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This compendium contains every released MEE question from 2002 to Feb 2017 (with the exception of Negotiable
Instruments/Commercial Paper questions which are no longer tested on the MEE exam). This compendium contains
218 MEE questions on the 14 testable MEE subjects: Agency & Partnership, Civil Procedure, Conflict of Laws,
Constitutional Law, Contracts, Corporations & LLCs, Criminal Law & Procedure, Evidence, Family Law, Real
Property, Secured Transactions, Torts, Trusts, and Wills & Estates. Please note that MEE testing of the MBE
subjects (with the exception of Civil Procedure) only began in July 2007, so there are fewer MEE questions. for
these subjects.

The MEE questions in this Issue Spotting Compendium are grouped by subject, with the questions sorted from
newest to oldest. Examinees should focus on one subject at a time, reading each question from that subject and then
attempting to issue spot (either on paper or in your head). The questions and short answers in this compendium are
separated by a page break so an examinee can read each question without any hint of the answer, and the examinee
can then go to the answer explanation on the next page to self-assess. The questions for each subject are sorted from
most recent to least recent because | regard the more recent exam questions as more important (much like the
recently released MBE questions in the OPE 1-4 exams better reflect the current MBE, the recently released MEE
questions from 2011-2017 better reflect the current MEE).

The Answer Analysis section contains a list of the relevant legal problems tested in the question (which are referred
to as “Issues”) along with an answer to each legal problem, and then an Answer Discussion which consists of a
brief overview of the answer. The Issue answers are color coded so examinees can quickly determine how the issue
was resolved (Red for No, Green for Yes and Blue means Not Applicable). Each Issue reports its assigned score
value which provides some insight into how much knowledge and analysis is required for each Issue. For example
“POINT 1 (25%)” means that this issue was worth 25% of an examinee’s total score for that essay (and generally
should represent about 25% of your writing).

If you go to View from the WORD menu, if you check "Navigation pane™ in the Show menu, you will see a
hyperlinked navigation pane on the left side of the document. This enables you to quickly jump around between
questions. As a word document, the document is editable — you can make this document your own by adding or
removing text, increasing the font size, changing the margins, or adding comments, special formatting/highlighting.
The default font is Times New Roman because this is the font NCBE uses for the MEE questions, but feel free to
change it if you prefer something more readable. In addition, examinees can search the document for keywords in
the past essay questions and answers. On the Menu/Ribbon, if you go to View, there is a macro button called
"Count Words." If you click on the button, a dialog box will ask "What word do you want to count?" Enter a word
or a phrase and then press OK.



This MEE Issue Spotting Compendium serves as a well-organized way to familiarize yourself with how the
questions for each subject are posed, what issues are at play, and what the outcomes are, along with a brief
discussion of the answer. For examinees that have practiced essays and are confident in their writing and analysis,
this MEE Issue Spotting Compendium enables an examinee to efficiently review a wide range of past MEE &ssays
(likely the most important ones) and their corresponding issues/answers to improve their issue spotting and
knowledge. In addition, there are MP3s of this compendium for each subject on the subscription site. | recommend
that examinees alternate between reading this outline and listen to the MP3s of this outline since it is a great way to
create different memory impressions in your studies.

