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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Defendants’ motion for
judgment on the pleadings in Ramon Beltran’s action alleging violations of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act. The court held that Plaintiff adequately alleged Article III standing based on claimed confusion
from listing two consumer reporting agencies, but failed to plausibly allege an FCRA violation or a
willful violation because the contact information was not extraneous under Ninth Circuit precedent.
The court dismissed the second amended complaint without leave to amend and ordered the case
closed.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(c) against Plaintiff's second amended complaint
asserting a Fair Credit Reporting Act claim. The court granted the
motion, dismissed the second amended complaint without leave to
amend, and closed the case.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Rule 12(c) motions are evaluated under the same standard as Rule
12(b)(6). The court accepts the nonmoving party's factual allegations
as true and draws reasonable inferences in that party's favor. Judgment
on the pleadings is proper when no material issue of fact remains and
the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law, or when
the complaint lacks a cognizable legal theory or sufficient facts under
such a theory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff adequately alleged Article III standing based on alleged defects in the FCRA
employment-background-check disclosure.

2. Whether listing the contact information of two consumer reporting agencies constituted extraneous
information that violated the FCRA's standalone-disclosure requirement.

3. Whether Plaintiff plausibly alleged that Defendants willfully violated the FCRA.

4. Whether Plaintiff should be granted further leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to allege an injury in fact based on the disclosure's lack of capital letters, lack of boldface,
or inclusion of an acknowledgment of receipt because he did not allege what confused him or how those
features caused confusion or affected his conduct.

2. Plaintiff sufficiently pleaded Article III standing for his theory that listing contact information for two
consumer reporting agencies rendered the disclosure confusing.

3. The inclusion of contact information for two consumer reporting agencies did not constitute extraneous
information and did not violate the FCRA's standalone-disclosure requirement.

4. Plaintiff failed to plausibly allege a willful FCRA violation because the alleged inclusion of two
consumer reporting agencies' contact information was not objectively unreasonable under the
circumstances.

5. Further leave to amend was denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Information that “elucidate[s] what it means to ‘obtain’ a consumer report” such as “helpful information
about who will provide such a report” is not extraneous.” (at 8-9)

“As Defendants did not have the benefit of guidance that their disclosure could have been unlawful, their
interpretation of the law was not objectively unreasonable.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Ramon Beltran applied for employment with Defendants and received a disclosure stating that Defendants might
obtain a consumer report from a consumer reporting agency. The form listed two consumer reporting agencies in
different states and allegedly was unclear, insufficiently conspicuous, and included an acknowledgment of
receipt. Beltran alleged that he would not have signed the disclosure or authorized the consumer report had the
disclosure complied with the FCRA.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a putative class action alleging that Defendants' employment-background-check disclosure
violated 15 U.S.C. § 1681b(b)(2)(A). The court previously granted two motions for judgment on the pleadings
with leave to amend because Plaintiff had not adequately alleged Article III standing. After Plaintiff filed a
second amended complaint, Defendants filed a third Rule 12(c) motion. The court concluded that Plaintiff
adequately alleged standing as to the inclusion of two consumer reporting agencies' contact information, but
failed to plausibly allege an FCRA violation or a willful violation, and further amendment would be futile.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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