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Question 1
Steps Rozier might have taken to avoid the lawsuit
Rozier would have gone to ask permission of using a scream mask from the original designer, the mask was protected by copyright and trademarks owned by Ester Unlimited. The face scream mask having been famous from the Slasher movie, and it was made a trademark for Easter Unlimited, Rozier could have asked permission to use the trademark to avoid lawsuit of the trademarks. Rozier could have made asked permission before modifying the scream mask which was a private international law. He was going against the law of copyright by using other companies' brands. There was a high similarity between  Rozier scream face mark brand and other brand made by the Fun World, that caused confusion between the trademarks. If he could have made his trademark with fewer similarities he would have avoided the lawsuit because the trademark could have been different. Rozier would have removed any association in the trademarks, he could have avoided lawsuit too. 
Question 2
I will have a claim under ACPA because the competitor company is using grungy on their trademark which is originally our trademark. Having been the first company to mark a trademark called grungy under research and the competitor company came later with the same tag on their trade make. The claim I made under ACPA is because of the similarities in the trademark, that is having grungy and the competitor company used grungy soda and have it grungy which is uses grungy in part of their trademarks. The competitor company created the trademark in the minds of the consumers for having used to use our trademark. The degree of copyright is high from our trade make making it case against the company
Question 3
There was a felony when Mike, Charles, and Stephanie conspired to steal a truck. They did not follow the law that said ‘No person, with the intent to commit or help commit ‘Stephanie conspired with Ivan to get more money from ordering cheap auto body parts and Stephanie is protecting Ivan for knowing he engages in illegal business, that could conspire him to steal from Mondo’s Auto Body Shop. There is engagement in the corruption activity by Stephanie engaged in the corruption case of paying a high amount of money than the money he used to buy body parts from All and she could pocket the extra money which is corruption. Stephanie and Ivan agreed to plan and execute a criminal plan of stealing money from Mondo’s shop by ordering the standard market price of auto body parts and putting it in shops' account. When payments are done for the equipment, Stephanie deducts the extra amount paid to Ivan's account and sent him the money he buys which is lower and pockets the rest. He also wrote checks without drawing attention from the shop owners.
Mike, Stephanie, and Charles were met with the criminal intentions to under the statue because they conspired in stealing a truck. The truck was found away from the shop, and they were involved in the plan to make the truck disappear, having Ivan who used to do illegal auto body parts part business.
Question 4 
Ethics
It is unethical for Stephanie to continue ordering the parts from Parts Unlimited having suspensions on the origin of the parts. Stephanie would have made inquiries and look for the genuine distributor of auto body parts. Being suspicious about the company there was something she realized odd from the company that can affect him in the future. If the suspicions become he should report the conspiracy to the relevant authorities. Her actions show the liability of the conspiracy of the shop owner and herself. This is because she represents the owner and she knows the conspiracy that means she supports it because it is advantageous to her.
Question 5
Defendants
1) Stephanie 
2) Ivan 
3) Mike 
4) Charles 
Criminal charges each of the defendants
Stephanie
1)An accused of corruption in the Mondos Auto Shop
2)Accused of forgery of  Charles Mondo signature while making invoices 
3)Accused of conspiracy to steal a   truck from Janet
Ivan
1)Accused of money laundry
2) Accused of theft vehicles bodies  
Charles Mondo
1) Accused of negligence 
2) Accused of conspiracy to steal a truck 
The law enforcement agency will investigate money laundry and auto body parts theft cases that I don't have sufficient evidence to sue him. Charles Mondo will be investigated for conspiracy to steal a truck together with mike and Stephanie.
There is likely hood for the cases to be successful on every stage because there is good evidence trying the defenders with the criminal acts such as Stephanie and Ivan 
Question 6
The remedies for victims of fraud are can sue the person or the company for constant fraud and making them lose money and other necessities. They can be compensated if they prove they went lose because of the found. 
The three suppliers could have assessed the legality of the scheme before involving in it. The scheme was not illegal because it was selling organic agricultural products while they were selling organic agricultural material. They saw the large profit margins and never considered if they were doing something good or bad. They should have analyzed the whole project and if they could have found any illegal thing they should have refused to get into the project. 
Question 7
I should not be found guilty of insider trading because I did not conspire with my colleague to sell the stocks. My colleague acted on his behalf and he should be found guilty for insider trading. My colleague taking the notes from my desk he was stealing from me thus he was responsible for the stolen information. I did not give him that information he took it when I was a way to take my supper. I also did not engage in any transaction in the company like selling the stock. It was beyond my capability to make that information safe because my desk is private property I assumed the knots are safe because my things are always safe in my office. This shows I did not involve in insider trading.
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