LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
JULY 2026

QUESTION 1 (40 POINTS)

Tripletail Marine (“Tripletail”) is in the business of refurbishing and restoring classic
fishing vessels. Tripletail lists the vessels on a website where a customer can select a boat to have
it restored to the customer’s specifications. On its website, Tripletail alerts customers that
restorations typically take six months and that title is transferred to the customer upon delivery of
the finished vessel. Typically, most original components of the vessel are removed and replaced
with new components, and for all intents and purposes, Tripletail’s customers are purchasing new
vessels with full warranties, same as if they were new.

In October of 2025, Captain Buddy contacted Tripletail regarding one of the vessels listed
on Tripletail’s website, the Dolphin. Tripletail told Captain Buddy that the restoration would entail
a complete rewiring, new paint, a new radar system, and two new engines. Captain Buddy
specifically requested that the old radar system be replaced with a new “Radsim” radar and GPS
electronics system (the “Radsim”). In that last year, Tripletail had installed four new Radsims for
other customers; although it received one in 572 months after the order date, it received the other
three in less than 32 months of the order date. Captain Buddy also informed Tripletail that it was
imperative that the restoration of the Dolphin be completed no later than February 28, 2026, so
that he could use the Dolphin during a fishing tournament scheduled to take place on March 1,
2026. Tripletail informed Captain Buddy that his proposed completion date did not fall within its
typical six-month window for restorations, but with significant overtime labor, Tripletail believed
it could complete the project and have the Dolphin ready for delivery on February 28, 2026.
Tripletail told Captain Buddy the total cost of the renovation would be $100,000 which is
proportionate to the actual cost of materials and labor needed in order to deliver the Dolphin as
contemplated.

On November 3, 2025, Tripletail and Captain Buddy executed a valid, written agreement
whereby Tripletail agreed to perform a full restoration, including installation of a new Radsim, to
be completed no later than February 28, 2026, and in exchange Captain Buddy agreed to pay
Tripletail $100,000 total, with the first $50,000 to be paid upon signing, a second installment
payment of $35,000 to be paid January 2, 2026, and the third and final installment of $15,000 to
be paid upon completion of the restoration and Tripletail would then deliver the vessel to Captain
Buddy. Per the agreement, Captain Buddy paid the initial $50,000 on November 3, 2025, and
Tripletail then immediately began the restoration and placed an order for a new Radsim.

The next day, Tripletail informed Captain Buddy that the restoration was going according
to schedule, but it had received notice that the Radsim was on backorder and was unlikely to arrive
within enough time to be installed before the February 28, 2026 completion date. As an alternative,
Tripletail offered to order another brand of radar system that was immediately available, but
Captain Buddy wanted only the new Radsim brand radar system and he instructed Tripletail to
“get what I want and get it installed as we agreed.” Tripletail immediately ordered the Radsim as
instructed. Captain Buddy timely paid the second installment of $35,000 on January 2, 2026.

TEST CONTINUES ON NEXT PAGE

Page 1 of 5



By February 27, 2026, Tripletail had still not received the Radsim. That same day, Tripletail
informed Captain Buddy the Radsim had not yet arrived. He was livid. Knowing how imperative
it was for Captain Buddy to use the Dolphin in the upcoming fishing tournament, Tripletail
explained to Captain Buddy that every other part of the restoration had been completed and offered
to install a used Radsim for temporary use, with the promise to replace the used system with the
new Radsim once it was delivered to Tripletail. In making the offer, Tripletail reminded Captain
Buddy that Tripletail does not give warranties for used parts and therefor would not provide a
warranty for the used Radsim. However, Tripletail added that it would honor a warranty on the
later installed new Radsim. Captain Buddy was not happy but because he did not want to miss the
upcoming fishing tournament, he agreed to Tripletail’s proposed solution. When Tripletail
requested that Captain Buddy tender the final $15,000 installment payment, Captain Buddy
refused and informed Tripletail that, per their original agreement, he would tender the final
payment only after the new Radsim is installed. Tripletail reluctantly agreed and immediately
installed the used Radsim. The next day, Captain Buddy accepted delivery of the Dolphin with
the used Radsim radar system.

On April 1, 2026, Tripletail received the new Radsim, and Captain Buddy returned the
Dolphin to Tripletail for its installation, which was completed the next day. As of the date of this
exam in July 2026, Captain Buddy has not paid the final $15,000 installation payment so Tripletail
has not delivered the Dolphin back to Captain Buddy.

Please answer the following seven subquestions. The subquestions in Question 1 are not
weighted equally. Explain each answer; an answer without an explanation will receive no credit.

1.1 Was there a perfected sale of the Dolphin by Tripletail to Captain? Explain fully.
(5 points)

1.2 Does Captain Buddy have a claim against Tripletail for failure to conform to the
November 3 agreement? Explain fully. (4 points)

1.3 Did Tripletail breach its contract with Captain Buddy for failing to install the new
Radsim by the agreed upon February 28, 2026, completion date? Explain fully.
(5 points)

1.4  Was the agreement between Tripletail and Captain Buddy on February 27, 2026, a
compromise or a novation? Explain fully, and include in your response a comparison
of compromise and novation and the effect each have on the enforcement of the
obligation. (11 points)

1.5  As of the date of this exam, does Tripletail have any security rights in the Dolphin?
Explain fully. (6 points)

1.6  For the purposes of this subquestion 1.6 only, assume that during the time Captain
Buddy had the Dolphin equipped with the used Radsim, he was offshore fishing and the
used Radsim stopped working. Captain Buddy became lost and several hours passed
before he was located. Captain Buddy lost the thousands of dollars’ worth of fish he had
caught that day. What effect, if any, does Tripletail’s refusal to issue a warranty on the
used Radsim have on Captain Buddy’s ability to recover damages from Tripletail?
Explain fully. (5 points)

1.7  For purposes of this subquestion 1.7 only, assume that the Dolphin is destroyed by fire
on February 27, 2026. Who bears the risk of loss? Explain fully. (4 points)

[End of Question 1]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
JULY 2026

QUESTION 2 (40 POINTS)

Jeff and Steve, who are not related, are the sole members of Gator & Co., LLC (“Gator”™).
In June 2016, Gator borrowed $50,000 from Larry. Jeff executed a promissory note on behalf of
Gator, which was duly and properly authorized by the members of Gator, in the amount of $50,000
dated June 6, 2016, payable to the order of Larry, with interest payable monthly on the first of each
month beginning July 1, 2016, with a final balloon payment of the outstanding principal balance
and unpaid interest due June 1, 2026 (“Note A”).

When Jeff executed Note A, in order to secure Note A, Steve executed and delivered to
Larry a written mortgage, in which Steve granted a mortgage “over all of my immovable property
in Morehouse Parish, Louisiana” with no further description; the mortgage provides that $50,000
is the maximum amount of the obligations secured by the mortgage (the “2016 Mortgage™). The
2016 Mortgage was neither witnessed nor notarized. Larry did not sign the 2016 Mortgage. Upon
receipt, Larry duly recorded the 2016 Mortgage in the mortgage records of Morehouse Parish
where Steve owns several properties.

