UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION

Watkins v. Equifax Information Services LL.C

Watkins - No. 1:25-cv-524 - Decided December 30, 2025

SUMMARY

The Southern District of Ohio denied Equifax Information Services LLC’s motion to dismiss a Fair

Credit Reporting Act claim concerning allegedly truncated account numbers in a consumer file

disclosure. The court held that the complaint plausibly alleged that Equifax had included complete

account numbers in consumer reports provided to third parties, making the information potentially

subject to disclosure under 15 U.S.C. § 1681g(a)(1). The court also denied the plaintiff’s motions for

leave to file a surreply and for a detailed written ruling.
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Defendant moved to dismiss the plaintiff's Fair Credit Reporting Act
complaint under Rule 12(b)(6). The plaintiff also moved for leave to
file a surreply and for a detailed written ruling.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor,
draws reasonable inferences for the plaintiff, and determines whether

the complaint states a plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Watkins showed good cause for leave to file a surreply under S.D. Ohio Civ. R. 7.2(a)(2).

2. Whether a plaintiff asserting a claim under 15 U.S.C. § 1681g(a)(1) must allege that the omitted
information bears on creditworthiness.
3. Whether truncated account numbers allegedly included in Equifax's consumer-file disclosure stated a

plausible Fair Credit Reporting Act claim.

4. Whether the court should grant Watkins's motion for a detailed written ruling.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to file a surreply was properly denied because Watkins did not demonstrate good cause; her
arguments addressed the merits of Equifax's position rather than new grounds or misstatements raised in
the reply.

2. For purposes of § 1681g(a), a consumer's file includes information that the consumer reporting agency
included in a consumer report in the past or plans to include in a consumer report in the future; the
provision is not limited to information that bears on the consumer's creditworthiness.

3. Watkins plausibly alleged that Equifax violated § 1681g(a)(1) by providing truncated account numbers
where Equifax allegedly included complete account numbers in consumer reports furnished to third
parties.

4. Watkins's motion for a detailed written ruling was denied because the court treated it as an improper

request for a surreply and resolved the motion to dismiss in the opinion.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“The Court holds that Watkins’ Complaint adequately alleges a violation of the FCRA and therefore DENIES
Equifax’s Motion to Dismiss (Doc. 4).”

“The Court agrees with this interpretation of the statute and adopts it here.”

“That’s a factual question—what did Equifax actually do?—that the Court cannot resolve based on statutory

definitions.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Watkins alleged that Equifax, a consumer reporting agency, provided her with a consumer-file disclosure

containing truncated account numbers and thereby failed to disclose all information in her file. She alleged that
Equifax's automated, template-driven system routinely omitted complete account numbers and other data fields,
preventing consumers from identifying accounts and investigating possible fraud, identity theft, or inaccuracies.

Watkins alleged resulting confusion, frustration, anxiety, and an effort to obtain professional therapy.
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