The most important aspect of the MEE is issue-spotting. According to the maker of the MEE: “NCBE’s grader
training and materials also assign weights to subparts in a question. So an examinee who performs well on one
subpart of an MEE question worth 25% of the total score that could be awarded for that question is not assured a 6
unless he performs well on the other parts of the question, too, in comparison with other examinees. In other words,
there is a weighting framework for assigning points, which helps to keep graders calibrated and consistent.” see the
March 2015 NCBE Testing Column: Judith A. Gundersen, The Testing Column, Essay Grading Fundamentals, The
Bar Examiner (March 2015). This differs from pre-UBE essay grading where the graders reviewed the essays more
holistically (i.e. looking at the overall answer and then assigning a score). On the MEE, the graders are somewhat
constrained by the grading weights, meaning that a well written answer with good reasoning that misses issues will
probably score lower than a poorly written answer with basic analysis that identifies all the issues. Thus, if you are
ever in a hurry on the MEE, you should dispense with CIRAC/IRAC and simply state the issue directly along with
the relevant law and then analyze if you have the time.
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NCBE, the copyright owner. These materials are the only actual MEE materials included in Seperac Bar Review
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containing revisions, elaborations, and other modifications that represent, as a whole, an original work. These
materials are for personal use only and may not be reproduced or distributed in any way. Furthermore, to deter
copying of this work, small modifications have been deliberately made to the MEE questions, question stems, legal
problems, discussions, notes and answer points in the work (for example, there may be unique language in the black
letter law or unique phrasing in the questions/answers). These changes do not affect the content or readability of the
MEE questions or answers, but they serve as a unique fingerprint in the event this compilation is copied.
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FEB 2017-MEE Q05: QUESTION FIVE (AGENCY-PARTNERSHIP)

An inventor retained a woman to act as his agent to purchase 25 computer chips, 25 blue lenses, and 25
lawn mower shutoff switches. The inventor told her to purchase only:

* Series A computer chips,
* blue lenses that cost no more than $300 each, and

« shutoff switches that could shut down a lawn mower in less than one second after the mower hits
a foreign object.

The woman contacted a chip manufacturer to purchase the Series A computer chips. She told the
manufacturer that she was the inventor's agent and that she wanted to purchase 25 Series A computer
chips on his behalf. The manufacturer told her that the Series A chips cost $800 each but that she could
buy Series B chips, with functionality similar to that of the Series A chips, for only $90 each. Without
discussing this with the inventor, the woman agreed to purchase 25 Series B chips, signing the contract
with the chip manufacturer "as agent™ of the inventor. The Series B chips were shipped to her, but when
she then took them to the inventor and explained what a great deal she had gotten, the inventor refused to
accept them. He has also refused to pay the manufacturer for them.

The woman also contacted a lens manufacturer for the purchase of the blue lenses. She signed a contract
in her name alone for the purchase of 25 blue lenses at $295 per lens. She did not tell the lens
manufacturer that she was acting as anyone's agent. The lenses were shipped to her, but when she took
them to the inventor, he refused to accept them because he had decided that it would be better to use red
lenses. The inventor has refused to pay for the blue lenses.

The woman also contacted a switch manufacturer to purchase shutoff switches. She signed a contract in
her name alone for switches that would shut down a lawn mower in less than five seconds, a substantially
slower reaction time than the inventor had specified to her. When she signed the contract, she told the
manufacturer that she was acting as someone's agent but did not disclose the identity of her principal. The
switches were shipped to her. Although the inventor recognized that the switches were not what the
woman had been told to buy, he nonetheless used them to build lawn mowers, but now refuses to pay the
manufacturer for them.

All elements of contract formation and enforceability are satisfied with respect to each contract.
1. Who is liable to the chip manufacturer: the inventor, the woman, or both? Explain.
2. Who is liable to the blue-lens manufacturer: the inventor, the woman, or both? Explain.

3. Who is liable to the shutoff-switch manufacturer: the inventor, the woman, or both? Explain.

Unlike the MEE exam booklets, each answer in this MEE ISSUE
SPOTTING COMPENDIUM always appears after the question so
examinees do not have to hunt for the answers. In addition, the
MEE questions and answers in this outline are separated by a page
break so an examinee can read an MEE question and then quickly
answer the question (or simply issue spot) without any hint of the

Seperac MEE Issue S|2nsSWer, and the examinee can then go to the answer explanation(s) 1
on the next page.




The Point Value of each issue is reported so you

FEB 2017-MEE Q05: ANSWER: NCY-PAJcan gauge the importance of each issue.
POINT (1) [30%0] I - When an agent enters into a contract with a third party on benalf of a
disclosed principal on terms that were not authorized by the principal, who is liable to the third
party: the agent, the principal, or both? ANSWER: With respect to the chips, the woman (agent) is
liable on the contract, but the inventor (principal) is not because the woman, notwithstanding her

disclosure that she was acting as his agent, lacked actual or apparent authority to enter into the
contract on behalf of the inventor with the chip manufacturer.