Soon after Gator missed the first monthly payment due to Larry on July 1, 2016, Jeff called
Larry, but Larry missed the call. Jeff left Larry a lengthy voicemail wherein Jeff assured Larry that
Note A would be paid and that he, Jeff, personally guaranteed payment of Note A. However, Gator
never made any payments to Larry on Note A.

Four years later, June 5, 2020, Gator obtained an additional loan from Larry, this time in
the amount of $100,000. This loan was evidenced by a $100,000 promissory note dated June 5,
2020, and was signed by Steve acting on behalf of Gator and payable on demand to the order of
Larry (“Note B”). At the same time, Steve also executed a written guaranty in favor of Larry by
which Steve personally guaranteed Gator’s obligations to Larry under Note B. This guaranty has
not been released or revoked. Both Note B and the written guaranty were properly authorized by
the members of Gator.

Unbeknownst to Steve, in June 2023, Larry and Gator (acting through Jeff) entered into a
note modification agreement, properly authorized by the members of Gator, converting Note B
from a demand note to a note payable in full on June 1, 2026, at an increased interest rate.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, Gator has not made any payments to Larry on Note B.

On June 1, 2026, Gator did not tender repayment to Larry. On June 2, 2026, Larry decided
he had been patient enough waiting to be repaid for his loans to Gator. While looking through his
office phone for Jeff’s number, Larry recalled the long voicemail Jeff had left him years earlier
after Gator’s first missed payment. Larry remembered that he had saved the voicemail and he was
able to relisten to Jeft’s personal guarantee of payment of Note A. Larry immediately emailed Jeff
and Steve, demanding full repayment of Notes A and B from Gator, Jeft, and Steve.

On July 1, 2026, Steve sold all of his properties located in Morehouse Parish to a third-
party purchaser for cash and a properly recorded written act of sale signed by Steve. The 2016
mortgage was not mentioned in the act of sale.

As of the date of this exam, no payments have been made on Note A or Note B.

Please answer the following six questions. These questions are not weighted equally.
Explain each answer fully; an answer without an explanation will receive no credit.

2.1 Is the 2016 Mortgage invalid because it was not signed by Larry or because it lacked
witnesses and notarization? Explain fully. (S points)
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2.2

2.3

24

2.5

2.6

For purposes of this subquestion 2.2 only, assume that the 2016 mortgage was duly
executed in authentic form. Is the 2016 mortgage effective against the third-party
purchaser who purchased Steve’s Morehouse Parish properties in 2026? Explain
fully. (5 points)

Did the voicemail Jeff left for Larry in July 2016 create an effective suretyship of
Note A? Explain fully. (6 points)

Has any portion of the principal or interest due under Note A prescribed? Explain
fully. (7 points)

List and fully explain the three forms of suretyship. (7 points)

Does Larry have the right to recover from Steve the balance due under Note B after
its modification? Explain fully. (10 points)

[End of Question 2]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
JULY 2026

QUESTION 3 (20 POINTS)

For each of the following multiple choice items, select the letter that corresponds to the
correct answer.

3.1 Cause for obligations; rescission of error

3.2 Reconduction of lease

33 Sale of litigious rights

3.4  After-acquired title

3.5  Warranty of title

3.6  Conflicts of law

3.7  Implied warranty against redhibitory defects

3.8  Liberative prescription on open account

3.9 Effect of modification of principal obligations; extension of liberative prescription
3.10 Mortgages; place of recordation

[End of Question 3]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
FEBRUARY 2026

QUESTION 1 (40 POINTS)

On November 14, 2025, Byron entered into a purchase agreement to buy two properties in
Lafayette from Stuart: a historic single-family home for $400,000 and a nearby commercial office
building for $500,000. Before the closing, Byron hired an inspector to conduct inspections of both
the home and the office building. The inspector performed a general, “visual only” inspection of
each property but did not conduct any testing. The home and the office building were empty of
all contents by the time of the inspection. The inspector noted minor cosmetic issues and evidence
of minor past moisture near a window of the home, but reported no structural or termite damage
for either the home or the office building. Byron did not obtain a termite inspection.

On December 12, 2025, Byron purchased the home and the office building from Stuart by
signing a separate act of sale with Stuart for each property. Each act of sale contained a clause
stating that Byron accepted the applicable property “as is, where is.” The week after closing,
Byron moved into the home and began looking for potential tenants for the office building.

In early January 2026, Byron noticed that the floors in the home were sagging in several
places. On January 7, 2026, Byron hired a licensed contractor to evaluate the issue. The contractor
determined that the home had extensive hidden termite damage. The contractor told Byron that,
because of the extent of the damage, the problem must have existed for several years and that the
problem substantially compromised the structural integrity of the home and would require
approximately $100,000 in repairs.

On January 9, 2026, Byron called a local termite treatment company to get a better idea
about the damage. The termite company told Byron that they were very familiar with the home,
having given Stuart a termite treatment proposal and repair estimate in March 2025. The termite
company said Stuart had not acted on the proposal. Byron called Stuart that day and asked about
the termite treatment proposal. Stuart told Byron that the proposal was only precautionary and
that he never observed any damage. Stuart also said that Byron should have assumed there would
be problems with the home when he bought it because of its age.

On February 3, 2026, Byron received a surprising call from Tessa, who explained to Byron
that she was a tenant in the office building Byron had bought from Stuart. Tessa said that she had
made an oral agreement with Stuart to lease Unit A in the office building starting on August 1,
2025 for $1,000 a month. Tessa also said that she had been out of town on a four-month cruise
since October 1, 2025, but had moved furniture into the office in August 2025 and had prepaid her
monthly rent to Stuart through February 28, 2026. On September 30, 2025, she had Stuart sign a
Notice of Lease, which she recorded in the records of Lafayette Parish on the same date.

The office building had been completely empty when Byron purchased it, and he had no
idea that Tessa had leased an office within it. Byron had not checked the Lafayette Parish records
before he purchased the home and the office building. On February 4, 2026, Byron called Stuart
again, this time to ask about the lease with Tessa. Stuart said that he had agreed to the lease and
had received the rent as Tessa said. He mentioned that he also gave Tessa the keys to the office
on August 1, 2025. Stuart said he didn’t think it was a big deal that he had removed Tessa’s desk
or that he hadn’t mentioned the lease to Byron before the sale. That same day, Byron checked
both the mortgage and conveyance records of Lafayette Parish and found the Notice of Lease
signed by Tessa and Stuart and recorded on September 30, 2025, in only the mortgage records.
The Notice of Lease contained the following:

e Stuart’s and Tessa’s names and addresses.
e A proper legal description of Unit A of the office building.

e A statement that Unit A of the office building was leased by Stuart to
Tessa commencing on August 1, 2025 with monthly rent of $1,000.
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Byron discovered an additional unexpected document during his records search - a right of
first refusal agreement signed by Stuart and Tessa dated March 4, 2003 and recorded in the
Lafayette Parish conveyance records that same day. The right of first refusal agreement stated that
Stuart granted Tessa a right of first refusal to purchase the same home that Byron had just bought
from Stuart; the agreement also included a proper legal description of the home and stated a term
ending on December 31, 2030.

