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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR
BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE NO. 25-009061

PHILLIP DANIEL MARTINS,

Plaintiff.

V

CARMAX AUTO SUPERSTORES, INC.,

Defendant.

'

DEFENDANT CARA([AX AUTO SUPERSTORES, INC.'S

MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S AMENDED COMPLAINT

Defendant, CarMax Auto Superstores,Inc. ("CarMax" or "Defendant"),by and through its

undersigned counsel and pursuant to Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.140(b)(6),hereby moves to dismiss the

Amended Complaint filed by Plaintiff,PhillipDaniel Martins ("Martins"or "Plaintiff'),and as

grounds in support thereof,states as follows:

INTRODUCTION

In his initial Complaint, Plaintiff allegedthat in April 2024, he purchased a used 2022

BMW (the"Vehicle" or the "BMW") from a CarMax store located in Pompano Beach, Florida.

Plaintiff allegedthat at the time he purchasedthe Vehicle, he traded in another vehicle which was

insured under an insurance policyissued by GEICO. Plaintiff allegedthat the CarMax salesperson

failed to request that Plaintiff transfer his current GEICO insurance to the BMW, and instead

instructed Plaintiff to list a prior,expiredinsurance policywith SecurityNational Insurance

Company ("SecurityNational")on an insurance affidavit signedby Plaintiff.

Plaintiff further allegedthat he thereafter acquiredinsurance coverage through another

insurance company, Direct Auto Insurance ("DirectAuto"),which, accordingto Plaintiff,failed
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Case No.: 25-009061

to provideadequatecoverage for the Vehicle when it was involved in an accident more than eight

(8)months later,resultingin the total loss ofthe Vehicle.

Rather than accept responsibilityfor his own neglectand/or failure to procure adequate

insurance for the Vehicle, Plaintiff filed this action againstCarMax, wherein Plaintiff initially

asserted claims againstCarMax for: (1)negligence;(2)fraudulent misrepresentation;(3)violation

of Florida's Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act ("FDUTPA"); (4)breach of the implied

duty of good faith and fair dealing;and (5)declaratoryjudgment.

CarMax moved to dismiss Plaintiff's Complaint for failure to state a claim. As explained

by CarMax in its Motion to Dismiss, pursuant to the parties'agreements and Florida law, CarMax

did not owe Plaintiff a dutyto either confirm Plaintiff's insurance coverage or to assist Plaintiff in

securinginsurance coverage followinghis purchase ofthe Vehicle from CarMax. In fact,Plaintiff

knowingly signed an insurance affidavit,under penaltyof perjury,which accordingto Plaintiff,

listed an insurance policy that Plaintiff knew to be expired.Furthermore, pursuant to the

documents signed by Plaintiff at the time of purchase of the Vehicle, Plaintiff expresslyassumed

any and all responsibilityto insure the Vehicle, while CarMax expresslydisclaimed any and all

liabilityto do so.

Following a hearing,the Court granted CarMax's Motion to Dismiss and dismissed

Plaintiff' s initial Complaint in its entirety,without prejudice,while providing Plaintiff an

opportunityto amend his Complaint.

Plaintiff's Amended Complaint allegesseveral new "facts" that differ from his original

Complaint.More specifically,Plaintiff now allegesthat when he purchased the Vehicle from

CarMax, he had a current insurance policywith Direct Auto, 11gt GEICO as previouslyalleged.

See Amended Complaint,at 711. Nonetheless, Plaintiff still acknowledges (ashe must) that he
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signedthe same insurance affidavit,but now allegesthat a CarMax employee, rather than using

Plaintiff's current insurance information with Direct Auto, retrieved an expiredinsurance policy

from the Vehicle's glove compartment and, without Plaintiff's knowledge, inserted that

information (i.e.,SecurityNational)into the insurance affidavit. Id. at 711, 12. Plaintiff further

allegesthat before leavingthe dealersh*,CarMax instructed him to transfer coverage of the new

Vehicle to his insurance company. U. at 716. Plaintiff claims,however, that he did not know that

the "full coverage"was required,or that the insurance information in the insurance affidavit that

he had signedwas expired,invalid or insufficient. Id.

Plaintiff then allegesthat after leavingCarMax followinghis purchase of the Vehicle,he

contacted Direct Auto Insurance to transfer coverage for the Vehicle, only to discover sometime

later after sufferingan accident that he did not have full coverage needed to cover the loss of the

Vehicle. Id. In his Amended Complaint,Plaintiffasserts claims againstCarMax for: (1)fraudulent

misrepresentation(Count I);(2)negligence(Count ID; (3)breach of contract (Count III);and (4)

violation ofFlorida's Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act ("FDUTPA") (Count IV).