POINT (2) [30%] ISSUE: When an agent enters into a contract with a third party on behalf of an
undisclosed principal on terms authorized by the principal, who is liable to the third party if the
principal later repudiates the contract: the agent, the principal, or both? ANSWER: Both the
inventor and the woman are liable to the blue-lens manufacturer on the contract for blue lenses.
The inventor is liable because the woman acted with actual authority; the woman is liable as a party
to the contract because the principal was undisclosed.

POINT (3) [40%] ISSUE: When an agent enters into a contract with a third party on behalf of a
partially disclosed principal for goods different from those authorized by the principal, who is liable
to the third party if the principal accepts the different goods: the agent, the principal, or both?
ANSWER: Both the inventor and the woman are liable on the contract for the shutoff switches. The
inventor is liable by ratifying the contract; the woman is liable because she acted on behalf of a
partially disclosed principal, and there is no indication that the third party agreed to look solely to
the partially disclosed principal for payment.

ANSWER USSION:

[NOTE: While the cdQtracts in this question are for the sale of goods and, thus, governed by Article 2 of
the Uniform Commerci Code, the UCC does not contain agency rules resolving the issues in this
question. Thus, common Iaw principles govern.]

As a general matter, an agent binds a principal to a contract, whether or not the principal is disclosed to
the third party, if the agent had eith@kactual or app|
authority, the agent alone is liable on the contract  The Answer Discussion provides a great
ratifying the contract. An agent acting with\authorilsynopsis of the answer. Examinees with limited|entity
is disclosed to the third party, but is liable if tg pr|time to study should focus on the Answer
disclosed, unless the contract provides otherwisg. 4Discussions rather than the full answers (which jn
disclosed that she was acting for the inventor on thjare available in the SEPERAC RELEASED
those specified by the inventor, the inventor is not [ANSWER COMPILATION document on the full kg
enter into the contract; the woman is also liable on|SuPscription site. that
she had authority. Both the woman and the inventg
woman did not disclose that she was acting for the inventor on the blue-lens contract, the inventor is liable
on this contract because he had given the woman actual authority to buy the blue lenses on his behalf; the
woman is also liable because she signed the contract in her own name. Finally, both the inventor and the
woman are liable on the shutoff-switch contract that the woman entered into on behalf of the partially
disclosed inventor, even though the switches were different from those authorized. The inventor became
liable by ratifying the contract when he accepted the different switches, and the woman became liable by
signing a contract on behalf of a partially disclosed principal.
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FEB 1997-MEE 0Q01: QUESTION ONE (WILLS-ESTATES)
Husband’s valid will provides:

I, Husband, leave my entire estate to Wife, or, if she predeceases me, | leave my entire estate in equal
shares to my son, Son, and my daughter, Daughter.

Wife’s valid will bequeaths her entire estate to Husband. It does not provide for an alternate gift if
Husband predeceases her.

Husband and Wife recently died in a fire in their home. The fire was set by Son in his second-floor
bedroom at 2:00 a.m. Wife’s body was found in her nightclothes in the second-floor bedroom she shared
with Husband. Husband’s body was found in his nightclothes at the base of the stairs on the first floor of
their home with his head facing the front door, his feet toward the upstairs landing, and red marks on his
stomach indicating that he had been crawling down the stairs when he had been overcome by smoke.

Husband and Wife were survived by Son and Daughter and by Son’s daughter, Granddaughter.

Son claims the fire was set inadvertently when a cigarette he was smoking in bed dropped to the mattress,
causing it to ignite. The fire marshal has found traces of a combustible substance on the premises,
suggesting the possibility that the fire may have been set intentionally. The local prosecutors, however,
have declined to seek an indictment because, although the available evidence indicates that it is more
likely than not that Son intentionally set the fire, the evidence is insufficient to support a criminal
conviction.

