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1) /! '&
Criminal Law: (Q -
- U

1) State v. Angela

Burglary - Modern Law:

The trespassory entry into any structure without privilege or consent.

Here, the facts indicate that Angle and Bart had climbed the fence to Bart's

ranch.

Thus, an entry had occurred. The fact also indicate that Chris was "surprised to

see intruders," thus indicating that the entry had ben trespassory in nature.

Thus Angela could be charge with modern law burglary, barring any valid
defenses, discussed below.

Common Law Burglary:

The breaking and entering of the dwelling house of another in the night time

with the specific intent to commit a felony therein.

Nothing in te fact pattern indicates that these elements could be met, thus

Angela would not be reasonably charged with common law burglary.

Solicitation:

The urging of another to do an illegal act.

Here, the facts indicate that Angela "suggested" to Bart that "they go there and
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(Question 1 continued)
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investigate" Chris' ranch.

Thus, Angela could reasonably charge with solicitation of Bart, barring any valid

defenses discussed below.

Conspiracy:

Agreement between parties to carry out an illegal act, or a legal act by illegal

means.

Here, the facts indicate that Angela and Bart did enter the property of Chris

without privilege or consent.

Thus, Angela could be reasonably be charged with conspiracy barring an
adequate defense discussed below.

Vicarious Liability - Accomplice Liability:

Liability imposed by the relationship between the parties.
Here, the facts indicate that Angela did enter the property of Chris without
permission, and had done so with Bart who she "suggested” go with her "to

investigate" as described above.

Thus, Angela could reasonably be charged with accomplice liability barring an
adequate defense as discussed below.

Homicide:

The killing of one human being by another human being.
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Here the facts do not indicate that anyone directly killed the driver, who was

trying to avoid the "stampeding horses" when they hit the tree.

However, causation for the death of motorist is addressed below.

Actual Cause:

But for the horses being let out by Angela and Bart fleeing Chris’ barn, the driver

would not have had the need to swerve to avoid the "stampeding horses."

‘Thus, Angela is the actual cause of motorists death.

Proximate Cause:

It is foreseeable that a driver would have to swerve to avoid hitting stampeding
horses, and that such radical operation of a motor vehicle could cause death or

serious bodily harm to motorist.

Thus, Angela is the proximate cause of motorists death.
Murder:

The unlawful homicide of another with malice aforethought.

The facts do not indicate that Angela had any malice aforethought, however,
malice may be found in a number of ways, 1) Intent to kill, 2) Intent to cause
serious bodily harm, 3) reckiess and wanton disregard for the high risk to human
life (depraved heart killing) or 4) an unintentional killing during the commission of

an inherently dangerous felony.

Here, the facts indicate that Angela and Bart entered into Chris' property, and
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barn without privilege or consent.

The facts further ihdicate that Chris was indeed "surprised" by the "intruders"

while carrying a rifle.

Thus, it could be concluded that this traspassory behavior of Angela was both
reckless and wanton, and that Chris' actions, while an intervening action, had
been an expected reaction to finding trespassers on his property - and in his

barn.
Thus, the malice requirement for murder could be found in Angela's reckless
and wanton disregard for her actions in entering Chris' property without privilege

or consent.

First Degree Murder:

First degree murder requires intent to kill, premeditation and deliberation, or can
‘be found with the Felony Murder Rule, however, nothing in the facts indicates
that Angela meets these requirements.

Thus, Angela would not reasonably be charged with first degree murder.

Second Degree Murder:

As second degree murder is all murder that is not murder in the first degree, and
Angela's wanton disregard for the high risk to human safety in entering the
property of another without privilege or consent, Andgla could be reasonably

charge with second degree murder.

Thus, barring an adequate defense, discussed below, Angela would be

reasonably charged with second degree murder of motorist.
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DEFENSES - ANGELA:

Angela would make the claim of defense for CRIME PREVENTION in her

- investigation of the suspected abuse of the horses on Chris' property.

Thus, this defense would fail as Angela had no legal authority to enter Chris’

property to investigate the suspicion.
Angela would also claim that her fleeing the barn was in response to Chris firing
a bullet which struck the barn "near Angela," and that her fleeing the barn at that

point was DEFENSE OF SELF.

However, Angela had placed herself in the compromising position of being in
Chris' barn without any right to be there.

Thus, this defense would also fail.