DespitePlaintiffs "new" allegations,Plaintiff has stillfailed to state a cognizableclaim

againstCarMax. Like before, Plaintiff's claims fail in lightof the fact that Plaintiff signed and

submitted an insurance affidavit,under penaltyof perjury,statingthat he had and would maintain

adequate insurance for the Vehicle. Furthermore, Plaintiff expresslyassumed any and all

responsibilityto ensure that the Vehicle remained insured againstloss,while CarMax expressly

disclaimed any and all responsibilityto do so. Accordingly,Plaintiff's Amended Complaint should

be dismissed,with pre/udice.
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ARGUMENT

I. LEGAL STANDARD ON A MOTION TO DISMISS

A motion to dismiss tests the sufficiencyof a complaintwithin its four corners. Biscayne

hiv. Group, Ltd. v. Guarantee Mgmt. Services, Inc.,903 So. 2d 251, 253 (Fla.3d DCA 2005)

(citingCoriat v. Global Assurance Group, Inc.,862 So. 2d 743 (Fla.3dDCA2003)). The inquiry

for the trial court is "whether the complaintallegessufficient ultimate facts that would entitle the

plaintiffto relief." Biscayne Inv. Group, 903 So. 2d at 253 (citingCohen v. American Home

Assurance Co.,367 So. 2d 677, 681 (Fla.3d DCA 1979)).Well-pleadfacts are admitted,but "of

course, conclusions of law are not." Wallace Bros. v. Yates, 117 So. 2d 202,203 (Fla.2d DCA

1960). Any exhibit attached to a pleadingis considered a part ofthe pleading for all purposes. Len

Hazen Painters, Inc. v. Wood-Hopkins Const. Co., 396 So. 2d 1233 (Fla.1st DCA 1981).Lastly,

where the terms of a legaldocument are impliedlyincorporatedby reference into the complaint

(butnot attached),the Court may consider the contents of the document in rulingon a motion to

dismiss. See Tower Radiologp Center v. Direct Gen. Ins. Co., 348 So. 3d 1147, 1150 (Fla.4th

DCA 2022).

II. THE COURT SHOULD DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR
FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM.

As explainedabove, Plaintiff's Amended Complaint is premised upon Plaintiff's claim that

CarMax allegedly(1)inserted expiredinsurance information into an Affidavit of Insurance that

Plaintiff later signedunder oath and under penaltyof perjury;(2) failed to confirm Plaintiff' s

insurance coverage; and (3)failed to advise Plaintiff that he did not have full insurance coverage

for the subjectVehicle.

4



Case No.: 25-009061

Even assuming that Plaintiff's allegationsare true, which CarMax again denies, all of

Plaintiff's claims must stillbe dismissed for failure to state a cognizableclaim under Florida law.

First,as once againconceded by Plaintiff,when Plaintiffpurchasedthe subjectBMW from

CarMax, he signedand submitted a Florida Insurance Affidavit to CarMax. See Exhibit 1,Florida

Insurance Affidavit.
1

By signingthis Affidavit,Plaintiff attested,under penaltyofpeijury,that he

had the requisiteinsurance coverage currentlyin effect for the Vehicle with SecurityNational

Insurance Company. CarMax, in turn, justifiablyrelied upon Plaintiff's sworn representationthat

he had proper insurance coverage in placewhen it agreed to sell the Vehicle to Plaintiff. The fact

that Plaintiff knew that his insurance with SecurityNational Insurance Company had expired,yet

signed and submitted a Florida Insurance Affidavit attestingthat such insurance was current

anyway, completelynegates and bars all of Plaintiff's claims againstCarMax in this case.

