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Defendant James P. Ragan appeals the district court’s grant of summary
judgment to Plaintiff United States of America in this action to enforce a
promissory note obligating Defendant to repay his consolidated student loan. 20
U.S.C. § 1080(b). Reviewing de novo the grant of summary judgment and for
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abuse of discretion the evidentiary rulings, Kaiser Found. Health Plan, Inc. v.
Abbott Labs., Inc., 552 F.3d 1033, 1042 (9th Cir. 2009), we reverse and remand.
1. The district court did not abuse its discretion in holding that the
promissory note and the certificate of indebtedness are admissible under Federal
Rule of Evidence 803.
2. The district court correctly rejected all of Defendant’s arguments not
concerning the amount of the note. Even viewing the evidence in the light most
favorable to Defendant, Furnace v. Sullivan, 705 F.3d 1021, 1026 (9th Cir. 2013),
there are no genuine issues of material fact concerning, for example, whether
Defendant signed the note, whether he assumed a federal obligation, and whether
the certificate of indebtedness referred to the same obligation as the promissory
note.
3. The district court erroneously rejected Defendant’s argument concerning
the amount of the note. The certificate of indebtedness states that the principal
amount of the loan was $23,109. But, compared to the promissory note, the
certificate contains discrepancies in the date and the interest rate. Although
perhaps not the most reasonable interpretation, a jury reasonably could conclude
that the author of the certificate also erred in recording the amount.
REVERSED and REMANDED. The parties shall bear their own costs on
appeal.
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