Mitigation - Angela:

Due to her fleeing the barn after a bullet had been fired near her, Angela will -
argue for mitigation of the charges against her.

Angela will argue that the defense of her own life prevented her from taking any
possible actions to prevent the horses from stampeding as they did (nothing
indicates that Angela had any idea if another bullet would be fired or not, thus

this fear is justifiable).

In the heat of the moment, Angela did not have the opportunity to take actions
to protect the horses, who had been "startied" by "the noise" of the bullet being

fired - thus the control of the horses was aiready out of her control.
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Angela would argue that the horses stampeding was an uncontrollable effect of

her self defense fleeing from the barn.

Thus, barring any evidence to the contrary, Angela may be allowed to mitigate a

charge of murder to involuntary manslaughter.

Involuntary Manslaughter:

Here, the facts indicate that Angela and Bart had been fleeing after a bullet had
been fired, and nothing in the facts reasonably indicates that they had any idea

that the first buliet was an accidental discharge of the rifle.

Thus, the chain of events which had occurred since the rifle was fired may be
used to mitigate a charge of murder to involuntary manslaughter._

2. State v. Bart:

Conspiracy:

As discussed above.
Here, Bart went with Angela to Chris' property at her request.
Thus, Bart can be reasonably charged with conspiracy.

Vicarious Liability - Accomplice Liability:

As discussed above, Bart was a willing participant in the modern law burglary
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with Angela and, barring an adequate defense discussed below, could be

reasonably charged as an accomplice.

Burglary - Modern Law:

As described above, Bart entered the property of Chris with Angela.

Thus, Bart may be reasonably charged with modern law burglary.

Homicide:

As described and discussed above, under the realm of accomplice liability and

the reckless disregard for the high risk to human life, Bart may be charged
with the death of motorist.

First Degree Murder:

Due to the conspiracy and vicarious liability under accompilice liability, Bart may
not reasonably be charged with first degree murder

Second Degree Murder:

Due to the conspiracy and vicarious liability under accomplice liability, Bart may
reasonably be charged with second degree murder

Involuntary Manslaughter:

Due to the conspiracy and vicarious liability under accomplice liability, Bart may

reasonably be charged with involuntary manslaughter.

DEFENSES FOR BART:
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The same defenses for Angela would also work as defenses for Bart as

discussed under the defense for Angela.

3. State v. Chris:

Assault (aggravated - rifle):

Here the facts indicated that Chris "pointed it (rifie) at Angela and Bart," thus -

- reasonably causing apprehension of imminent death or serious bodily harm.

Thus, Chris could be reasonably charged with assault.

Receiving Stolen Property:

Here, the facts indicate that Chris's barn contained "a large amount of stolen
electronic equipment.”

As the barn belongs to Chris, and Chris had ready access to his own barn, and
the stolen property is on Chris' property...

Chris may be reasonably charged with receiving stolen property.

Conspiracy:

Here the facts indicate that Angela had seen "people" going into the barn at all
hours of the day and night.

Thus, Chris could also be reasonably be charged with conspiracy.
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_DEFENCES - CHRIS:

Chris would argue that his discharge of the rifle was accidental and in defense
of his own property. THe facts indicate that Chris was "surprised to see the
intruders” and thus his aiming of the rifle towards the intruders was a defense of

his property.

This defense should hold as Chris did not authorize Angela of Bart to be in his

barn, and did not have any indication that they had been there.
Chris will have no adequate defense for receiving stolen property.

Chris would not reasonably be charged with motorists death.
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1) Bill v. Abe: : @
Assault:

The facts indicate that Abe, "holding his (chain)saw in front of him, took two

steps toward Bill.

Assault is the intentional pacing of another in apprehension of a harmful or
offensive touching. While the facts do not indicate that Bill has apprehension
(due to his "avoiding Abe" and climbing the tree),

Bill could make an argument of assault.

Abe would argue that Bill suffered no apprehension of any touching.

Thus, the claim of assault should fail.

Battery:

The harmful or offensive touching of another without privilege or consent.
Here, the facts indicate that Abe cut down the tree and Bill was in it as it fell.
The courts would find that Bill was so connected to the tree at the time that Abe
cut it down, that the charge of battery would be valid.

Thus, Bill would prevail in a claim of battery against Abe.

Bill would be entitled to General and Special Damages for his pain and
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suffering as well as additional expenses incurred in his care.