By virtue of Plaintiff signingand submittingthe Florida Insurance Affidavit, Plaintiff's

claims againstCarMax are statutorilybarred. Specifically,Fla. Stat. §320.02, which requiresproof

of ownership to be submitted in connection with the registrationof a motor vehicle in Florida,

providesin pertinentpart as follows:

... The [insurancelcard or insurance policy,insurance policybinder,or certificate

of insurance or a photocopy of any ofthese; an affidavit containingthe name ofthe

insured's insurance company, the insured's policynumber, and the make and year
of the vehicle insured;or such other proof as may be prescribedby the department
shall constitute sufficient proofof purchase.If an affidavit is providedas proof,it

must be in substantiallythe followingform:

Under penalty of pedury, I (Name of insured) do hereby certifythat I have

(PersonalInjuryProtection, Property Damage Liability,and, if required,Bodily

1 As explainedabove, even though Plaintiff did not attach the Florida Insurance Affidavit to his

Amended Complaint (likehe did to his initial Complaint),the Court may still consider the affidavit

when consideringand rulingupon CarMax's Motion to Dismiss, because Plaintiff specifically
cites to and incorporatesthe instrument in his Amended Complaint.See Tower Radiology Center,

348 So. 3d at 1150. The same holds true for Plaintiff's Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage
Insurance addressed later in this motion. U.
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InjuryLiability)Insurance currentlyin effect with (Name of insurance company)
under (policynumber) covering(make, year, and vehicle identification number of

vehicle).(Signatureof Insured)

Such affidavit must include the followingwarning:

WARNING: GIVING FALSE INFORMATION IN ORDER TO OBTAIN A
VEHICLE REGISTRATION CERTIFICATE IS A CRIMINAL OFFENSE
UNDER FLORIDA LAW. ANYONE GIVING FALSE INFORMATION ON
THIS AFFIDAVIT IS SUBJECT TO PROSECUTION.

See Fla. Stat. §320.02(5)(a).

Notably, Fla. Stat. §320.02(5)(a)further provides that "[B]y executingthe aforesaid

affidavit,no licensed motor vehicle dealer will be liable in damages for anv inadequacv,

insufficiencv, or falsification of anv statement contained therein." See Fla. Stat. §320.02.

(Emphasis added).

In this case, Plaintiff admits that he signedthe Florida Insurance Affidavit,which includes

the exact same languageprescribedby Fla. Stat. §320.02, above:

FLORIDA INSURANCE AFFIDAVIT

Under penalty of perjury,I
PHIUIP DANIEL MARTINS certifythat I have

(Name of Insured)

Personal Iniurv Protection, Propertv Damage Liabilitv,and, when required, Bodilv Iniurv Liability

Insurance currently in e#ect with SECURITY NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY under
(Name of Insurance Company)

G009186022 1952 oovering the following motor vehide:

(Pdicy Number) Cc,npeny Code N.mber (5 [lois)

2022 3 MW5R?JOH NSC69704m '.teke Velmcle lc?entmceticn Number

This insuianoe company is licensed to issue insurance policies in Florida. I understand that my
driver license. license Dlale(s) and reaistration(s) will be SUSDended effective fromthe registration

date, ifthe insurer denies that this Policy is in force.

ly
--

Signature of 'nsured

WARNING: GIVING FALSE INFORMAMON IN ORDER TO OBTAIN AVEHICLE REGISTRATION
CERTIFICATE IS A CRIMINAL OFFENSE UNDER FLORIDA LAW. ANYONEGIVING
FALSE INFORMATION ON THIS AFFIDAVITIS SUBJECTTO PROSECUTION.

HSMV 83330 (Rev. 09/09) www.flhsmv.gov
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See Exhibit 1,Florida Insurance Affidavit.

As expressly stated in Fla. Stat. §320.02(5)(a),Plaintiff's execution of the Florida

Insurance Affidavit completely exculpatesCarMax, as a licensed motor vehicle dealer,from any

and allliabilitydue to any inadequate,insufficient,or false information contained therein. For this

reason, all of Plaintiff's claims againstCarMax should be dismissed by the Court.

Second, Plaintiff's claim that CarMax allegedlyinserted expiredinsurance information in

the affidavit without Plaintiff's knowledge or consent (which affidavit Plaintiff later signed),does

not alter the fact that Plaintiff's Amended Complaint must still be dismissed. Florida courts

consistentlyhold that a party may not defend againstthe enforcement of an agreement on the

grounds that he or she failed to read the agreement and was not aware of its terms. See, e.g.,

Manning v. Inte/futureTrading Inc., 578 So. 2d 842, 845 (Fla.4th DCA 1991) ("The rule is well

established that a party'smere failure to read a contract and thus to know and understand its terms

and implicationsis not grounds for rescission or revocation.").

