UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
NORTH CAROLINA
Westlake Flooring Company, LL.C, d/b/a Westlake Flooring Services
v. Mormar LL.C, d/b/a Better Value Motors, and Amie Morgan

Baudoin

Westlake Flooring - No. 7:24-CV-741-M - Decided February 19, 2026

SUMMARY

A United States magistrate judge recommends granting Westlake Flooring Company’s motion for
default judgment against Mormar LL.C and Amie Morgan Baudoin. The recommendation addresses
breach of a promissory note and loan and security agreement, breach of a personal guaranty, attorney’s
fees and costs, post-judgment interest, and foreclosure and possession of secured collateral. The

recommended award is $106,949.09, plus post-judgment interest and related foreclosure relief.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for default judgment under Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 55(b) after the Clerk entered default against the defendants.
The magistrate judge issued a Memorandum and Recommendation

recommending that the motion be allowed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A district judge must conduct de novo review of portions of a
magistrate judge's Memorandum and Recommendation to which
proper objections are made under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 72(b)(3), and Local Civil Rule 72.4(b). On default
judgment, well-pleaded liability allegations are deemed admitted, but
the court must determine whether those allegations support the relief
sought and must assure itself of subject-matter and personal

jurisdiction.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED
. Whether default judgment should be entered after default was entered and defendants failed to respond.

. Whether the well-pleaded allegations established liability for breach of the financing agreement and

personal guaranty under California law.

. Whether Westlake established entitlement to possession and foreclosure of the collateral securing the
debt.

4. Whether Westlake established the amount of damages, attorney's fees, costs, and post-judgment interest

H

1.

without an evidentiary hearing.

OLDINGS

Default judgment is appropriate where default has been entered, the well-pleaded allegations support the
requested relief, and the court has subject-matter and personal jurisdiction over the action and

defendants.

. The complaint sufficiently established breach of the financing agreement by Mormar and breach of the

personal guaranty by Baudoin under California law.

3. A secured creditor is entitled to judicial possession and foreclosure relief where it establishes a valid,

enforceable, perfected security interest, the defendants took or held the property subject to that interest,
and the defendants defaulted.

4. A default judgment may award a liquidated or mathematically calculable amount without an evidentiary

hearing, and Westlake established entitlement to $106,949.09, consisting of the $77,420.32 loan balance
and $29,528.77 in attorney's fees and costs.

5. Westlake is entitled to post-judgment interest calculated under 28 U.S.C. § 1961.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Upon default, the well-pleaded facts alleged in the complaint, as to liability, are deemed admitted.”

(Discussion)

“Finally, “the court must be satisfied that it has subject matter jurisdiction over the cause of action and
personal jurisdiction over the defendants; absent personal jurisdiction, ‘the default judgment [is] void.’””

(Discussion)



“For the reasons stated herein, it is recommended that the motion for default judgment, [DE-13], be allowed
and Plaintiff be awarded $106,949.09, which includes the total due on the loan ($77,420.32), plus costs and
attorney’s fees ($29,528.77), interest as provided by 28 U.S.C. § 1961, and foreclosure of Westlake’s security

interests, including the immediate right to possession and liquidation of the subject collateral.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Westlake extended Mormar a $200,000 commercial line of credit under a Promissory Note and Loan and
Security Agreement. Mormar failed to make required payments, sold financed vehicles out of trust, and sold or
improperly disposed of collateral subject to Westlake's security interest. Amie Morgan Baudoin executed a
personal guaranty. After acceleration, notice of default, repossession and sale of some vehicles, Westlake
claimed a remaining loan balance of $77,420.32, plus attorney's fees, costs, post-judgment interest, and

foreclosure-related relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Westlake filed this diversity action on August 9, 2024, alleging breach of contract, breach of personal guaranty,
and foreclosure of security agreements. Defendants were served but did not respond, and the Clerk entered
default on March 10, 2025. Westlake then moved for default judgment and supplemented its submissions
regarding damages, attorney's fees, and costs. The magistrate judge recommended entry of default judgment,

subject to de novo review by the district judge if objections were filed.
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