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress:

Due to the threatening behavior of Abe towards Bill, and Bill's "serious injuries,"
Bill would prevail on the claim of Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress in the

long term recovery form his injuries brought about by Abe.

Abe's behavior was outrageous and beyond the realm of a reasonable person in

the same or similar circumstances.

Thus Bill would prevail in this claim.

2. Cindy v. Abe:

The facts indicate that Abe is cutting down a tree in which Bill has climbed. As
the tree had fallen and Bill was seriously injured in this event - danger invites

rescue and Cindy is a rescuer in terms of attempting to assist Bill.

Abe had a duty to act in such a way in which a reasonable person wouid act
under the same or similar circumstances, however Abe began to cut the tree
down after Bill had climbed it.

In his actions, Abe created the scenario in which Cindy was reacting. Abe had
already breached his duty of due care in not bringing about harm to Bill,
however, in his causing the injuries to Bill, it is foreseeable that Cindy, or
someone in Cindy's position would have acted in such a reasonable fashion in

an effort to assist Bill.
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Because Abe created the danger that Cindy was reacting to, he created a duty
to not cause harm to Cindy as well. It is foreseeable that Cindy would react, a

dependant intervening force to Bill's rescue.

Nothing in the facts indicates that Abe had any control over the location in which
the tree would fall, however, it was foreseeable that the tree may fall toward the

street.
With not protective barriers or any other safety measures to ensure that no
motorists driving by would exercise care near the tree, it is foreseeable that a car

may very well travel the public road and cause injury.

Negligence:

Abe had a duty of due care which he owed to Cindy in her rescue efforts of Bill.
Abe failed to exercise due care and the results are the actual and proximate
cause of Cindy's injuries.

Duty:

The duty to Cindy was in not creating an emergent scenario in which she would

reasonably respond.
Thus, Abe had a duty not to create a scenario requiring a rescue effort.
Breach:

Abe breached his duty to Cindy in cutting down the tree with Bill in it, causing

Bill's "serious injuries" which required assistance by Cindy.

Causation - Actual:
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But for Abe cutting down the tree with Bill in it, and Bill sustaining serious

injuries, Cindy would not have responded to assist Bill.
Thus, Abe is the actual cause of Cindy's damages.

Causation - Proximate:

It is foreseeable that when Abe cut down the tree with Bill in it, that Bill would

suffer serious injury.

Abe would argue that Cindy assumed the risk of her actions by running in the

~ street to assist Bill, however, as injury invites rescue, this argument would fail.
Thus, Abe is the Proximate Cause of Cindy's injuries.:

_Damages - General:

Abe will be found liable for Cindy's damages for pain and suffering.

Damages - Special:

Abe will be found liable for Cindy's out of pocket expenses and lost wages as a

result of her injuries.

Abe will have no defenses for Cindy's negligence claim.

3. Debbie v. Abe:
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Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress (NIED):

The courts would may grant damages for NIED for a party who is in the "zone of

danger,"” who witnesses injury to another when their injuries are severe enough.

Here, the facts indicate that Debby is a neighbor. Further, Debbie witnessed the

"entire incident" from her "front porch.”

Barring an adequate defense, Debbie could prevail in a claim for NIED against

Abe if she can demonstrate the severity of the emotional distress.

DEFENSES - Abe (as to Debbie):

Abe will argue that Debbie was not in the zone of danger as she was ali the way

over on her front porch.

Further, Abe will argue against the severity of the emotional distress that Debby

"suffered."
Both of these defenses will fail.

Conclusion - Debbie:

Because the facts indicate that Debbie was close enough to the scenario to
have suffered severe emotional distress, the court should find in favor of

Debbie recovering on her NIED claim against Abe.
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? ' 5
CONTRACTS:

1) Enforceable Contract? : @ O

No. See below...

Formation:

Formation of a valid Contract required an Offer, Acceptance and Consideration.
Below, we analyze the steps.

UCC:

" The UCC applies to goods as opposed to services, this is a discussion about a
doll, a movable chattle identifiable at the time of a contract.

Thus, the UCC would apply.

Merchants:

A merchant is one who deals with the type of good int he contract, or holds

themselves out as having special knowledge or skill about such goods.

Here, Sally is placing an "ad" of sorts for her doll. In the notification (on
Facebook), she demonstrates that she is not knowledgeable enough on the very

good she is "selling" to be considered a merchant for this purpose.