Furthermore, one is presumed to know the contents of a contract that they signed,even in

the case where the individual cannot read English.See Merrill, Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith,

Inc. v. Benton, 467 So. 2d 311 (Fla.5th DCA 1985).If a person cannot read the instrument they

are signing,it is as much their dutyto procure some reliable person to read and explainit to them,

before they signit,as it would be to read it before they signedit if they were able to do so. See

Rivero v. Rivero, 963 So. 2d 934 (Fla.3d DCA 2007); see also, Roc4 Creed Retirement Props.,

Inc. v. Estate ofFox ex rel. Bank ofblmerica,N.A., 19 So. 3d 1105 (Fla.2d DCA 2009).Thus, any

failure on Plaintiff's part to read and understand the Florida Insurance Affidavit that he signed
-

under penaltyof perjury
- bars Plaintiff's claims againstCarMax.
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Third, in addition to signingthe above-referenced Florida Insurance Affidavit,because

Plaintiff financed his purchased of the Vehicle, he was also requiredto sign and submit an

Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance. See Exhibit 2. In this document, Plaintiff once

again acknowledged and agreed that he was solelyresponsiblefor procuring and maintaining

adequateinsurance coverage for the Vehicle:

... I agree that I am solely responsible for making arrangements for,

obtaining and maintaining the required insurance coverage. I also

understand that CarMax will not make arrangements for my required
insurance coverage, nor are the premiums included in the monthly
installments I will pay under the Retail Installment Contract.

***

By signing below, I agree to promptly secure the required insurance

coverage and understand that if I do not obtain the required insurance

coverage, the finance company that has agreed to finance my Retail

Installment contract may refuse to fund the financing.

See Exhibit 2, Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance (emphasisin original).

Thus, Plaintiff not only attested that he had current, adequateinsurance coverage in place

for the Vehicle, but he also agreed and acknowledged that itwas his sole responsibilityto maintain

such insurance,whereas CarMax had no responsibilityto do so. Like before,these facts completely

contradict and negate the entire premise of Plaintiff's amended claims againstCarMax. See Harry

Pepper Assoc., Inc. v. Lasseter, 247 So. 2d 736 (Fla.3d DCA 1971) (where there is an

inconsistencybetween the allegationsin a plaintiff'scomplaintand the specificfacts in exhibits

attached thereto,the pleadingis objectionableand subjectto dismissal).2

2 This includes,but is not limited to, Plaintiff's claim that he was unaware that "full coverage"was
needed when insuringthe Vehicle. As the Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance

makes clear,Plaintiff was required at all times to maintain both collision and comprehensive

coverage for the Vehicle. Id.
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Fourth, Plaintiff claims that CarMax is liable for the allegedloss of the Vehicle because

CarMax: (a)purportedlyfailed to follow up and confirm insurance coverage for the Vehicle within

seven (7)days; and (b) failed to notifyPlaintiff of any deficiencyin insurance coverage. These

claims fail for the same reason as Plaintiff's other claims. For one, as explainedabove, Plaintiff

expresslyagreed when he signed the Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance that it

remained his sole responsibilityto obtain and maintain the requiredinsurance coverage for the

Vehicle, and that CarMax would have no role or responsibilityin doingso.

Furthermore, despitePlaintiff's claim to the contrary, CarMax did not breach the subject

insurance agreement based upon any failure to confirm Plaintiff's insurance coverage within seven

(7)days of Plaintiff's execution ofthe agreement. As the Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage

Insurance makes clear,the rightfor the lender to confirm insurance coverage was expressly

intended to protect the lender,not Plaintiff,from financial loss should an accident or damage occur

to Plaintiff' s Vehicle. Specifically,the Agreement states, in pertinentpart, as follows:

I understand that to provide protectionfrom serious financial loss should an

accident or damage occur, my Retail Installment Contract requiresthat the vehicle

be continuouslycovered by insurance as set forth below...

I understand that if,for any reason, the requiredinsurance coverage as designated
below is not continuouslymaintained, the lienholder,may at its option,secure

insurance accordingto the terms of my Retail Installment Contract. This does not

relieve me, however, from securing and maintaining the required insurance

coverage. I further understand that the amount of such coverage obtained by the

lienholder may be limited to the amount I owe for the Vehicle under the Retail

Installment Contract, and that such insurance coverage will not provide any
additional liabilitycoverage.

See Exhibit 2, Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance.

