UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

Gloria Yocum v. Rental Solutions, LL.C; Scalley Reading Bates

Hansen & Rasmussen, P.C.; and Does 1 through 5

Yocum - No. 2:25-cv-00577-DBB-DAO - Decided March 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah denied Defendants’ motion to dismiss Gloria

Yocum'’s claims under the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, the Utah Consumer Sales Practices Act,

and the Utah Communications Fraud Act. The court held that the alleged obligation for property

damage beyond reasonable wear and tear plausibly arose from the residential lease agreement and

therefore qualified as a “debt” under the FDCPA. Because the FDCPA claim survived, the court

retained supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss claims under the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, the Utah
Consumer Sales Practices Act, and the Utah Communications Fraud

Act. The court denied the motion.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded facts as
true, draws reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving party,
liberally construes the pleadings, disregards conclusory allegations,
and determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim

for relief.

Unknown; memorandum decision and order of a federal district court

with no reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an alleged obligation for property damage or wear and tear arising from a residential lease

qualifies as a debt arising from a consumer transaction under the FDCPA.
2. Whether the Complaint plausibly alleged FDCPA violations sufficient to survive a Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

3. Whether the court retained supplemental jurisdiction over Yocum's state-law claims after declining to
dismiss the FDCPA claims.

HOLDINGS

1. An alleged obligation for repairs or wear and tear that arises in connection with a residential lease is
plausibly a debt under the FDCPA because it arises from a consensual consumer transaction and is
connected to the lease agreement.

2. The Complaint plausibly alleged FDCPA violations and therefore stated claims sufficient to survive a
Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

3. The court retained supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims because the FDCPA claim, over

which the court had federal-question jurisdiction, was not dismissed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To prevail on a FDCPA claim, a plaintiff must prove four elements: (1) the plaintiff is a ‘consumer’ under id.
§ 1692a(3); (2) the debt at issue arose out of a transaction entered into primarily for personal, family, or
household purposes; (3) the defendant is a debt collector under id. § 1692a(6); and (4) through its acts or
omissions, the defendant violated the FDCPA.”

“Under this standard, the court finds Ms. Yocum has plausibly pled FDCPA allegations sufficient to survive a

motion to dismiss.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Yocum was a residential tenant of Rental Solutions and paid a $2,100 security deposit. After she vacated the
property, the parties agreed that $849 would be deducted for repairs exceeding reasonable wear and tear, but
Rental Solutions sought to collect $4,413 through Scalley Reading, a debt collector. The collection letter and
three emails allegedly lacked the disclosures required by the FDCPA. Yocum alleged violations of the FDCPA

and related Utah consumer-protection statutes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gloria Yocum filed her Complaint in federal district court on July 17, 2025. Defendants moved to dismiss on
October 24, 2025, arguing that the alleged obligation was not a debt under the FDCPA and that dismissal of the



FDCPA claims would eliminate subject matter jurisdiction over the state-law claims. The court held that the
Complaint plausibly alleged an FDCPA debt arising from the parties' residential lease and that supplemental
jurisdiction remained available, then denied the motion.
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