Byron has continued to live in the home and has yet to further discuss with Tessa the lease
of Unit A of the office building or the right of first refusal for the home.

Answer the following six subquestions. The subquestions in Question 1 are not weighted
equally. Explain each answer; an answer without explanation will receive no credit.

1.1 What claim(s), if any, might Byron reasonably assert against Stuart for the rescission
of the sale of the Lafayette home because of the termite damage? Explain fully.
(7 points)

For purposes of subquestions 1.2 and 1.3 only, assume that, on February 9, 2026, Byron
filed a claim against Stuart for the rescission of the sale of the Lafayette home because of the
termite damage.

1.2 What damages, if any, may Byron properly demand against Stuart? Explain fully.
(6 points)

1.3 What defense(s), if any, might Stuart reasonably assert against Byron’s claim? Would
Stuart’s defense(s) likely be successful? Explain fully. (8 points)

1.4  Asof August 1, 2025, had a valid and binding lease been entered into between Stuart
and Tessa for Unit A of the office building? Explain fully. (5 points)

1.5 For purposes of this subquestion 1.5 only, assume that the lease between Stuart and
Tessa for Unit A of the office building was valid and binding as of August 1, 2025. Was
Byron’s purchase of the office building subject to Tessa’s lease with Stuart? Explain
fully. (7 points)

1.6 Was the right of first refusal between Stuart and Tessa for the home valid when
granted? Was the right of first refusal between Stuart and Tessa for the home
enforceable against third parties on December 12, 2025, when Byron purchased the
home from Stuart? Explain fully. (7 points)

[End of Question 1]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
FEBRUARY 2026

QUESTION 2 (40 POINTS)

On March 6, 2013, Danielle borrowed $250,000 from Bridge Bank to purchase commercial
farm equipment. On that date, she signed a promissory note in favor of Bridge Bank and payable
in equal monthly installments due on the first of the month starting April 1, 2013 and with the final
monthly payment due on March 1, 2028.

To secure the Bridge Bank note, Danielle agreed to grant Bridge Bank a mortgage over
Parcel Z, which was one of several parcels of property she owned in Terrebonne Parish. The
granting clause in the Bridge Bank mortgage stated: “In order to secure my present and future
indebtedness to Bridge Bank, up to a maximum secured limit of $250,000, I hereby grant Bridge
Bank a mortgage in all of my present and future interest in the immovable property in Terrebonne
Parish described on Exhibit 1 attached hereto.”

Bridge Bank’s notary was unavailable the day that Danielle signed the note, so she returned
to the bank the next day, March 7, 2013, to sign two duplicates of the mortgage: one for Bridge
Bank to keep in its records and a second for recording. Bridge Bank’s notary properly notarized
her signature and then recorded the mortgage in the Terrebonne Parish mortgage records the same
day. But no one realized at the time that the duplicate of the mortgage recorded in the Terrebonne
Parish mortgage records failed to attach the referenced Exhibit 1 (the property description of Parcel
7).

In January 2017, Danielle’s farm equipment required repairs, so she borrowed $100,000
from Coastal Credit. Danielle signed a promissory note in favor of Coastal Credit on January 16,
2017, which terms required one balloon payment of all principal and interest on January 16, 2026.
To secure the Coastal Credit note, Danielle granted Coastal Credit a valid mortgage on Parcel Z
on January 16, 2017. Coastal Credit recorded its mortgage that same day in the Terrebonne Parish
mortgage records.

Danielle made her monthly payments on the Bridge Bank note until she hit rough financial
times in 2020. Danielle failed to make the March 2020 monthly payment for the Bridge Bank note
and has failed to make any monthly payments since then. Danielle also failed to make the one
payment due on the Coastal Credit note on January 16, 2026.

Also, in January 2026, while trying to straighten out her finances, Danielle listed a canoe
for sale online. The listing stated: “16 foot aluminum canoe—excellent condition— $400 or best
offer.” The listing included a photo of the canoe sitting on a travel trailer.

On January 12, 2026, Ed responded to the online listing by emailing Danielle stating, “I’ll
buy the canoe for $400 if it includes the trailer.” Danielle responded that same day, “When could
you pick it up?” Ed immediately responded, “I’ll be there January 30™ to pick it up.” Danielle
never replied further.

Later that night, Ed was telling his sister about the canoe and how he planned to store it in
the grass strip alongside her apartment. Ed’s sister told him that her landlord would not permit the
canoe to be stored in the side yard. Ed then realized he would not be able to pick up the canoe
because he had nowhere to keep the canoe or the trailer.

Danielle has kept the canoe on the trailer on one of her parcels of property in Terrebonne
Parish. On January 18, 2026, a severe rainstorm caused the canoe to float off the trailer, strike
several objects and suffer significant damage.

On February 2, 2026, Coastal Credit filed suit to enforce its mortgage on Parcel Z. On
February 5, 2026, Bridge Bank intervened in the suit and alleged that its mortgage has priority
over the Coastal Credit mortgage.
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Answer the following seven subquestions. These subquestions are not weighted equally.
Explain each answer; an answer without explanation will receive no credit.

2.1 On the date the Bridge Bank mortgage was signed and recorded, was it enforceable
against Danielle and was it effective against third persons? Explain fully. (10 points)

2.2 For purposes of this subquestion 2.2 only, assume the Bridge Bank mortgage was valid
at the time executed. At the time the Bridge Bank mortgage was executed on March
7, 2013, did it secure the Bridge Bank note executed on March 6,2013? Explain fully.
(5 points)

23 For purposes of this subquestion 2.3 only, assume that each of the Bridge Bank
mortgage and the Coastal Credit mortgage was valid at the time executed and properly
recorded on the date signed. At the time of Coastal Credit’s suit, which of the Bridge
Bank mortgage and the Coastal Credit mortgage had priority? Explain fully.
(5 points)

2.4  If Bridge Bank filed suit on February 13, 2026, against Danielle for her default under
the Bridge Bank note, what defense can Danielle raise? Explain fully. (5 points)

2.5 Has a perfected sale of the canoe from Danielle to Ed occurred and, if so, when?
Explain fully. (5 points)

For purposes of subquestions 2.6 and 2.7 only, assume that a perfected sale of the canoe
and trailer from Danielle to Ed occurred on January 12, 2026.

2.6  Does Ed have the right to rescind the sale because he cannot store the canoe and
trailer in the place that he was relying on? Explain fully. (6 points)

2.7  Who between Danielle and Ed bore the risk of loss with respect to the canoe and
trailer? Explain fully. (4 points)

[End of Question 2]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
FEBRUARY 2026

QUESTION 3 (20 POINTS)

For each of the following multiple choice items, select the letter that corresponds to the
correct answer.

