Ruling: Friday Night: Carmen requires Monica be home by 11.00pm and asleep by 11.30pm. In Case #2 Carmen expresses that Monica should hurry and get to bed by 11.30 indicting an 11.30 bedtime. Because Monica arrives home at, "Must about 11.00," and Carmen says she, "[Clan be in bed by 11.00," we learn that [i]t takes half an hour for Monica to get ready for bed. On Friday Monica arrives at the house at 10:55 and enters at 11:15 with the half hour preparation time required before Monica goes to bed an 11.15 arrival would not be acceptable to Carmen because the 11.15 arrival means an 11.45 bedtime. Carmen will be displeased with Monica because her timing has violated the 11.30 bedtime requirement set forth in Case #2[.],	Comment by ddoernberg: Asleep or in bed?  
Monica arrived home at 10:55[,] but rather than coming into the house[,] Monica sat in the driveway with Frank talking and laughing until 11.15. Because the driveway could be construed as part of the house Monica could claim she was indeed home by 11.00. However, Carmen's goal in having Monica home at 11.00 was to ensure a prompt bedtime with plenty of rest and ample time to complete homework. The mere fact that Monica was on the property does not sufficiently fulfill Carmen's demands. The question of Monica's location is not relevant because in Cases One and Two Carmen made it clear that it was the hour not Monica's whereabouts that were of concern. In Case #1 it might seem that Carmen's anger was over Monica being at the pizza parlor, but in Case #2 Carmen shows that her concern lies not with the pizza place at all but the hour at which Monica arrives home. Because Monica was late getting into the house[,] thereby pushing back her bedtime[,] Carmen would not approve of the fallout of events on Friday night.	Comment by ddoernberg: I think that’s a real stretch.  It would be better to say that one could construe presence in the driveway as being “home” for purposes of Carmen’s rules.  	Comment by ddoernberg: Good.  Note the use of the policy underpinning to support the firm’s conclusion.  	Comment by ddoernberg: I think that’s a bit of an overstatement.  Monica’s whereabouts are at least an expressed concern in Case # 1, and Case # 2 is difficult to tell about because Carmen assumed (and was correct about) where Monica was.

Ruling: Saturday Afternoon: Carmen's decision on Monica's proposed plan for Saturday addresses a different set rulings relating to Monica's activities of the week rather than the time at which they were performed. According to Carmen's ruling in Case #3, in which Carmen tells Monica she cannot attend a movie, Carmen explains that Monica had previously been to two events that week and that, "[T]hat's enough for one week." With this precedent in mind[,] when Monica asks to go to the basketball game on Saturday she will be denied by Carmen because she had already filled her two activity quota with the volleyball competition on Wednesday and the dance on Friday night. Contrarily, Carmen did make an exception to the two activities per week ruling for family events in Case #4 saying, "[Y]ou probably should [stay home and do your homework], but the whole family is going. We can't miss an event like this." Carmen is referring to Monica's uncle's 50th birthday party. The requirement to attend a family event supersedes the limit of "two activities per week". The basketball game on Saturday is not only a social activity but a family one as Monica's brother is playing in the game. Adherent to this theory Monica should be allowed to attend the game under the "family event" exception. Carmen's reasoning, though, does not state that the "family event" exception relates to any occurrence involving one of Monica's relatives but rather one to which, "[T]he whole family is going." In light of this fact Carmen is unlikely to allow Monica attend the basketball game because no other members of the family will be present.	Comment by ddoernberg: I understand what the authors are trying to say, but the phrasing is a bit awkward.  	Comment by ddoernberg: This is a kind of dangling modifier.  In whose mind is the precedent—Carmen’s, Monica’s or the authors’?  	Comment by ddoernberg: Passive voice again.  One might try something like “Carmen will refuse. . . .”	Comment by ddoernberg: If one were to make the change I suggested in Comment # 9, then this word would have to change to “Monica”; otherwise it would refer back to “Carmen.”	Comment by ddoernberg: This is a compound adjective and so should be hyphenated:  “two-activities-per-week ruling.”	Comment by ddoernberg: Commas and periods always always always go inside quotation marks.  	Comment by ddoernberg: This is an odd phrase.  Why not just use “therefore”?  	Comment by ddoernberg: There is an assumption here.  Carmen certainly did state that, but whether she was stating it as a requirement of the exception or merely as descriptive of that situation is not clear.  Recall the discussion we had in class about why Carmen’s non-attendance might provide a stronger argument for why Carmen should allow Monica to attend.  
Conclusion: Based on prior instance, Carmen is unlikely to rule in Monica's favor in either case. Allowing Monica to arrive on the property but not necessarily in the house by 11.00, even just this once, would be creating a bad precedent. Carmen would be implying that dates, dances, or even kissing could be exceptions to the requirement for Monica to get rest and do her school	Comment by ddoernberg: The syntax doesn’t work here.  How about, “Allowing Monica to arrive on the property but to remain outside the house, even just this once. . .”?	Comment by ddoernberg: That’s an awfully big implication from a very carefully circumscribed fact situation.  This argument technique is often known as the “parade of horribles.”  I think it’s overstated here.  On the other hand, the firm raises a good point.  If Carmen does not object on this occasion, what factors will distinguish it from future occasions where she may want to object?  The one thing children insist on from their parents is consistency:  ‘That’s not what you said last time!!”  The other one thing that children also insist on from their parents is inconsistency:  "Oh Mom, you always say that!!"
work. Similarly, allowing Monica to go to any event at which a family member is present at the expense of Monica's homework would give Monica the opportunity to go out seven nights a week as long as someone she was related to was proximate. It is therefore in Carmen's best interest for future instances to reprimand Monica on her Friday night behavior and not allow her out on Saturday.
