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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana denied Trans Union LLC’s
motion for judgment on the pleadings based on the Fair Credit Reporting Act’s two-year statute of
limitations. The court held that the plaintiff’s April 26, 2023 state-court complaint was timely filed and
that the later complaint related back to it. The court also concluded that the defendant had not
established that the original complaint was ineffective due to lack of service or failure to prosecute.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(c), asserting that Plaintiff's amended Fair Credit
Reporting Act claims were barred by the statute of limitations. The
court denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 12(c) motion is evaluated under the same standard as a Rule
12(b)(6) motion. The court construes the complaint in the light most
favorable to the nonmovant, accepts factual allegations as true, and
draws reasonable inferences in the nonmovant's favor. The defendant
bears the burden of establishing the complaint's insufficiency.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; the source metadata identifies the precedential status as
Unknown.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Browne's FCRA claims were barred by the applicable two-year statute of limitations because
the complaint removed to federal court was filed on November 15, 2024.

2. Whether the April 26, 2023 state-court complaint commenced the action for limitations purposes when
Browne filed the complaint, summons, and filing fee, despite the absence of docketed service and the
later replacement of that pleading.

3. Whether the November 15, 2024 pleading related back to the April 26, 2023 complaint under Indiana
Trial Rule 15(C).

4. Whether Trans Union waived any defense based on insufficient service of process by failing to assert it
in a Rule 12 motion or responsive pleading.

HOLDINGS

1. The statute-of-limitations defense did not warrant judgment on the pleadings because Browne's April 26,
2023 state-court filing was timely as to the earliest accrual dates identified for both FCRA claims.

2. The April 26, 2023 complaint, summons, and filing fee commenced the state-court action for statute-of-
limitations purposes; the absence of a docketed return of service did not establish that the filing was
ineffective.

3. The November 15, 2024 pleading was an amended pleading that related back to the April 26, 2023
complaint because it arose from the same conduct, transaction, or occurrence.

4. Trans Union waived any defense under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(5) based on insufficient
service of process by failing to assert it in a pre-answer motion or responsive pleading.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion to dismiss pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) challenges the viability of a
complaint by arguing that it fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted.” (Legal Standard)

“Under Indiana law, a statute of limitations continues to run until the plaintiff files a complaint, summons,
and filing fee.” (Analysis)

“For the reasons set forth above, the Court hereby DENIES Trans Union LLC’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s
Amended Complaint [ECF No. 43].” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Browne alleged that Trans Union violated the FCRA by failing to reasonably reinvestigate disputes concerning
an NCS tradeline and by reporting inaccurate information to Purdue Federal Credit Union. She disputed the
tradeline in April, June, and July 2021, and Trans Union allegedly issued an inaccurate report in August 2021.
Browne filed a state-court complaint, summons, and filing fee on April 26, 2023, before the earliest two-year
limitations period identified by the parties expired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Browne filed an FCRA complaint against Trans Union in Indiana state court on April 26, 2023, together with a
summons and filing fee. She filed a second complaint in the same cause number on November 15, 2024, which
added an allegation concerning damages; Trans Union removed the action to federal court. After the federal
court permitted Browne to file a more detailed amended complaint, Trans Union answered and moved for
judgment on the pleadings based on the statute of limitations. The court concluded that the April 26, 2023 filing
commenced the action before the limitations period expired and denied the motion.
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