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Question 1
Simeone v. Simeone case
a. Simeone v. Simeone case was in the State court system. 
b. The case is a civil case.
c. The supreme court of Pennsylvania
d. After both parties divorced and agreement signed limiting the appellant to support payments of $200/week subject to a maximum of $25,000/week. The main issue is divorce and payments after divorce. Plaintiff wanted the court to bind both parties to the agreement.
e. Lower level courts that handled the case include;
Estate of Geyer the court upheld that the prenuptial agreement was valid and ought to have been respected. This denies the appellant financial compensation immediately after divorce.
The Court of Common Pleas upheld a master’s report finding prenuptial agreement was valid and denied the claim by the appellant. 

f. This appeal was a validity of a prenuptial agreement that was executed between the appellee, Fredrick Simeone and appellant Catherine Simeone. On the eve of their wedding, the appellee’s attorney presented the appellant with a prenuptial agreement for signing. The appellee’s attorney did not advise the appellant of any legal risghts that the agreement surrendered. In this case the appellant denies having such knowledge of signing the agreement which contained financial positions and claims to have signed it under adverse circumstances.
g. The court agreed on master’s report finding prenuptial agreement being valid and denied claim. Prenuptial agreements are contracts and should be bound by terms of their agreements. It agreed with the lower courts.
h. The court relied on legal principles of prenuptial agreements which are contracts, and, as such, they should be evaluated under same criteria as applicable to other types of contracts/agreements.
i. No. I disagree with the court’s decision. Marriage is not a contract for hire. The agreement is too unfair and inequitable to be enforced.
j. Yes, I think that the case would be the same if  it was decided today
Question 2
Lawrence v. Texas Case
a. The case was in the Federal court
b. The case involves Federal constitution arguments
c. Court of Appeals, Texas
d. The petitioner, John Geddes Lawrence suffered unwarranted government intrusions into his dwelling whereby he was having anal sex with Tyron Garner. The petition was against the ruling of the Harris County Criminal Court which upheld violation of Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment by the petitioner of both men.
e. Harris County Criminal Court which upheld violation of Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment by the petitioner of the two men.
f. Facts upheld were whether the petitioners were free as adults to engage in private conduct in the exercise of their liberty under the Due process of the 14th Amendment of the constitution.
g. No. the court disagreed with lower courts. The Court of Appeals stood for the exercise of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment as free adults in private conduct
h. The petitioners were free adults at the time of the alleged offense and that their conduct was private and consensual.
i. In 2003, the Supreme Court struck down an anti-sodomy law in Texas. In this dissent, Scalia termed the decision as a “product of a law-profession culture that has largely signed on to the so-called homosexual agenda.” This dissent stood for moral disapprobation of homosexual conduct which is no legitimate. This dissent goes against the majority opinion.
Question 3
a. To revisit the agreement with the attorney who drafted the pre-nuptial agreement.
b. The agreement should be made lenient in order to encourage the husband to abide unto it. For example, the attorney should come up with terms that accommodates the amount of money that can be paid by the husband past his retirement age.
c. In Bloomfield v. Bloomfield we are confronted with a matrimonial appeal of both parties deciding their own interests through contractual arrangements. In this case the parties enunciated in Domestic Relations Law to ensure that non-monied spouse have the ability to litigate legitimate issues. This case came up with a renewed agreement that observed a waiver for the spouse.
d. The wife cannot do legally. 
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