3.1 Law of registry for leases; options to purchase
3.2  Compromise agreements
33 Lesion
3.4  Rights of surety against principal obligor
3.5 Conlflicts of law
3.6  Compensation between mutual obligors
3.7 Suspensive conditions
3.8  Pledge
3.9  Obligation to restore
3.10 Revocatory actions
[End of Question 3]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE I1I
JULY 2025

QUESTION 1 (40 POINTS)

Since 1995, James has owned a parcel of undeveloped land in East Carroll Parish. In
January 2010, James borrowed $40,000 from Bethany under a valid loan agreement stating that
the loan was to be repaid over 20 years. To secure the loan, James executed an Act of Mortgage
in favor of Bethany. The Act of Mortgage stated that James granted Bethany a mortgage upon the
parcel of land to secure James’s present and future indebtedness to Bethany, up to a maximum
secured limit of $40,000. The Act of Mortgage also included a full and correct legal description
of the parcel of land and was dated and signed by James on January 9, 2010, but contained no other
terms. Bethany recorded the Act of Mortgage in the mortgage records of East Carroll Parish on
January 28, 2010. James has never fully repaid the loan to Bethany, and Bethany has not recorded
any other instruments relating to the loan or the mortgage.

Later in 2010, James bought $10,000 of materials from Fencing Co. to put up a fence
around the parcel of land. As part of a financing promotion, Fencing Co. sold the fencing materials
on credit to James, who signed a promissory note in favor of Fencing Co. on the date of purchase,
November 11, 2010. Under the promissory note, James agreed to make 24 equal monthly
payments of principal, plus 5% interest, with the final monthly payment due on November 10,
2012. James made only sporadic payments to Fencing Co. over the next two years, and Fencing
Co. was still owed $5,000 in January 2013. As a result, Fencing Co. sued James in a court of
competent jurisdiction for the unpaid balance of the promissory note and obtained a money
judgment against James on June 6, 2013. Fencing Co. recorded a certified copy of the money
judgment in the mortgage records of East Carroll Parish on July 1, 2013. On February 8, 2023,
after Fencing Co. filed a proper motion to revive the money judgment, the court of competent
jurisdiction rendered a judgment reviving the original money judgment. Fencing Co. has taken no
action relating to the loan or the judgment since that time.

In August 2014, a real estate guru, Ashley, thought East Carroll Parish was ripe for future
development and was looking to enter into option agreements to purchase several properties in the
area, including James’ parcel of land. On August 8, 2014, Ashley and James signed a written
option agreement granting Ashley the option to purchase the parcel of land in exchange for a
$1,000 payment Ashley made to James that same day. The option agreement included a full and
correct legal description of the parcel of land, stated a purchase price of $500,000, and stated that
the option could be exercised at any time over the next 15 years. Ashley recorded the option
agreement in the mortgage records of East Carroll Parish later that day. James has not heard from
Ashley since they signed the option agreement.

In June 2025, Troy approached James about purchasing the parcel of land, offering
$600,000. James thought the price was fair and agreed to enter into a purchase agreement for the
sale. On June 6, 2025, Troy paid James $5,000, and Troy and James signed a purchase agreement
that stated that the $5,000 payment was earnest money, provided that closing would occur within
90 days, and included a full and correct legal description of the parcel of land. The closing has not
yet occurred.

Please answer the following six subquestions. The subquestions in Question 1 are not
weighted equally. Explain each answer; an answer without an explanation will receive no
credit.

1.1 (a) As of the date of this examination (July 2025), is the Act of Mortgage executed
by James in favor of Bethany enforceable against James? Explain fully.

(b) For purposes of this subquestion 1.1(b) only, assume the Act of Mortgage is valid
as of the date of this examination (July 2025). Is the Act of Mortgage executed
by James in favor of Bethany effective against third persons? Explain fully.

(10 points)
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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

(a) As of the date of this examination (July 2025), is the option agreement between
James and Ashley valid between the parties? Explain fully.

(b) For purposes of this subquestion 1.2(b) only, assume the option agreement is
valid as of the date of this examination (July 2025). 1Is the option agreement
between James and Ashley effective against third persons? Explain fully.

(10 points)

As of the date of this examination (July 2025), does Fencing Co. have an enforceable
judicial mortgage on the parcel of land? Explain fully. (5 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 1.4 only, assume the option agreement was not valid
when entered into. As of the date of this examination (July 2025), is the purchase
agreement entered into between Troy and James for the parcel of land enforceable
against the parties? Explain fully. (5 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 1.5 only, assume the purchase agreement is valid and
presently in effect. If James does not proceed with the sale to Troy under their
purchase agreement and Troy sues James for specific performance to force the sale of
the parcel of land and for damages, is Troy likely to succeed? Explain fully. (6 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 1.6 only, assume the Act of Mortgage and the judicial
mortgage are both valid and enforceable against third persons. Immediately after
Fencing Co. recorded the certified copy of its judgment in the mortgage records (July
1, 2013), did the judicial mortgage resulting from the recordation of that judgment
have priority over Bethany’s Act of Mortgage? Explain fully. (4 points)

[End of Question 1]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE I1I
JULY 2025

QUESTION 2 (40 POINTS)

Lana owned a one-bedroom rental apartment in the Baton Rouge area that she enjoyed
renting out to local students. Teagan was entering graduate school in the fall semester of 2020.
While looking for housing in July 2020, Teagan saw a “for lease” sign outside of Lana’s rental
apartment and contacted Lana. Teagan and Lana met at the apartment, and Lana explained that
the monthly rent for the apartment was $500, due on the first day of each month. Liking the
apartment, Teagan asked when she could move in. Lana told her she could move in on August 1,
2020, with the first month’s rent due by that date. Teagan and Lana shook hands on it, with Teagan
paying the first month’s rent on July 31, 2020 but not moving in until August 21, 2020.

Although Teagan was a quiet and clean tenant, she regularly fell behind on her rent. Teagan
earned more than enough money through her part-time job to pay the rent, but instead used her
earnings to build up her collection of local art. In particular, Teagan loved buying local art from
Frank’s art gallery downtown. On May 5, 2021, Lana asked Teagan about rent that was owed, and
Teagan wrote Lana a check for the full amount owed as of that date. Teagan explained that it was
difficult for her to pay the rent on time because she was a student but she knew that getting her
graduate degree would make a few years of tight finances all worth it. Lana thought Teagan had
a very bright and successful future ahead of her and thought to herself that Teagan’s explanation
made sense. Teagan did not make any additional rent payments to Lana after that day but remained
in the apartment and continued her studies over the next few years.

