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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland grants the motion of the Excavators
Union Local 231 Pension Fund and City of Birmingham Retirement and Relief System to be
appointed lead plaintiff in a putative securities class action against CarMax, Inc. and its officers. The
court concludes that the Pension Funds have the largest financial interest, satisfy the requirements of
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23, and are presumptively the most adequate plaintiff under the
Private Securities Litigation Reform Act. The court states that a separate order will address the
appointment of lead counsel.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE In a putative securities-fraud class action, the court considered
competing motions for appointment as lead plaintiff and lead counsel
under the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act.

STANDARD OF REVIEW At the lead-plaintiff stage, the movant need make only a prima facie
showing of typicality and adequacy under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 23; the statutory presumption may be rebutted only by proof
that the presumptive plaintiff will not fairly and adequately protect the
class or is subject to unique defenses.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Which movant was the most adequate plaintiff under the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act?

2. Whether the Excavators Union Local 231 Pension Fund and City of Birmingham Retirement and Relief
System satisfied the typicality and adequacy requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23.

3. Whether any class member rebutted the statutory presumption favoring the Pension Funds as lead
plaintiff.

HOLDINGS

1. The Pension Funds were the most adequate plaintiff because they timely moved in response to notice of
the action and had the largest financial interest in the relief sought by the putative class.

2. The Pension Funds made a prima facie showing of typicality because their claims arose from the same
alleged misconduct as the claims of the putative class and relied on similar legal theories.

3. The Pension Funds made a prima facie showing of adequacy because their interests aligned with those
of the putative class, they had no apparent conflicts, and they secured adequate counsel.

4. No class member rebutted the presumption that the Pension Funds were the most adequate plaintiff.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Pension Funds are the most adequate plaintiff in this action.”

“No proof has been proffered to defeat the presumption that the Pension Funds are the most adequate plaintiff
in this action.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that CarMax and its chief executive and chief financial officers recklessly overstated the
company's growth prospects, artificially inflating the market price of CarMax securities. He alleged that
investors suffered losses when the company's true growth prospects were disclosed and the securities' value
declined. The competing lead-plaintiff movants reported estimated losses ranging from $31,072 to $908,099,
with the Pension Funds reporting the largest loss.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jason Cap filed the action on November 3, 2025, and amended the complaint on November 7, 2025, alleging
violations of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. Four parties moved for appointment as lead plaintiff and
counsel. The motions of Steven M. Smith and Jason Cap were withdrawn, the Indiana Public Retirement System
filed a notice of non-opposition, and the court granted the motion filed by the Excavators Union Local 231
Pension Fund and City of Birmingham Retirement and Relief System.
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