
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, TAMPA DIVISION

John Doe v. Application Processing Service, Inc.
Doe v. Application Processing Service · No. 8:25-cv-02758-WFJ-NHA · Decided February 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida granted in part John Doe’s motion
for default judgment against Application Processing Service, Inc. in an action alleging violations of the
Fair Credit Reporting Act. The court entered judgment on claims under 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681e(b) and
1681i, awarding $7,425 in actual damages and $29,700 in punitive damages, for a total of $37,125,
while reserving attorney’s fees and costs for a supplemental motion.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for final default judgment after the Clerk entered
default against Defendant, which had been properly served but failed
to plead, appear, or move to set aside the default.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion for default judgment, the court determines whether the
well-pleaded allegations establish a sufficient basis for judgment,
applying a standard akin to the standard for deciding whether a
complaint would survive a motion to dismiss. Damages are determined
in the court's discretion, and an evidentiary hearing is unnecessary
when the evidence is already of record or the damages can be
calculated without one.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district-court order

PARTIES John Doe v. Application Processing Service, Inc.
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PRACTICE AREAS

Fair Credit Reporting Act consumer protection default judgment damages attorney's fees

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the well-pleaded allegations established a sufficient basis for default judgment on Plaintiff's
claims under 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681e(b) and 1681i.

2. Whether Defendant's alleged conduct constituted willful violations of the FCRA.

3. What actual and punitive damages were supported by the record.

4. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to attorney's fees and costs under the FCRA and the court's local rules.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff sufficiently alleged claims under 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681e(b) and 1681i because the complaint
alleged inaccurate information, unreasonable reporting procedures or reinvestigation, injury, and
causation.

2. Defendant's alleged conduct constituted willful violations of the FCRA because Defendant allegedly
ignored major inaccuracies and refused to reinvestigate despite being confronted with the disputed
information.

3. Plaintiff was entitled to $7,425 in actual damages, consisting of $2,425 in documented financial losses
and $5,000 for emotional harm supported by the record.

4. Plaintiff was entitled to $29,700 in punitive damages, calculated using a four-to-one ratio against the
$7,425 compensatory-damages award.

5. Plaintiff was entitled to seek attorney's fees and costs under the FCRA, but the court deferred the fee
determination and required a separate motion under Local Rule 7.01(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is no possible “reasonable reading of the [FCRA’s] terms” that would permit Defendant to outright
refuse to comply with its statutory duties to ensure maximum possible accuracy and reinvestigate any disputes
just because Plaintiff’s information could be found online.” (Discussion, Part I)

“The Clerk is DIRECTED to enter final default judgment on all counts in favor of Plaintiff John Doe against
Defendant Application Processing Service, Inc., together with post-judgment interest to accrue at the legal
rate, all for which let execution issue forthwith.” (Conclusion ¶ 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Application Processing Service, Inc. prepared and provided a consumer report concerning John Doe to a
prospective housing provider and homeowners association in August 2025. The report allegedly included
expunged, sealed, duplicated, and outdated criminal and traffic records, as well as unclear dispositions. The



prospective landlord denied Doe's housing application based on the report, and Doe alleged financial losses,
emotional harm, and expenses incurred attempting to correct the report. After Doe disputed the information,
Defendant allegedly refused to reinvestigate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an FCRA complaint on October 8, 2025, alleging violations of 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681e(b) and 1681i.
Defendant was served on October 17, 2025, but did not respond or appear. The Magistrate Judge granted
Plaintiff's motion for entry of default, and the Clerk entered default on January 27, 2026. The district court
granted the motion for default judgment in part, entered judgment on both counts, awarded $37,125 in actual and
punitive damages, and directed Plaintiff to file a separate attorney-fee and cost motion.
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