Barbara, on the other hand, had a belief that the doll was worth more, and took

actions to determine the higher value of the doll from a local antique dealer.
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Thus, for this "contract," Barbara may be considered a merchant, however,

Sally, will not be.

Merchant' Firm Offer (UCC 2-205):

Here, as discussed above, Sally has some indication as to the potential value of
the doll, but it is clear by the facts, that Sally is no expert and nothing indicates
that she is a dealer in dolls - else she may know the real value of her good!

Thus, as Sally is NOT a merchant in this transaction - due to her ignorance over
the value of her own doll, Barbara cannot hold her to a merchant's firm offer
under UCC 2-205, as - although Sally states she will hold the offer open for five

~ days, as a non merchant, this issue is moot in regard to Sally.

Thus, there is no Merchant Firm Offer here.

Preliminary Negotiations:

All the discussions taking place prior to a valid offer being presented to an

offeree are preliminary in nature and no offer is actually present.
Here, the facts indicate that Sally's posting was an indication to deal with the
"First person" she hears from - whoever that might be who can see her

Facebook page.

Advertisements:

Here, Sally posts the notice to sell the doll to the first party to let her know about
their intent to take her up on the sale, however, she CLEARLY states, "Call me -
no Facebook at my job."

Page 2 of 7



(Question 3 continued)

ID: 00006 (CalBarFY_06-25-13_AM) June 2013 First-Year Exam

 An advertisement may be considered to be an invitation to deal, barring details

to demonstrate otherwise.

While Sally could argue that this is an Advertisement, Barbara could argue it is
indeed a valid offer.

Discussed and analyzed more below.
Offer:

Here, Sally is offering the doll on her Facebook page, she has indicated present
contractual intent to sell the doll for $450 to the first person whom she hears

from.

However, the offeror is also the master of the offer, and in this "Facebook
offer," Sally clearly places conditions on her "offer."

The five day "firm offer” is discussed above and does not apply. However, and
most importantly, Sally places the restriction of a CALL - not a Facebook
message as being her terms for accepting this offer.

Thus, an "Offer" actually does exist here, but it is subject to the térms that Sal_ly

placed in her announcement:

Quantity, One. Party, first Person to CALL her (NO FACEBOOK!), price, $450,
subject matter, a doll.

Thus, all of the essential elements are present, as is the present contractual
intent to sell the doll which is communicated to the offeree - the first party to
accept by CALLING her.
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Thus, there is a valid offer.

Termination / Revocation:

An offeror, as master of the offer, may terminate or re vocate the offer at any
time unless the offeree has accepted the offer, detrimentally relied on the offer

presented consideration for an option contract.

Here, the facts indicate that Barbara checked with Sally's Facebook page and
noted that Judy had posted a note for Sally to NOT sell the doll for $450,
because it is "worth way more than you think. Don't sell it."

Thus, while the offer had not been "officially” rescinded...

Indirect Revocation:

When Barbara saw the note form Judy to Sally that the doll is worth much more,
Barbara placed a note on the Facebook page.

Again, while this indirect notice of probable revocation is not valid just yet, it
places Barbara on notice that someone knows the doll is worth "way more" and
that the party may just contact Sally via other communications... such as a
phone...

Acceptance:

The unequivocal assent to the terms of the offer.

Here, the facts indicate that Barbara attempted to accept the offer via a

Facebook posting - this is not in line with the terms of the offer.
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Thus, this "acceptance” fails.

Second Attempted Acceptance:

Here, the facts indicate that "Later, she (Barbara) called Sally and said, 'This is
Barbara, and I'll buy that doll for $450."

Had no one contacted Sally, the Facebook offer would still have been held as to
be valid, however, nothing indicates the time lapse between Barbara's failed

Facebook acceptance and the phone attempt to accept.
Thus, due to the time between attempts, and Sally specifically stating that,
"Sorry, you're too late.” indicate that someone did indeed contact Sally and the

offer was freely revocable by Sally, and that she did indeed revoke the offer.

Consideration:

Here, Barbara would try to claim that her actions in seeking out additional
information specific to this doll had been consideration and could be considered
as acceptance by conduct.

Discussed additionally below...

Detrimental Reliance:

Barbara would claim her detrimental reliance in atiempting to ascertain the value

of the doll would be considered as adequate consideration in accepting the offer.