Thus, the Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance specificallyput Plaintiff on

notice that ifhe did not secure and maintain adequateinsurance for the Vehicle,the lender had the

option
- not the obligation

- to force placeinsurance on the Vehicle. Thus, even if CarMax (who
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is 11Qithe lienholder in this case)failed to confirm insurance coverage, such assertion is not a claim

or defense for Plaintiff in this instance because accordingto the plainlanguage of the agreement:

(a)the provisionwas meant solelyto protect the lienholder's interest in the Vehicle; (b) the

lienholder was not requiredto force placeinsurance in the event insurance coverage was lacking

or inadequate;and (c)any force placedinsurance secured by the lienholder need onlyhave covered

the lienholder's interest in the Vehicle, not any interest of Plaintiff.

Lastly,Plaintiff's claims fail based upon Plaintiff's allegationthat after purchasingthe

Vehicle from CarMax, Plaintiff did in fact contact his insurer,Direct Auto Insurance, and

requestedthat coverage be transferred to the Vehicle. If true, this further demonstrates that any

failure to procure adequateinsurance coverage for the Vehicle, as well as the subsequentloss of

the Vehicle, was not due to any fault or misrepresentationmade by CarMax, but solelydue to

Plaintiff and/or Direct Auto Insurance's failure to properlysecure insurance coverage for the

Vehicle, which again,remained Plaintiff's sole responsibilitypursuant to the parties'agreement

and applicableFlorida law.

CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons explainedabove, Plaintiff's Amended Complaint does not resolve

the same fatal pleadingdeficiencies contained within Plaintiff's (initial)Complaint.Accordingly,

Plaintiff's Amended Complaint should be dismissed in its entirety.Furthermore, as Plaintiff' s

Amended Complaint demonstrates, Plaintiff cannot allegeany new facts that would negate or

circumvent the documents that he signed,regardlessof how many opportunitieshe is given to

amend his Complaint. Simply put, further amendment would be futile. Plaintiff's Amended

Complaint should therefore be dismissed, withpre/udice.
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WHEREFORE, Defendant, CarMax Auto Superstores,Inc.,respectfullyrequests that the

Court enter an Order: (1)dismissingPlaintiff's Amended Complaint for failure to state a cause of

action,with prejudice;(2)awarding CarMax its reasonable attorneys'fees and costs incurred in

this action;and (3)grantingsuch other and further reliefthat the Court deemsjustand proper under

the circumstances.

Dated: January 22,2026

Respectfullysubmitted,

LEGON FODIMAN & SUDDUTH, P.A.

CounselMDefendant CarMax Auto

Superstores,Inc.

121 Alhambra Plaza,Suite 1505

Coral Gables, FL 33134

Tel.: (305)444-9991

By: JeffreyA. Sudduth

TODD A. FODIMAN
Fla. Bar No.. 612189

JEFFREY A. SUDDUTH
Fla. Bar No.: 169950

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct of the Florida was filed on this 221
,nd

dayor

January,2026, with the Florida e-Portal,which will send notice to the following:

PhillipDaniel Martins,pro se Plainti#
160 W. Camino Real, #102

Boca Raton, FL 33432

By: Je#rey A. Sudduth

JeffreyA. Sudduth
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FLORIDA INSURANCE AFFIDAVIT

Under penaltyof perjury,I PHILLIP DAN]EL MARTIN8 certifythat [ have
(Name of Insured)

2*ggnaUnig[YE[Plgctipn,PrgnedY.pamaiqeLiabll"N,and, when required,Bodily lolymll@Jlll!tv

Insurance currentlyin effect with,
SECURITY NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY under

(Nameof Insurance Company)

G009186022 1952 covering the followingmotor vehicle:

(Pdicy Number) Ccmpany Cfxle Number (5 difjls)

2022 BMW 8MWfiR7JMN8C69704

Year ?&i*6
'? . .'?? ? ?*? ??''?"'? "''?'*? ?' ? ? '?' ? ? ??

"Vehi'oieIij,nili'ir,AIAnNumbur

This insuranoe company is Iigertsed to issue inmuranoe poligiesin Florida. 1-understaI*lbgmg

dpkJ[??tb?.iaiumns[Rniesthakhlg-ggllgtiloforce.

-EL
Signatureof insured

WARNING: GIVING FALSE INFORMATION IN ORDER TO OBTAIN A VEHICLE REGISTRATION
CERTIFICATE IS A CRIMINAL OFFENSE UNDER FLORIDA LAW. ANYONE GIVING
FALSE INFORMATION ON THIS AFFIDAVIT IS SUBJECT TO PROSECUTION.