On April 25, 2025, Frank came by Teagan’s apartment with two paintings by an up-and-
coming artist — one was a painting of a bayou and the other was a painting of a cottage. Teagan
loved the bayou painting and agreed to pay Frank $250 for it, but she told Frank she would need
some time to decide if she wanted to buy the cottage painting. Frank handwrote a letter addressed
to Teagan offering to sell her the cottage painting for $100 on or before August 1, 2025 and also
left Teagan a photo of the painting so that she could think it over. After spending an hour at the
apartment, Frank took the two paintings with him and mentioned to Teagan on his way out that the
apartment felt very humid, and he wondered if the humidity was appropriate for storage of art.
Teagan replied that the apartment had always been very humid since she moved in, but that she
would check whether it might affect her paintings. On May 2, 2025, Teagan went to Frank’s art
gallery, paid Frank $250 and took the bayou painting back to her apartment.

When Teagan was walking into the apartment with the bayou painting, Lana happened to
be passing by the front of the apartment. Lana stopped and asked Teagan when Teagan would start
paying the back rent owed. Instead of answering, Teagan showed Lana the bayou painting and
began telling Lana about the up-and-coming artist. Lana helped Teagan hang the bayou painting
in Teagan’s living room. Lana really liked the painting and told Teagan as much. Teagan showed
Lana the offer letter from Frank to sell the cottage painting to Teagan, telling Lana that if she liked
the bayou painting, she would love the cottage painting. Teagan told Lana she should talk to Frank
about the cottage painting.

On July 8, 2025, with Teagan still not having paid rent, Lana went to the apartment to once
again ask Teagan about the delinquent rent. Teagan told Lana that she was not going to pay any
rent because the humidity in the apartment was not ideal for the storage of her art and, therefore,
she wouldn’t pay any rent until Lana fixed it. Having never heard any complaint from Teagan
about the humidity in the apartment and not knowing that Teagan was storing art in the apartment,
Lana was flabbergasted by Teagan’s reasons for her refusal to pay rent.

After the upsetting discussion with Teagan, Lana thought buying the cottage painting might
cheer her up. The next day (July 9, 2025), Lana went to Frank’s art gallery and told him that she
was there to accept Frank’s offer to sell the cottage painting for $100. Frank refused to sell the
painting to Lana, explaining that he had wanted to sell the painting only to his long-time customer
Teagan for the price he had offered. The next day, he hand-delivered to Teagan a letter stating that
his offer to sell the cottage painting to her for $100 was revoked.
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Please answer the following seven subquestions. The subquestions in Question 2 are
not weighted equally. Explain each answer; an answer without an explanation will receive no
credit.

2.1 As of August 1, 2020, had a valid and binding lease been entered into between Teagan
and Lana? Explain fully. (7 points)

2.2 For purposes of this subquestion 2.2 only, assume that the lease between Teagan and
Lana was valid and binding when entered into. What ground(s) might Teagan, as
lessee, assert to allege that Lana has breached the lease, and is Teagan likely to
succeed? Explain fully. (5 points)

23 For purposes of this subquestion 2.3 only, assume that the lease between Teagan and
Lana was valid and binding when entered into and that there was no humidity issue in
the apartment. If Lana now, as of the date of this examination (July 2025), sues Teagan
to recover back rent, what defense(s) can Teagan assert? Explain fully. (5 points)

2.4  For purposes of this subquestion 2.4 only, assume that the lease between Teagan and
Lana was valid and binding when entered into. Also assume that Lana told Teagan on
May 28, 2025 that the lease was terminated as of that date and that Teagan had to move
out immediately. Was the lease agreement still in effect on the next day (May 29,
2025)? Explain fully. (7 points)

2.5  Has a perfected sale of the bayou painting from Frank to Teagan occurred and, if so,
when? Explain fully. (5 points)

2.6  For purposes of this subquestion 2.6 only, assume that the lease between Teagan and
Lana is valid and binding and that a perfected sale of the bayou painting from Frank to
Teagan has occurred. Does Lana have any right(s) to the bayou painting, and what
must she do to enforce any such right(s)? Explain fully. (5 points)

2.7  Has Lana validly accepted Frank’s offer to sell the cottage painting? Has Frank
validly revoked his offer to sell the cottage painting? Explain fully. (6 points)

[End of Question 2]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE I1I
JULY 2025

QUESTION 3 (20 POINTS)

For each of the following multiple choice items, select the letter that corresponds to the
correct answer.

3.1 Suretyship; solidary liability

3.2 Sale of litigious rights

33 Sale; indeterminant price

3.4  Contractual limitations of damages

3.5 Effect of modification of principal obligations; extension of liberative prescription
3.6  Cause for obligations; rescission of error

3.7  Revocatory action; time within which to bring action

3.8  Conflicts of law

3.9  Risk of loss under contract of sale

3.10 Lesion
[End of Question 3]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
FEBRUARY 2025

QUESTION 1 (40 POINTS)

When AirWaves LLC advertised its radio station in Northwest Louisiana for sale, Charlie
jumped at the chance to fulfill his dreams of owning his own radio station. Charlie contacted
AirWaves LLC and learned that the price for the radio station was $500,000. Charlie also learned
that the radio station’s large generator was not in working condition and that the purchaser of the
radio station would need to replace it to ensure that the radio station would operate during a power
outage.

Charlie thought the price was fair and wanted to proceed with the purchase. Charlie had
$400,000 in savings and approached BizLender Bank about borrowing the remaining $100,000.
To provide the loan, BizLender Bank required a mortgage from Charlie as well as surety
agreements from at least two acceptable guarantors. Charlie told BizLender Bank that he would
mortgage his home in Sabine Parish, which was acceptable to the bank. Charlie’s two best friends,
Emma and Lauren, wanted to help Charlie realize his dream and told him while they were all out
to dinner that they would each act as a surety of the debt.

On July 8, 2024, Charlie went to BizLender Bank for the loan closing, where Charlie signed
the loan agreement as well as a promissory note in favor of BizLender Bank in the amount of
$100,000. The promissory note did not refer to a mortgage but did state that if Charlie failed to
pay any installment of the promissory note when due, then BizLender Bank had the right to declare
the entire unpaid balance to be immediately due and payable. BizLender Bank had prepared surety
agreements for each of Emma and Lauren to sign that stated each promised to pay Charlie’s debt
if he failed to do so. Charlie explained to BizLender Bank that Emma would come to the bank
that day to sign the surety agreement prepared for her, but that Lauren was out of town the day of
the closing and could not sign the separate surety agreement that had been prepared for her.
BizLender Bank's loan officer told Charlie to have Lauren come to the bank to sign it when she
was back in town. Later that day, after arriving at BizLender Bank, Emma asked the loan officer
if Lauren’s separate surety agreement had already been signed and the loan officer mistakenly told
Emma that it had been. Emma then signed the surety agreement prepared for her, and BizLender
Bank deposited the $100,000 of loan proceeds in Charlie’s deposit account. Charlie immediately
called AirWaves LLC to say that he was ready to buy the radio station.