However, this is not a merchant's firm offer, and Sally is free to revoke her offer

unless it is accepted according to her terms, which Barbara failed to do.
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Thus Barbara's claim as to an enforceable contract should fail.

Statute of Frauds:

Certain contracts must be in writing to be enforcable. Here, this is a contract for
a sale of goods, in this case, the price is $450 and thus falls outside of the statue
of frauds ($500 or more).

Parol Evidence:

In finding that there is no valid contract formed, parol evidence in support of

argument is irrelevant.

2. Remedies?

'Had the offer not been properly terminated / revocated (as it was) and the

contract was found to be enforceabile...

Specific Performance:

In this scenario, the contract would have been for a doll, it is a unique chattel
and not easily substituted, thus Barbara could seek an injunction against Sally
to force Sally to follow through on the contract and sell the doll to Barbara for
$450.

Thus, specific performance would be a viable remedy.

General / Expectation Damages:

Page 6 of 7



(Question 3 continued)

ID: 00006 (CalBarFY 06-25-13_AM) June 2013 First-Year Exam

If the doll is actually worth, and coliects, $1500 from a buyer, and a court finds
for Barbara, Barbara could be entitled to collect the difference between the $450
price and the $1050, or some $1050.

Thus general / expectation damages are a valid remedy.

Incidental Damages:

The costs incurred by Barbara in her attempt to complete the transaction would

be a viable remedy.
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Criminal Law:

1. State v. Dan: /l D

Solicitation:

Here, the facts indicate that Dan contacted hie friend Ann to acquire some
cyanide. The facts further indicate that Ann would have been apprised of Dan's

plan as she, "tried to alk him out of his plan."

However, once Dan had solicited Ann to secure the cyanide, the act of

solicitation was complete.

Thus, Dan will be reasonably be charged with solicitation to secure the poison,
cyanide.

DEFENSES for Dan Discussed below...

Conspiracy:

Dan had informed Ann of his intentions, and the facts are clear on Ann
attempting to talk Dan out of it, in the end, the cookies had been created with the
cyanide and the co-conspirators will be held liable under the Pinkerton Rule
whereby co-conspirators are held liable for all crime in the furtherance of the

conspiracy.

Thus, Dan will be reasonably charged with conspiracy.

DEFENSES discussed below...
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Homicide:

The killing of »one human being by another human being.
Here, Victor ate a poisoned cookie and died.

Thus, there is a homicide.

Actual Cause:

But for Dan lacing the cookies with cyanide, Victor would not be dead.
Thus, Dan is the actual cause for Victors death.

Proximate Cause:

It is highly foreseeable that if a someone ate a cyanide poisoned cookie, that
they would die.

Thus, Dan is the proximate cause of Victor's death.

Murder & Malice:

Murder is the unlawful homicide of a human being with malice aforethought.
Here, Victor has eaten a poisoned cookie and died, and the original intent of the
poisoned cookie was intended to kill a "Cookie Bandit," thus the purpose of the

poison on the cookie was not legal.

Thus, there is a murder.
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However, Victor was not the intended victim.

Transferred Intent:

Although the "Cookie Bandit" was the intended victim of the poisoned cookie,
that use of deadly force in the Defense of Property is not going to be valid. The
unexpected death of Victor will find the intent to kill the "Cookie Bandit"

transferred to Victor's death, and Dan will be held liable.
Thus, the intent to kill the "Cookie Bandit" will transfer to Victor's death.

Malice found four ways:

Malice for murder may be found in the intent to Kill, the intent to cause serious
bodily harm, reckless and wanton disregard to the high risk to human life
- (depraved heart) and the felony murder rule.

Here, Dan intended to lace cookies with cyanide in order to protect his property
to "prevent a burglary.”

This is reckless and wanton disregard for the high risk to human life on a serious

scale.

Point 1) Dan KNOWS that his neighbor Jane comes by to clean his house every
weekend, thus someone is going to be around those poisoned cookies other
than the "Cookie Bandit!"

Point 2) "To prevent a burglary?!?" The burglary, common law or modern law
(especially modern law) would have ALREADY OCCURED by the time the
"Cookie Bandit" (or anyone else) even FOUND the cookies sitting "ON HIS
KITCHEN COUNTER!"
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First Degree Murder:

First degree murder requires that the defendant had the intent to Kill,

premeditation and deliberation.

