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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL (CIVIL DIVISION) 
B E T W E E N 
 

Halliday Haven 
Appellant 

V 
Respondent 

Mr Wade Watts 
 
‘Halliday Haven’ was an independent privately owned digital media retail store that specialised in 

second hand games hardware and software. In January 2015, Halliday Haven ran into financial 

difficulty. In hopes of solving their financial troubles, Halliday Haven attempted to draw in new 

customers by investing in a supply of the new collector’s edition ‘Super Murder Pro 5’, an urban 

crime simulator video game, for the PlayStation 4. The game was due to be realised Monday 16 

March 2015. 

Unfortunately for Halliday Haven, their financial difficulties increased during February and to resolve 

this Halliday Haven planned an Easter Sale. The Sale was planned to occur on 16 March 2015, the 

same day ‘Super Murder Pro 5’ was due for public release. On 1 March 2015, Halliday Haven posted 

the following advert in the local newspaper, on their social media pages and website: 

‘Halliday Haven presents their ultimate discount sale, for one day only, Monday 16 March. Discounts 

include 50% off all second-hand games. 25% off the new collector’s edition Super Murder Pro 5, 

meaning you can get this brand-new game for just £30. 40% off all second-hand hardware. 

PlayStation 4 just £200.  Many more offers and bargains to be found in store. All discounts only 

available Monday. Goods sold on a first come, first served basis. Please form an orderly queue in the 

indicated area outside the store front.’ 

Halliday Haven also placed posters to the same affect in store windows.  

Wade Watts saw the social media posts on 2 March 2015 and as an avid fan of the ‘Super Murder 

Pro’ series and decided to attend the sale. Mr Watts intention was to purchase the collector’s 

edition Super Murder Pro 5 at the discounted rate and a games console on which to play the game. 

Mr Watts was first in the queue arriving on Friday 13 March 2015, bringing with him a sleeping bag 

and a fold-away chair and set up in the indicated area outside the store front. 

On Saturday 14 March 2015, Halliday Haven was purchased by ‘Sorrento Electronics’. Sorrento 

Electronics immediately instructed Halliday Haven to cancel the sale. Halliday Haven did this by 

posting a cancellation message to their social media pages, website and in the local newspaper. 

Halliday Haven also took down the posters in store windows.  

Mr Watts had no means to charge his mobile phone while camping outside the store and also did 

not have any copies of the local newspaper delivered to him. Mr Watts was however in full view of 

the store front and had seen the removal of the sale posters. On Monday 16 March 2015 Mr Watts 

entered Halliday Haven at opening time to attempt to purchase his desired video game and games 

console at advertised prices. Halliday Haven refused to sell at the advertised prices on the basis the 

sale had been cancelled. Mr Watts sued Halliday Haven for breach of contract. 



In the local County Court, the district judge found that the original advertisement amounted to a 

unilateral offer. It was also found that Mr Watts had begun performance of accepting the contract 

by queuing outside the store front in the indicated area. Following the dictum of Goff LJ, in Daulia v 

Millbank Nominees [1978] 2 W.L.R 621, the district judge held that Halliday Haven could not prevent 

Mr Watts from completing his performance and that, since they had done so, they were in breach of 

contract. Damages were awarded to Mr Watts. 

Halliday Haven appeal to the Court of Appeal on the following grounds:  

(1) The advertisements were not offers but rather an invitation to treat, or, alternatively 

(2) If the advertisement was an offer, then it was a bilateral offer and not a unilateral offer, 

or, alternatively, 

(3) If it was a unilateral offer, then it had not been accepted by Mr Watts by the time that it 

was revoked by Saturday’s advertisements, or, alternatively.  

(4) If it was a unilateral offer, the offer had been revoked by an indirect means, in 

accordance with Dickinson v Dodds (1876) 2 CH D 463  


