There are two rules and one sub-rule that can be inferred from the four given cases. Rule One is that Monica has an 11 p.m. curfew. Rule Two is that Monica can attend only two social, non-family events per week. The sub-rule modifies Rule Two, if there is a family event[,] and it is special.	Comment by ddoernberg: Passive voice.
The issue with the Friday night dance and date is that Monica is on her property, but not within her home, before 11 p.m. Rule Two is not relevant to this situation because this is her second social, non-family event of the week. Does this situation violate Rule One? Rule One is inferred from cases one, two, and four. In case one Carmen reprimands Monica for arriving home past 11 p.m. In cases two and four Carmen is satisfied that Monica is home before 11 p.m. In this situation, Monica's date, Frank, brought her home before 11 p.m. and her curfew was not violated. Even though Monica did not enter the house until 11:15 p.m., Carmen knew where her daughter was by the time of her curfew. This is why Carmen only watched Monica and Frank sit in the car instead of approaching the car and asking Monica to come inside the house.	Comment by ddoernberg: “Issue” isn’t quite the right expression.  How about “potential problem”?	Comment by ddoernberg: True, but it also indicates why this sentence is unnecessary.  It’s not incorrect, just superfluous.  If one is going to begin listing all of the rules that are not relevant, we’re all in for a very long night.  	Comment by ddoernberg: Passive voice.	Comment by ddoernberg: This is quite accurate, but it might go better with the initial statement of Rule One.  After all, the first sentence of the essay notes that the authors have inferred two rules and an exception.  Why not include there the situations that caused them to make those inferences?	Comment by ddoernberg: Well, this sort of begs the question.  (The authors implicitly recognize that, because they go on to discuss the arguments about why these actions are or are not consistent with Carmen’s rules.)  	Comment by ddoernberg: This is a good point—a very good example of arguing from the facts.  Remember Carmen’s opening line in Case # 1:  “Where have you been?”  	Comment by ddoernberg: Perhaps this is right.  It certainly is a reasonable argument.  Remember, however, the possibility of a counter-argument from Carmen:  “You’re responsible for yourself, and I certainly did not want to embarrass you in front of your date.”  As we discussed in class, this may be sensitive and considerate of Carmen, or it may represent her setting and then springing a trap.  I hazard a guess that each of us will tend to interpret it in light of our own experiences with our parents.  
Monica was within the bounds of Rule One because although she was outside the home until 11:15 p.m., she was on the premises by 10:55 p.m. and her mother was aware that she was there. The counterargument is that Monica's actions were in violation of Rule One. Although Monica arrived home before 11 p.m., she did not enter the house until 11:15 p.m. Hanging out in the driveway, or being on the premises, does not constitute being home. Therefore, Monica was in violation of Rule One. Our firm's conclusion is that the first argument, that Monica did not violate Carmen's rules, is most consistent with the application of Rule One.	Comment by ddoernberg: Well, all right, but notice how much more persuasive this would be if the authors harkened back to policy.  The clearly stated goal of Carmen’s first rule is to ensure that Monica has plenty of time for sleep and enough sleep and energy to slave away at her homework.  Since Carmen seems to feel that it is important for Monica to be in bed by 11:30 (Case # 2), and it apparently takes Monica on the order of half an hour to get ready for bed, something is going to get lost in the shuffle if she doesn't enter the house until 11:15.  	Comment by ddoernberg: Reading these two sentences together gives me the feeling of whiplash.  Monica violated Rule One . . . but she didn’t.  There is also a conclusion here without supporting reasoning.  The authors have just made an argument that Monica violated the rule by not entering the house until 11:15.  They give no clue about why they then immediately reject that conclusion in favor of the opposite conclusion.  I think either is supportable on this record, but that just underscores the importance of explaining how one reaches stated conclusions.  
The issue with Monica attending her brother's basketball game is that it is her third social event within one week. The rules governing this situation are Rule Two and its sub-rule. According to Rule Two, Monica can only attend two social, non-family activities per week with the sub-rule allowing a third event if it is 1) family oriented and 2) a special event. Rule Two is evidenced by case three. In this case, Carmen states that the two social events Monica attended that week are enough. Carmen creates a sub-rule in case four, which allows for more than two social events per week, if one of the events is a special family event. This sub-rule is evidenced by Carmen requiring Monica to attend her uncle's fiftieth birthday party, after having already been out twice that week. The basketball game includes her brother's participation, which meets the family requirement. He was not expected to make the team and it is the first home game, making this a special event, thereby meeting all of the rules' requirements.	Comment by ddoernberg: This comma is unnecessary and makes it slightly more difficult to understand that the following phrase refers back to Monica and not Carmen.  	Comment by ddoernberg: I think this goes too fast because there are factual distinctions between the two situations.  Carmen notes in Case # 4 that “the whole family is going.”  It is not clear whether that is a requirement for the exception to apply, but the difference in situation deserves mention.  In addition, as we discussed in class, there are lots of home games (although only one “first” game), whereas Monica’s uncle is unlikely to have another 50th birthday, and many people think there is something special about reaching the half-century mark.	Comment by ddoernberg: The apostrophe is in the wrong place.  The authors are talking about the sub-rule, which is singular, so the word should be “rule’s.”
The counterargument is that Carmen will not allow Monica to attend the basketball game because it only satisfies one element of the sub-rule. In case 4, Carmen tells Monica "We have to go..." making the fiftieth birthday a special family event. After Monica inquires about her homework responsibilities, Carmen responds

with "We can't miss an event like this." This illustrates that the birthday party constitutes a special family event. However, Monica's brother's basketball game is one of many in the season; there will be other home games. Therefore, since Monica was out socially twice that week and the basketball game is not a special family event Monica will not be able to attend. Our firm's conclusion is that the second argument, that Monica cannot attend the basketball game, is most consistent with the application of Rule Two and its sub-rule.	Comment by ddoernberg: Here again is the same sort of problem as in Comment # 10.  The authors do an excellent job of fleshing out the arguments, but then they just pick one alternative without really explaining why.  Is it that the hallmark of a special family event justifying application of the sub-rule is that the entire family is going?  That would be perfectly plausible, but it’s important to say so if that is the motivating factor.  Is it that the event is not unique in the way that a fiftieth birthday is?  Fair enough, but then tell the reader that that is the reason that you rejected the first set of arguments and accepted the second.  
Think of it for a moment from the perspective of a judge.  Counsel for plaintiff and defendant have just made their respective arguments, as outlined above.  Is it persuasive for the defendant's counsel to get up and say, "Your Honor, our arguments are better than theirs"?  Or, would it be better for counsel to say, "Your Honor, here is why our arguments are better," and then to launch into a discussion of how the policy underlying the particular rule of law on which the case turns will be furthered by a defendant's victory and impeded if the plaintiff prevails?  