While the lawyers were preparing the paperwork for the purchase, Charlie went to
PowerUp Inc. and picked out a large generator priced at $75,000. Charlie needed all of the cash
he had to buy the radio station, so PowerUp Inc. agreed to sell the generator to Charlie on credit.
Charlie and PowerUp Inc. signed a bill of sale for the generator on July 10, 2024, and Charlie
picked up the generator the next day.

When double checking through the loan paperwork, BizLender Bank realized that it had
forgotten to have Charlie sign the mortgage during the loan closing and that Lauren still had not
signed a surety agreement. On July 15, 2024, at BizLender Bank’s request, Charlie went to the
bank to review the act of mortgage, which stated it granted a mortgage on Charlie’s Sabine Parish
property to secure Charlie’s present and future indebtedness to BizLender Bank. The mortgage
also contained a proper legal description of Charlie’s Sabine Parish property and stated a maximum
secured limit of $125,000. Charlie executed the mortgage, and one of the bank's other customers
signed it as a witness, but no one signed it on behalf of BizLender Bank. Later that day, BizLender
Bank recorded the act of mortgage in the Sabine Parish mortgage records. BizLender Bank's loan
officer also called Lauren about the surety agreement that day. Lauren assured the loan officer that
she would pay the loan if Charlie failed to do so and that she would come to the bank to sign any
necessary paperwork. However, Lauren never did sign the surety agreement.

Charlie completed the purchase of the radio station on July 22, 2024.
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Charlie immediately began hiring the area’s best on-air talent for the radio station, but
neglected the revenue side of the business. Within months, the radio station was falling behind on
its debts. Charlie missed the November and December payments on the loan from BizLender Bank
and never made any payments to PowerUp Inc. for the generator. On January 22, 2025, BizLender
Bank sent Charlie a notice stating that the loan was in default and was now due and payable in
full. That same day BizLender Bank also sent notices to both Emma and Lauren, demanding
$100,000 under the surety agreements. Lauren ignored the notice, but Emma paid BizLender Bank
all that she could at the time, being $40,000.

Emma wants Charlie to pay her back the $40,000, but he told her that he did not have the
funds. Emma asked Charlie to give her the generator, but Charlie told her that he had not yet paid
PowerUp Inc. for it.

Answer the following six subquestions. These subquestions are not weighted equally.
Explain each answer; an answer without explanation will receive no credit.

1.1 Was the mortgage valid at the time of execution on July 15, 2024? Explain fully. (6
points)

1.2 For purposes of this subquestion 1.2 only, assume the mortgage was valid at the time of
execution.

(a) Does the mortgage secure the $100,000 promissory note that was executed on
July 8, 2024? Explain fully.

(b) Is the mortgage effective against third persons and, if so, when did it become
effective? Explain fully.

(6 points)

1.3 (a) Did Lauren create an effective suretyship? Explain fully.
(b) Identify and explain the three forms of suretyship.
(6 points)

1.4  For purposes of this subquestion 1.4 only, assume Emma created an effective suretyship,
but Lauren did not create an effective suretyship.

(a) What right(s), if any, does Emma have against Charlie for the $40,000 that she
paid to BizLender Bank? Explain fully.

(b)  Did BizLender Bank’s failure to obtain a suretyship from Lauren create any
defenses for Emma against enforcement of the suretyship? Explain fully.

(6 points)

1.5  For purposes of this subquestion 1.5 only, assume each of Lauren and Emma created
an effective suretyship.

(a) Can BizLender Bank recover any additional amounts from Emma under the
surety agreement and, if so, what amount? Explain fully.

(b) Does Emma have any legal right to reimbursement from Lauren for the
$40,000 Emma paid to BizLender Bank on the note and if so, what amount?
Explain fully.

(8 points)
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1.6

(a) Was there a sale of the generator from PowerUp Inc. to Charlie and, if so,
when was it effective? Explain fully.

For purposes of subquestions 1.6(b) and 1.6(c) only, assume there was a sale of the
generator from PowerUp Inc. to Charlie.

(b) What right, if any, does PowerUp Inc. have to the generator now? Explain
fully.

(¢) If Charlie transfers ownership and possession of the generator to Emma,
would PowerUp Inc.’s right to the generator change? Explain fully.

(8 points)

[End of Question 1]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
FEBRUARY 2025

QUESTION 2 (40 POINTS)

Paola had been selling cakes from her home kitchen for several years and had built up a
loyal following. Looking to grow her business, Paola started searching for space for a commercial
kitchen. Paola found a building in St. Bernard Parish just a few blocks from her home. The mixed-
use building contained two rental units: Unit A was occupied by a small day spa operated on the
weekends by Tim which also had a larger apartment in the back in which Tim lived, and Unit B
was a commercial space available for rent. Unit B seemed ideal for the kitchen.

Paola reached out to the landlord, Bryan, to ask about the rental details for Unit B. Paola
explained to Bryan that she would need gas service in the unit because a gas oven cooked cakes
much more evenly than an electric oven. Bryan assured Paola that gas service was available in
Unit B. Paola and Bryan negotiated a ten-year lease commencing on March 1, 2024 with monthly
rent of $2,000. They both signed a written lease agreement on February 26, 2024 that stated the
term, the rent and the legal description of the unit. The lease agreement also included a prohibition
on the assignment of the lease by Paola. Paola recorded the lease agreement in the conveyance
records of St. Bernard Parish on February 28, 2024. The lease agreement in favor of Tim covering
Unit A was never recorded.

On March 11, 2024, Paola had the two new gas ovens she had just purchased delivered to
Unit B. When the delivery personnel tried to hook the ovens up to the gas lines, they realized that
no gas was flowing through the gas lines coming into Unit B. Paola immediately called Bryan,
who said he would take care of the problem right away. Despite her regular requests, the gas was
still not available in Unit B after a month, and as a result Paola made no progress on setting up the
kitchen. On April 12, 2024, Paola ran into Tim, who asked how the kitchen was coming along.
After Paola explained the lack of gas, Tim told her that he was not surprised because Bryan had
been in a dispute with the gas company for at least the past year over repairing the gas line coming
to the building. In fact, Tim told her that the prior tenant in Unit B had left for the exact same
reason.

Shocked to hear this, Paola decided she would sublet the space to cover the rent until Bryan
could get the gas situation resolved. Paola’s best friend, Karl, ran a boxing club in the area, and
she knew he was looking for a new space for members to practice and to hold tournaments. Paola
showed Karl Unit B, and they orally agreed that Paola would sublease Unit B to him on a month-
to-month basis for $2,000 per month, starting on May 1, 2024. Paola moved the gas ovens to the
very back of the unit so they would be out of the way, and Karl got the space set up for the boxing
club.

The boxing club produced a great deal of noise during practice sessions and especially
during tournaments. Tim’s clients at the spa began to complain that the noise from the boxing club
was interfering with their enjoyment of the spa services. Tim started to notice a decline in bookings
and became concerned. The noise from the boxing club also kept Tim up at night, as many
tournaments did not conclude until 2 a.m.