The intestate succession statute of this jurisdiction provides that a decedent’s surviving spouse is his or
her sole heir. If there is no surviving spouse, the decedent’s issue take the estate per stirpes. This
jurisdiction also has enacted the Uniform Simultaneous Death Act.

1. To whom should Husband’s estate be distributed? Explain.

2. To whom should Wife’s estate be distributed? Explain.

This ISSUE SPOTTING COMPENDIUM is comprehensive
- it contains 450+ pages of released NCBE essays
arranged in a proprietary way for efficient studying
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FEB 1997-MEE Q01: ANSWER: NCBE (WILLS-ESTATEYS)

POINT (1) [40%] ISSUE: Did Husband and Wife die simultaneously, or is the evidence sufficient to
establish that Husband survived Wife? ANSWER: No. Under the original Uniform Simultaneous
Death Act Husband and Wife would probably not be treated as having died simultaneously.
Instead, Husband would probably be treated as having survived Wife. However, under the revised
version of the Act and the Uniform Probate Code, Husband would be treated as having predeceased
Wife because he did not survive her by 120 hours.

POINT (2) [40%] ISSUE: Is Son barred from inheriting from his parents because he caused the fire
esulted in their death? ANSWER: Whether Son is barred from inheriting from his parents

se he caused the fire that resulted in their deaths depends upon whether the probate.court
conclude that he feloniously and intentionally took the lives of his parents. If so, he would be

received froxn their estates pass? ANSWER: If Son is barred from inheriting from Wife, her estate
passes to hereirs — Granddaughter and Daughter. If Sanis barred from inheriting from Hijsband

his one-half shigre passes to Granddaughter.
There are Answer discussions for 215 of the

ANSWER DISCUSSION: M_ most recently released NCBE MEE questions.

The distribution of tRe estates of Husband and Wife depends on whether each is treated as having
survived the other, or\whether Son is barred from inheriting from his parents because he set the fire that
killed them, and, depenging on the resolution of these issues, on whether the share of a residuary legatee
who is disqualified from\taking passes to the other residuary legatees.

Each of the issues tested on the MEE since 2002 is
contained in this outline (750+ tested MEE issues from
the last 29 MEE exams) The color coding quickly tells
you how the issue was resolved (Red=negative,
Green=affirmative, Blue=N/A)

Seperac MEE Issue Spotting Compendium © 2016-2018 463



Following is an example of how issue spotting can lead to a passing score on an MEE essay. Below is a
passing examinee answer to MEE Essay #1 (Corps/LLCs) on the July 2016 MEE:

1) b

1 The issue is what type of the LLC was created.

The general rule is that LLC was created as member-manages unless the
intent expressly states the establishment of manager-managed LLC.Here,
neither the certificate of organization nor the member's operating agreement
specifies the typs of LLC. Thus the the member-managed LLC was created.

2 The issue is wheter the LLC is bound under the tire contract.

The general rule is that the patner of the LLC has authority to make contract
in the ordinaly course of business. Here, the main porpose of the LLC is to run
a bike shop. So the brother has a authority to make a tire contract as this
LLC's partner. Thus, the LLC was bound under the tire contract.

3 The issue is the LLC is bound by hte sale of the farmland.

The general rule is that the partner's authority is limited when the operating
agreement or other document in the LLC clealy limit the scope of the partner's
authority.

Here, the operating agreement provides that the LLC's farmland may not be
sold without the approval of all three members. And actually the brother and
the sister objected the sale. Thus the LLC is not bound by the sale of the
falmland.

4 The issue is what is the legal effect of the brother'e email.

Generally, diassociation arises when the partner expressly shows his intent
to leave the partnership.

Here, brother showed his clear intent in the email that he wants to leave the
LLC. Its effect is disassociation. Some states allows that disaccociation invokes
automatic termination of the LLC.

This essay received a score of 49.46 on the July 2016 New York UBE Exam (whereas 47.8 was a passing MEE score
on the NY J16 UBE exam). For 100% of the topics in the MEE question, the examinee correctly issue spotted,
provided the basic rule, provided a relevant 1-2 sentence analysis per issue, and arrived at the correct conclusion for
each issue.
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