Statement of facts: On Wednesday night, Monica returned home after attending a volleyball game at her school. She was home by 10:30 P.M. She left the house again on Friday night for a school dance, which she attended with her date, Frank. At 10:55 P.M. they returned to Monica's residence and proceeded to sit in the car and talk until a short time before 11:15 P.M. She did this in full view of her mother. At 11:15 P.M., Monica went into the house. On Saturday, Monica asked Carmen if she would be allowed attend her brother's basketball game with her friends. The game in question is the first of at least twelve, and will not be attended by Carmen.
Issues:
1. Were Monica's actions Friday night consistent with Carmen's rules?
2. Is Monica's request to go out Saturday consistent with Carmen's rules?
Summarily, the issues are related to statutes enacted by Monica's mother Carmen, entailing the following: Monica cannot go to events outside the house more than twice per week barring special exceptions (decided at Carmen's discretion), and must return not after 11 o'clock. By these criteria, we think Monica was in error in both instances.	Comment by ddoernberg: Some teachers want you to state your conclusions up front; others do not.  Be sure to check.  
Arguments: From Monica's perspective[,] the argument could proceed in this manner. Her actions on Wednesday were in keeping with her mother's above-stated criteria. This is not disputed. Additionally, her actions on Friday were in keeping with the same rules: insofar as she was attending a school function, was only out for the second time that week, and returned before 10:55 P.M. While she was not inside the door at 11, she was in a car on the property and well within sight of her mother. It was also a weekend, and as such, the loss of sleep or homework time she might suffer is negligible.	Comment by ddoernberg: The question does not ask you to discuss this, so you could just as well leave it out.  	Comment by ddoernberg: This is all true, but the authors do not explain why it matters.  If Carmen is angry when Monica enters the house, why will it blunt her anger to point this out?  I am not suggesting that it won’t, but the smart teenager will be prepared to explain to the irate parent why the teenager’s behavior was in keeping with the expressed rules.  	Comment by ddoernberg: The authors may think so, but Carmen clearly does not agree.  Remember that both of the football games were on Friday evenings, and Carmen nonetheless expressed the importance of time of arrival at home and, perhaps even more significant, why she felt strongly about those things.  This sentence is an example of arguing in the abstract rather than from the facts.  All of the precedent we have suggests that the rule applies with full force on a Friday evening.  In effect, the authors are telling the legislature (Carmen) and the judge (Carmen) that their view of the rule is not important.  That's not a way to win cases.  
With regard to her request to attend the basketball game on Saturday, it is in keeping with Carmen's rules. While the event would be her third time out in that week, it is to attend her brother's basketball game (which can be categorized as a special exception). Carmen allowed a similar ruling during an earlier week when she told Monica she had to attend her uncle's 50th birthday party despite having schoolwork (Case 4, the Obligatory Birthday party).	Comment by ddoernberg: Well, perhaps that is a permissible characterization, but why?  Simply asserting it does not make it so.  Here again, arguing from the facts is critical.  One might point out that Junior made the team unexpectedly, which makes the first game especially important to him.  One might make the argument that we discussed in class to the effect that the combination of making the team unexpectedly and Carmen not going to the game makes it all the more important for there to be some family presence so as not to give Junior the impression that the family thinks it is no big deal.  
From the opposite standpoint, Monica has violated the tenets of Carmen's rules. Her actions on Friday night were in error insofar as she was not back home by 11 o'clock, she therefore lost sleep and homework time. Additionally, her attendance at the basketball game is not allowable under Carmen's rules, despite the fact that it may be classified as a special event. Attending would be her third time out in one week and this would violate the underlying purpose of Carmen's rule: to assure Monica receives sufficient sleep and sets aside enough time for homework. Furthermore, unlike the case in which Monica attended her Uncle's 50th birthday party, Carmen will not be accompanying Monica to the basketball game. Finally, there are at least twelve more home games in the future, which together decrease the importance of this one.	Comment by ddoernberg: What does this phrase do for the essay?  Get in the habit of editing out of your drafts words that really are not doing any useful work in communicating your ideas.  	Comment by ddoernberg: This isn’t quite accurate.  She was “home” in some sense.	Comment by ddoernberg: This is important, and it is more precise than the statement in the preceding phrase.  It invokes the policy underlying the eleven-o’clock rule and therefore helps to explain why sitting in the driveway doesn’t “count.”  
Conclusion: While there are numerous arguments  one could make on behalf of Monica, we feel none of them are conclusive enough to exonerate her actions on Friday, nor allow for her attendance to the basketball game on Saturday.