Tim remembered that his lease agreement with Bryan for Unit A included an option to
purchase the entire building for $100,000, which was its fair market value at the time the lease was
signed on December 1, 2019. The lease provided that Tim could exercise the option to purchase
at any time during the fifteen-year term of the lease and included a full legal description of the
building. Tim would like to buy the building, but only if the boxing club was no longer in Unit B.

Paola decided to sell one of the new ovens she bought and listed it on an online marketplace
for $500 and stated ““as is, where is.” She also included a model number for the oven, but the
model number she listed was incorrect and instead corresponded to an oven that can reach a much
higher temperature than the oven she was actually selling. Steve saw the listing and agreed to buy
the oven. Steve and Paola signed a bill of sale that included “as is, where is,” and Steve paid Paola
$500 when he picked it up. When Steve attempted to cook with the oven, he realized that the oven
was not the model that Paola had listed.
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Answer the following five subquestions. These subquestions are not weighted equally.

Explain each answer; an answer without explanation will receive no credit.

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

(a) Has a valid and binding lease been entered into between Paola and Bryan for
Unit B? Explain fully

(b) For purposes of this subquestion 2.1(b) only, assume that the lease between Paola
and Bryan is valid and binding. Was Paola permitted to sublease Unit B to
Karl? Explain fully.

(9 points)

(@) For purposes of this subquestion 2.2(a) only, assume that the lease between Paola
and Bryan is valid and binding. In March 2024, did Paola have any grounds to
terminate the lease? Explain fully

(b) For purposes of this subquestion 2.2(b) only, assume that the lease between Paola
and Bryan is valid and binding and that the lease between Tim and Bryan is valid
and binding. In May 2024, did Tim have valid grounds to assert a breach of
the lease agreement against Bryan? Explain fully.

(10 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 2.3 only, assume Tim’s lease agreement of Unit A is
valid and effective. Is Tim’s option to purchase the building valid and, if so, when will
it terminate? Explain fully. (8 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 2.4 only, assume that the lease between Paola and
Bryan is valid and binding, that the sublease between Paola and Karl is valid and
binding, and that Tim has exercised his option and purchased the building. Is Paola’s
lease of Unit B binding upon Tim after Tim’s purchase of the building? Explain
fully. (5 points)

Regarding the sale of the oven from Paola to Steve, does Steve have any grounds to
assert a breach of warranty or the existence of a vice of consent? Explain fully. (8
points)

[End of Question 2]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
FEBRUARY 2025

QUESTION 3 (20 POINTS)

For each of the following multiple choice items, select the letter that corresponds to the
correct answer.

3.1 Registry and mortgage reinscription

3.2 Implied warranty against redhibitory defects

33 Lesion

3.4 After-Acquired Title Doctrine

3.5 Prescription

3.6 Compromise agreements

3.7  Effect of expropriation on rights and obligations under a lease

3.8 Offer and acceptance

3.9  Pledge

3.10  Discrepancies in act of sale; mutual error; sale by boundaries
[End of Question 3]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
JULY 2024

QUESTION 1 (40 POINTS)

Diana has long owned a ten-acre unimproved piece of land in St. Tammany Parish, only
using it to store her tractor. Needing additional income, Diana decided she could find another
place to store the tractor and advertised the land for lease.

Ed thought the land would be well suited for parking vehicles for a transportation business
he planned to start. Ed contacted Diana, and they negotiated a lease agreement. The lease
agreement stated that it would commence upon signature by both parties and contained a complete
legal description of the land and both of their names and addresses. The only other provisions
contained in the lease agreement set out:

° monthly rent of $500 for the month of February 2023 and monthly rent of $500
plus 8% of Ed’s prior month’s profit from his planned transportation business for
every month thereafter; and

° an option for Ed to purchase the land for $150,000 in cash at any time while the
lease agreement was in effect.

On February 1, 2023, Ed and Diana signed the lease agreement they had negotiated. Ed
also wanted to buy the tractor. Diana decided it would be easier for her to just sell it rather than
move it, so she offered to sell the tractor to Ed for $10,000. At the same time Ed and Diana signed
the lease agreement, Ed told Diana that he accepted her offer to sell the tractor. Ed also paid Diana
$500 in cash for February 2023 rent at this time. Ed spent the day walking around the land and
planning out how he would most efficiently park his vehicles. The following day, Ed recorded the
signed lease agreement in the St. Tammany Parish conveyance records.

Each month thereafter, Ed paid Diana $500 in rent on the first day of the month, but being
busy with his full-time job, he never got around to starting the transportation business. Ed also
never moved the tractor from the parcel. Frustrated that she wasn’t getting any profits as part of
the monthly rent, on June 5, 2024, Diana sent Ed a written notice stating that the lease was
terminated as of June 30, 2024. Ed was disappointed to receive Diana’s letter and paid no further
rent. Ed also never paid Diana for the tractor.

During the summer of 2024, Jason was acquiring property throughout St. Tammany Parish
to develop new housing communities. Jason offered Diana $200,000 in cash for the land, which
she felt was a fair price. On July 15, 2024, Jason and Diana signed a purchase agreement
containing a complete legal description of the land, with Jason simultaneously paying Diana
$5,000 in cash as stipulated in the purchase agreement. Under the purchase agreement, the sale of
the land for the price of $200,000 was to close within 30 days.

Since receiving Diana’s notice terminating the lease, Ed had been working to launch his
transportation business and planned to work things out with Diana for parking on the land. Before
he could do so, Ed heard that Diana had entered into the purchase agreement with Jason. Ed
quickly sent her a letter on July 17, 2024 stating that he was exercising his option to purchase the
property at the agreed price of $150,000.

Answer the following six subquestions. The subquestions in Question 1 are not weighted
equally. Explain each answer. An answer without explanation will receive no credit.

1.1 Was the lease agreement entered into between Ed and Diana valid and, upon Ed's
recordation of the lease agreement, was it enforceable against third parties? Explain
fully. (8 points)

1.2 For purposes of this subquestion 1.2 only, assume the lease agreement was valid. As of
the date of this exam, is the lease agreement still in effect? If not, when did it
terminate? Explain fully. (7 points)
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1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

(a) Was Ed’s option to purchase the property valid at the time the lease agreement
was signed?

(b) Assume for purposes of this subquestion 1.3 only, that the lease agreement was
validly terminated effective June 30, 2024. Was Ed’s exercise of the option to
purchase valid on July 17, 2024?

