine and that because of this they will not be able to complete the limousine by 15 May. LB also 

says that the costs so far have been much higher than they envisaged so they demand an extra £5,000 to 

finish the limousine. W replies that the delay is okay and that he is also prepared to pay the extra money 

but that he definitely wants the limousine by 1 June at the latest as he has already made a deal to hire out 

the limousine for a party group on 3 June. LB does manage to finish building the limousine by that date, but 

when W looks over the new vehicle on 2 June he finds that it is only 23 feet in length. He complains to LB 

about this, claiming that this is in breach of what they had agreed. LB replies that the specification of 24 

feet is not part of the agreement as it is not present in the written contract. LB also claims that the fact that 

the limousine is slightly shorter than 24 feet will make no difference to the functionality of the vehicle. This 

assessment is corroborated by an independent expert. The only problem incurred by the fact that the 

limousine is 23 feet rather than 24 feet is that the “leg room” in the passenger compartment of the 

limousine is slightly shorter than it would have been were the vehicle one foot longer. W, however, claims 

damages for breach of contract, and he claims these on a “cost of cure” basis – i.e., in order that the 

limousine is rebuilt so that it is 24 feet long. W claims that it is important to maximize the “leg room” in the 
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passenger compartment of the vehicle and that the whole point of hiring a limousine is to experience an 

abundance of spaciousness. W also refuses to pay LB the extra £5,000. 

Shortly afterwards, W’s nephew (N) hears of W’s difficulties. N is a young brash partygoer with a lot of 

money and he has been thinking about purchasing a limousine to impress his friends. N sends W an email 

and writes: “I have heard about your new limousine and that it is not quite what you expected. Knowing 

your tastes, I presume, though, that the limousine is pretty nice. I may be prepared to buy it from you for 

£45,000”. W replies by email: “Great! We have a deal”. A day later, N finds an advertisement for another 

limousine that looks more attractive for him and does not follow up on the email correspondence with W. 

W believes, however, that he and N have made a binding agreement for the sale of the limousine to N and 

is keen to enforce that agreement in the event that his claims against B fail.  

Advise W of his contractual rights in relation to LB and N. 

 

2. Assume that the workshop in which LB builds the limousine burns down in March 2017, thus destroying 

the vehicle which was then only partially built. Police investigations afterwards revealed that the fire might 

have been caused by faulty electrical wiring in the workshop. Explain whether W may reclaim the £10,000 

he paid in January. 

 

3. Explain the prerequisites under English law of contract for the valid application of the doctrine of 

promissory estoppel. Discuss whether or not the doctrine’s current field of application ought to be 

broadened (de lege ferenda), and, in doing so, discuss in what respects it might usefully be broadened. 

 