HSMV 83330 (Rov, 09/08) Mvw.fihsmv.gov

04/02/2024 07,49 PM

Order#: 1231746 OMSTrnddng#:4451137 Reprint#: 0
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Agreement to Provide PhysicalDamage Insurance CAAMEAI.
1 understand that to provide protecllonfrom serious IlnanclalIoss should an accldent or damage occur, my Retali Instatlment Contract requlresthatthe
vehide be uonunuciusfymverodby insurance aa setforth below. Tlid-failure-tomaintain such insurance coverage mayglve thelienholderthefightto
declare the entire unpaid balance immediatelydue and payable, I agree that l am solely?sponaihle for making arrangmnents for,obtaining and
maintainingthe requiredInsurance coverage. I also understand tllat CarMaxwlll not make arrangementsformy required insurance
coverage, nor are the promiums Includedin the monthly Installments 1 will pay under the Retail Installment Contract. Accordingly,lagreeto
arrange for the requiredh?Aurance coverage throughtha insurance company shown below and will request my agent to note the Iienholder'sinterest In

thevehicte and endorse the policywlth Ioss payable eildoreemelit Il)favor of thellenholder.

I understano thatif,for any reason, the required insuranoe coverage au designatedbelow k? notoontinuoudy maintained,the Ilenho}der,mayatIts
oplion, secure Insurartcaaorordingtothe terms of my Retail In?;tallmant Contract. Thfa doe# not relieveme, howavar, from scoutingand maintaining
the requlmd Insurance coverage. l furmer understand that the amoumof such coverage obtained by the Ilenholder maybe Hmltod to the amount Iowe
for the vehicle under the Retail Instal[ment Contract, and that euch Insurance coverage willnot provklo any additional liabilitycoverage. Additionally,I
ttnderstand that I willbe requiredlo pay thelienhglder allamounts advanced forsuch insurance accordingto tha terms ofthe Retail Inatallment
Contract,

By signing below, 1 agree to promptly secure the required insurance coverage and understand that if I do not obtain the required
irmurance coverage, the finance company that has agreed to finance my Retail Installment contract may refuseto fund the
financing,

Uenholder

Camlax Eluslness Servlcea, LLC (800)928-3612
Bank/Flnanolallnstllutlon Telephone Number
POBOX 4406{m KENNESAW, GA 30160

*Wms.(Numbe,@FU,-Eii?biGIUIF-EUi
Required Coverage: Collision and Comprehensive or Fire, Theft and Combined Additional Coverage and Maximum
Deductiblea . $1000,

Purchaser/Insured

1911&61t?RAN!#kMNK[!NS----- 3§§1).dE:9*NxkL.---
PurchaserName (First,Middle,Last) Telephone Number
90 SW 3RD ST, Apt. 3002, MIAMI, FL 33130,4025 M635664010850
Address (Number, Street, City,Staie,Zip Code} Driveh License Number

Insurancein Name of (First,Middle, Last) Telephone Number

Address {Number, Street, City,State,Zip Code] Drivete License Numbor

Vehicle Insured

2022 BMW 4D SEDAN 330 25438170 3MW5R7J01 N8C69704
Year Make Body Model CarMax Stock No. Vehicle Idantlfloatlon Number

Vehicle Use

[*1privateMMW 13 Commerclol Auto [3 AUOther Crype)
Insurance Agent/CarrierInformation - Dealer Confirmation

Sggl!LXBAIIRN86!NRURANQRCO- SRCIJBIIYNAT!f)NAL IN?qRAN,CcCOMPANY - - 3§§11§94111
AgentName Carrier Telephone Numbor

H!86-MM, Ek=§3091.
Address (Number, Street, City,Stale, Zip Code)

Agent'sComment

Effective Date
GOD9186022

Losg Payee From T'o

Potlcy/EjihderNumiier El Yes ONo 02114#2024 0811412024

Coverage

@Yes E] No Collision 3,%0.00 @ yea O No Compreheriftlve -12M0 - O Yet; [3No Flrefrheft

Deductible Deductible

Insurance will be verified by Lender sometime in the next 7 days. The failure to have Insurance as provided on this form will result
in rejection of your financlng and immediate return of the vehkle voluntarilyor by repossey?sion.

04m2/2024 X
-?%S?$

Purchaser Date Joint Purchaser Date

BV.J1/MkbL-
CarMax Representative

Order#: 1231746 OMS Tt?dmiglk 4451138 Ropdntm 0
07/19 PFF418

1,11..,-I,1,
MIS ID'2100000

04/02,2I)24 i)7:49 PM


