UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA

Naya Calhoun v. CarMax Business Services, LL.C

Calhoun v. CarMax Business Services, LL.C, No. 24-660-SDD-SDJ (M.D. La. May 26, 2026) - No. No. 24-660-
SDD-SDJ - Decided May 26, 2026

SUMMARY

This Magistrate Judge’s Report and Recommendation addresses CarMax Business Services, LLC’s
motions for partial summary judgment and default judgment, and Naya Calhoun’s Rule 12(c) motion
for judgment on the pleadings. It recommends granting summary judgment to CarMax on Calhoun’s
accord-and-satisfaction, Uniform Commercial Code, and Truth in Lending Act claims; granting default
judgment against Proofs Learning Academy LL.C; and denying Calhoun’s motion. The report also
recommends awarding CarMax $60,577.32 on its counterclaim while declining to recommend

attorney’s fees without additional evidence.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Magistrate judge's report and recommendation on Defendant's motion

for partial summary judgment, motion for default judgment against
third-party defendant Proofs Learning Academy LLC, and Plaintiff's

Rule 12(c) motion for judgment on the pleadings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when no genuine dispute of material fact
exists and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. A Rule
12(c) motion is evaluated under the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility
standard. For default judgment, the court considers the circumstances
of the default and whether the pleadings provide a sufficient basis for

judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on Calhoun's claim that the debt was discharged

through accord and satisfaction.

. Whether CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on Calhoun's claim under UCC § 9-210 concerning

a request for a statement of account.

. Whether CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on Calhoun's Truth in Lending Act claim alleging

that the finance charge was incorrectly disclosed.

. Whether CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on its counterclaim for the unpaid contract balance

and recognition of its security interest.

. Whether default judgment should be entered against third-party defendant Proofs Learning Academy

LLC.

. Whether Calhoun was entitled to judgment on the pleadings under Rule 12(c).

HOLDINGS

1.

Calhoun could not establish accord and satisfaction because she failed to show a disputed claim and

mutual consent by CarMax to accept the money orders as full satisfaction of the debt.

. CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on Calhoun's UCC § 9-210 claim because the request was

premised on the rejected accord-and-satisfaction theory and Calhoun failed to show that CarMax acted

without reasonable cause or that she was reasonably misled.

. CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on the Truth in Lending Act claim because Calhoun

misidentified the total of payments as the finance charge, and no disclosure violation was apparent on

the face of the assigned disclosure statement.

. CarMax was entitled to summary judgment on its counterclaim because the undisputed evidence

established the contract, Calhoun's default, and an outstanding balance of $60,577.32; CarMax was also

entitled to recognition of its security interest.

. Default judgment was appropriate against Proofs Learning Academy LLC because it failed to answer or

otherwise defend after service, the default was not attributable to excusable neglect, and the pleadings

and record provided a sufficient basis for judgment.



6. Calhoun was not entitled to judgment on the pleadings because her motion relied on the same accord-
and-satisfaction theory that had been rejected, and no viable claim remained on which judgment could
be entered in her favor.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Essential to finding that a valid accord and satisfaction occurred is a showing that the creditor understood

that the payment was tendered in full settlement of the dispute.” (11.B.3.a)
“Misreading the disclosure statement does not make it defective.” (11.B.3.c)

“IT IS RECOMMENDED that the Motion for Partial Summary Judgment (R. Doc. 52) filed by Defendant

CarMax Business Services, LLC, be GRANTED and that Plaintiff be ordered to pay Defendant the amount of
$60,577.32.” (111)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On August 15, 2023, Naya Calhoun and Proofs Learning Academy LLC jointly purchased a 2021 Jeep Grand
Cherokee and entered into a retail installment contract that was assigned to CarMax Business Services, LLC.
The buyers became past due on their scheduled payments, and the outstanding balance was determined to be
$60,577.32. Calhoun later sent CarMax correspondence and two money orders totaling $1,306.75, asserting that
the debt was discharged through accord and satisfaction, but CarMax never agreed to accept that amount as

payment in full.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sued CarMax asserting breach of contract based on accord and satisfaction, violation of UCC § 9-210,
and Truth in Lending Act violations. CarMax answered, filed a third-party complaint against Proofs Learning
Academy LLC and a counterclaim against Plaintiff, and later moved for partial summary judgment and default
judgment. The magistrate judge recommended granting CarMax's summary-judgment motion, entering default
judgment against Proofs Learning Academy LLC, recognizing CarMax's security interest, awarding $60,577.32
jointly against Plaintiff and Proofs Learning Academy LLC, and denying Plaintiff's Rule 12(c) motion.
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