Explain both fully. (7 points)

Has a perfected sale of the tractor from Diana to Ed occurred and, if so, when?
Explain fully. (7 points)

Was the purchase agreement entered into between Diana and Jason valid? Explain
fully. (5 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 1.6 only, assume the purchase agreement entered into
by Diana and Jason was valid. If Diana tells Jason she has decided to sell the land to
Ed, would Jason likely succeed in a suit against Diana for specific performance under
the purchase agreement to force the sale of the land and for damages? Explain fully.
(6 points)

[End of Question 1]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
JULY 2024

QUESTION 2 (40 POINTS)

In 2020, Kendra bought a home in East Baton Rouge Parish as an investment property. A
Minnesota resident, Kendra found the home through a real estate website and properly completed
the purchase of the home without traveling to Louisiana. Kendra had intended to renovate the
home but, after owning the home for three years and not even having the opportunity to see the
home in person much less renovate it, she decided that she should sell the home. On January 10,
2024, in a properly recorded written act of sale signed by both parties, Mark bought the home from
Kendra for $200,000 cash. Mark was in a hurry to move in, so he decided not to do his own full
inspection of the home before he bought it. Immediately after the sale, Mark began moving his
belongings into the home and realized he would need more space for all of his sports memorabilia.
Mark decided he would hire a contractor to construct an addition to the home.

Mark knew that he would need a significant amount of money to pay for the addition, but
fortunately he had sought a revolving loan from Quick Credit back in February 2018. At that time,
Quick Credit agreed to lend Mark $150,000 and required that Mark grant Quick Credit a mortgage
on property he owns in Ascension Parish. On February 15, 2018, Mark executed an Act of
Mortgage with a granting clause that states “In order to secure my present and future indebtedness
to Quick Credit, up to a maximum secured limit of $150,000 including all principal, interest, fees,
costs and other amounts I may owe to Quick Credit, I hereby grant Quick Credit a mortgage on all
of my present and future interest in the immovable property in Ascension Parish, described below.”
The mortgage contained a full and correct legal description of Mark’s property in Ascension Parish.
Although the Act of Mortgage was acknowledged before a notary public, there were no witnesses
to Mark’s signature on it. The mortgage was recorded in the Ascension Parish mortgage records
on the same day that it was signed. At that time, Mark needed only $10,000 to fix the driveway at
his Ascension Parish property, so Quick Credit lent Mark $10,000 and had Mark sign a promissory
note in the amount of $10,000 on February 16, 2018 (the “2018 Note”), with interest payable
monthly on the first day of each month beginning March 1, 2018, and with a final balloon payment
of all outstanding principal and unpaid interest due on February 16, 2025.

In January 2024, Mark confirmed with Quick Credit that it would lend him the remaining
$140,000 as previously agreed. On January 30, 2024, Quick Credit lent Mark $140,000 and had
Mark sign a promissory note in the amount of $140,000 on the same date (the “2024 Note”),
payable on demand to the order of Quick Credit.

The next day, on January 31, 2024, a mild rainstorm passed through Baton Rouge, and a
large portion of the roof on Mark’s East Baton Rouge Parish home blew off, causing significant
rain damage to the home. Mark’s roofer quickly came to the home and told Mark that the roof was
in poor condition and that it was obvious to any competent roofer that the roof was not properly
secured to the home when it was installed. The roofer showed Mark how the bolts used to secure
the roof were too small for the roof size and then showed Mark the bolts the roofer said should
have been used, but Mark could not see that there was any difference between the two kinds of
bolts. Mark agreed to pay the roofer $15,000 to temporarily repair the roof but worried that he
would need to use all of the money he borrowed from Quick Credit just to repair the damage and
permanently fix the roof. To make matters worse, Mark received a notice from Quick Credit, dated
February 2, 2024, stating that it was accelerating the maturity on the 2018 Note because, due to a
computer glitch, Quick Credit just realized that Mark had never made any of the monthly interest
payments due under the 2018 Note.
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Disgusted with the East Baton Rouge Parish home, Mark put it up for sale in March 2024.

Paul was interested in purchasing the home and conducted a title search, which revealed the
following instruments were recorded in the mortgage records of East Baton Rouge Parish:

e an Act of Mortgage signed by Kendra in favor of Growth Bank containing an
accurate legal description of the East Baton Rouge property, dated and recorded in
the East Baton Rouge Parish mortgage records on May 1, 2017, and stating that the
indebtedness secured by the Act of Mortgage will mature on February 28, 2028.

e a certified copy of a money judgment in favor of Sandra against Kendra rendered
by a Louisiana court on March 19, 2019 and recorded in the East Baton Rouge
Parish mortgage records on March 20, 2019.

Paul asked Mark about the judgment in favor of Sandra and Growth Bank’s mortgage. Mark
responded that he did not know of the existence of either because he had forgotten to search the
parish records for any encumbrances before he purchased the home from Kendra.

Answer the following six subquestions. The subquestions in Question 2 are not weighted

equally. Explain each answer. An answer without explanation will receive no credit.

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

2.6

What claims, if any, might Mark reasonably assert against Kendra for the rescission
of the sale of the East Baton Rouge property because of the condition of the roof;
when must Mark assert those claims; and what damages, if any, may Mark properly
demand against Kendra? What potential defenses, if any, are available for Kendra?
Explain fully. (10 points)

Was the mortgage in favor of Quick Credit valid at the time of its execution? Does
the mortgage secure the 2018 Note? Does the mortgage secure the 2024 Note?
Explain fully. (7 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 2.3 only, assume the mortgage in favor of Quick Credit
was valid at the time of its execution. Was the mortgage in favor of Quick Credit
effective against third persons immediately after its recordation? And, is it effective
against third persons as of the date of this exam? Explain fully. (7 points)

As of February 2, 2024, the date that the maturity of the 2018 Note was accelerated,
had any portion of the 2018 Note prescribed? If so, why, and what portion and when?
Explain fully. (6 points)

Did the recordation of Sandra’s money judgment properly create a mortgage in her
favor upon the East Baton Rouge Parish home? If so, does it remain enforceable as
of the date of this exam? Explain fully. (5 points)

For purposes of this subquestion 2.6 only, assume Growth Bank’s mortgage was
properly created. As of the date of this exam, is Growth Bank's mortgage effective as
to third persons with respect to the East Baton Rouge Parish property, and, if so, does
it outrank Sandra’s rights in the East Baton Rouge Parish property? Explain fully.
(5 points)

[End of Question 2]
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LOUISIANA STATE BAR EXAMINATION
CIVIL CODE III
JULY 2024

QUESTION 3 (20 POINTS)

For each of the following multiple choice items, select the letter that corresponds to the
correct answer.

3.1 Contractual capacity; recission

3.2 Reconduction of leases

33 Effect of modification of principal obligations; extension of liberative prescription
3.4  Sale; indeterminant price

3.5  Lessor’s privilege

3.6  Lesion

3.7 Suretyship; solidary liability

3.8  Eviction; modification or exclusion of warranty

3.9 Conlflicts of laws

3.10 Liberative prescription on open account

[End of Question 3]

END OF CIVIL CODE III TEST

Page 5 of 5



	J16 CCIII Exam PUBLIC
	F 16 CCIII test public
	J 15 CC3 test p
	F 15 CC3  test pub
	J 14 CC3 test pub