Here the facts cleanly demonstrate that Dan sihed to protect his property, but

nothing actually indicates that he intended to kill anyone.

However, Dan's use of poison in an effort to "prevent" a burglary in his home,
and the fact that he used poison "cookies" to do so indicate that Dan was
targeting a specific victim.

The argument could be made that Dan was indeed targeting the "Cookie
Bandit" and had the specific intent to kill - and his formulated plan indicates that
he deliberated and premeditated his actions.

Thus, Dan may reasonably be charged with first degree murder.

DEFENSES for Dan discussed below...

Second Deg ree Murder:

All murder which is not murder in the first degree shall be murder in the second

degree.

Should Dan find a valid argument for mitigation of his deeds, he would still be
reasonably charged with second degree murder of Victor.

Thus, Dan could be reasonably charged with second degree murder.
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Mitigation:

Discussed below in DEFENSES - DAN

Voluntary Manslaughter:

The intentional killing on a human being without malice aforethought.

Here, Dan will argue that he had no intention of killing Vic_tor, and that Victor's

death was a mistake (discussed below).

Further, Dan will argue that the fact of his poisoning cookies specifically
intended for the "Cookie Bandit" demonstrate that he did not intend to kill Victor.

Should the mitigating argument work, Dan could reasonably be charged with

voluntary manslaughter.

Thus, Dan could be reasonably charged with voluntary manslaughter.

Involuntary Manslaughter:

Should the mitigation argument by Dan work in his favor, and a complete
accident found in Victor's death, it would still be reasonable that Dan be charged

with involuntary manslaughter, the unintentional death of a human being without

malice aforethought.

Thus, Dan could be reasonably charge with involuntary manslaughter.

DEFENSES - DAN:

Crime Prevention:
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Dan is going to argue defense of property, however, his use of poison in his

effort to prevent a crime which would have already occurred is flawed.

'Thus, this defense shall fail. .

Defense of Property:

While it might very well be legal to use deadly force on a burglar who is storming
your home while you are in it, it is quite another thing to "plant" poison in an effort
to "hunt" for a known burglar.

THe use of deadly force in this instance is flawed due to the very fact that Dan
would not be home in the first place - thus the use of deadly force would NOT be

authorized to protect his property.

Mistake: (Fact and Law):

Dan will argue that he was mistaken in his use of poison not being authorized in
this scenario, however, the mistake of fact and law in this instance may only be
used under the model penal code to circumvent the mens rea required to charge

‘Dan for the intentional murder of Victor.

Thus, as the defense of mistake of fact and / or law may mitigate the severity of

Dan's liability, it will not relieve him of it.

2. State v. Ann:
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Vicarious Liability - Accomplice:

Here, the facts indicate that Ann procured the cyanide that Dan requested.
Further, the facts indicate that Ann tried to talk Dan out of the plan, indicating
that she was well aware of his intentions, and knew - or should have known - that
they had been illegal.

Ann can reasonably be charged as an accomplice.

Conspiracy:

All parties of a conspiracy may be found liable for all crimes in furtherance of the
conspiracy.

Ann knew of Dan's plan and willingly participated in such.
Thus, Ann can reasonably be charged with conspiracy.
Homicide:

Discussed above,

Here, as a co-conspirator with accomplice liability, Ann may be charged with the
homicide of Victor.

Thus, Ann can reasonably be charges with homicide.

Actual Cause:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, Ann is the
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"but for" actual cause of Victors Death.

Proximate Cause:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, Ann is the

"foreseeable” proximate cause of Victors Death.

Murder & Malice:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, malice may

be found for Ann in the death of Victor.

First Degree Murder:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, Ann may
reasonably be charged with first degree murder.

Second Degree Murder:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, Ann may

reasonably be charged with sec;ond degree murder in the death of Victor.
Mitigation:
Discussed under DEFENSES - ANN, below...

Voluntary Manslaughter:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, Ann may be

reasonably charged with voluntary manslaughter.
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Involuntary Manslaughter:

As discussed above, and under conspiracy and accomplice liability, Ann may be
reasonably charged with involuntary manslaughter with the appropriate mitigation

defenses - below.

DEFENSES:

Ann will argue that her understahding of what Dan was doing was actually legal.

Mistake: (Fact and Law):

Ann's ignorance of the law, by depending on Dan'’s interpretation of the law in

this scenario will not be a valid defense for Ann.
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