COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO, SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Discover Bank v. Hanson

2026-Ohio-140 - No. 30515 - Decided January 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The Ohio Second District Court of Appeals affirmed summary judgment for Discover Bank in an
action to collect a credit card debt. The court held that the affidavit and account records submitted by
Discover were properly authenticated and admissible under the business-records exception to the
hearsay rule. The court further concluded that Discover established the account, governing agreement,
balance, and default, while Hanson failed to present specific evidence creating a genuine issue of

material fact.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Moore's affidavit and the attached credit-card records were properly authenticated and
admissible under Ohio Evid.R. 901, Evid.R. 803(6), and Civ.R. 56.

2. Whether genuine issues of material fact concerning the validity, amount, ownership, or enforceability of

the alleged credit-card debt precluded summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. The account statements and cardmember agreement were properly authenticated and admissible under
the business-records exception to the hearsay rule because Moore demonstrated personal knowledge of
Discover's record-keeping system and established that the records were maintained in the ordinary

course of business.

2. Discover was entitled to summary judgment because its affidavit, cardmember agreement, and account
statements established the existence of a binding credit-card contract, Hanson's ownership and use of the
account, the running balance, default, and damages, while Hanson identified no evidence creating a

genuine issue of material fact.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The authentication requirement contemplated by Evid.R. 901(A) invokes a very low threshold standard,
requiring only sufficient foundational evidence for the trier of fact to conclude that the item is what the
proponent claims it to be.” (Y 15)

“Summary judgment is proper when (1) there is no genuine issue as to any material fact; (2) the moving party
is entitled to judgment as a matter of law; and (3) based on the evidence submitted, reasonable minds can
come to only one conclusion, and that conclusion is adverse to the nonmoving party, who is entitled to have

the evidence construed most strongly in his or her favor.” (9 22)

“The burden then shifted to Hanson to show that a genuine issue of material fact existed for trial.” (Y 28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Discover alleged that Hanson applied for and used a Discover credit-card account, failed to make required
payments, and owed $13,771.17. Discover submitted a cardmember agreement, periodic account statements, and
an affidavit from Andrew Moore, who maintained and reviewed Discover account records and explained the
records' creation and retention. Hanson did not submit an affidavit or other evidentiary materials disputing the

account, balance, or charges.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Discover sued Hanson for an alleged unpaid credit-card balance of $13,771.17. After unsuccessful mediation,

Discover moved for summary judgment and supported the motion with an affidavit from its litigation support



coordinator and account records. The trial court granted summary judgment for Discover, and Hanson timely

appealed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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