UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Brunell St. Pierre v. Aidvantage Office Customer Advocate

St. Pierre - No. 4:25-cv-12014-MRG - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts denied the plaintiff’s motions to
remand and granted the defendant’s motion to dismiss without prejudice. The court held that the Fair
Credit Reporting Act claims against the loan servicer were inadequately pleaded, including because
the plaintiff did not plausibly allege notice to a consumer reporting agency and a resulting notice to the
furnisher. The court also found the alleged credit-related injuries too conclusory to establish Article III

standing, but granted leave to amend by May 1, 2026.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE After Defendant removed Plaintiff's Massachusetts small-claims action

asserting Fair Credit Reporting Act claims, Plaintiff moved to remand

and Defendant moved to dismiss for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor, but requires factual allegations sufficient to state a plausible
claim for relief. The court liberally construes pro se pleadings. Federal

subject-matter jurisdiction is evaluated under Article IIT and 28 U.S.C.

§ 1331.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential district court order
PARTIES Brunell St. Pierre v. Aidvantage Office Customer Advocate
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the federal court had subject-matter jurisdiction over Plaintiff's FCRA claims after removal.

2. Whether Plaintiff stated a claim against a furnisher under FCRA provisions governing consumer
reporting agencies.
3. Whether Plaintiff plausibly stated a private FCRA claim under 15 U.S.C. § 1681s-2(b) by alleging that a

consumer reporting agency notified Defendant of a dispute.

4. Whether Plaintiff alleged a concrete and particularized injury sufficient to establish Article IIT standing.

HOLDINGS

1. Claims against a furnisher under 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681c and 1681i fail because those provisions regulate
consumer reporting agencies and do not apply to a defendant shown to be merely a furnisher of

information.

2. A consumer bringing a private action against a furnisher under 15 U.S.C. § 1681s-2(b) must plausibly
allege that a consumer reporting agency notified the furnisher of disputed information and that the
furnisher then failed to investigate.

3. A plaintiff asserting an FCRA violation must allege a concrete and particularized injury, in addition to a
statutory violation; conclusory assertions that inaccurate reporting harmed creditworthiness or denied

access to financing are insufficient.

4. The federal court had subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because Plaintiff's only claim

arose under the FCRA, so remand was unwarranted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Consumers have a private right of action to sue the furnisher for failure to investigate pursuant to 15 U.S.C.
§ 1681s-2(b) if a CRA notifies a furnisher of disputed information and the furnisher fails to investigate the
disputed information.” (Section I11.A)

“Even for a statutory violation, Article III “requires a concrete injury” beyond a “bare procedural

violation.”” (Section I11.B)

“Plaintiff s Motions to Remand, ECF Nos. 12 & 34, are DENIED” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is a student-loan borrower whose federal loans became delinquent in 2013. He alleged that the student-
loan tradelines were removed from his credit reports in 2020 and later reinserted by Defendant in 2024 or 2025.

Plaintiff claimed that Defendant violated various FCRA provisions by reinserting the tradelines, failing to



investigate or respond to disputes, and furnishing inaccurate or re-aged information, causing harm to his
creditworthiness and access to financing. The court found that Defendant was a furnisher of information rather
than a consumer reporting agency and that Plaintiff's allegations did not plausibly establish notice from a

consumer reporting agency or a concrete injury.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in Small Claims Court on June 6, 2025. Defendant removed the case to the District of
Massachusetts on July 17, 2025. Plaintiff filed two motions to remand, which the court denied, and Defendant

moved to dismiss. The court granted dismissal without prejudice and granted leave to amend by May 1, 2026.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The motions to remand were denied. The motion to dismiss was granted without prejudice, and Plaintiff was

granted leave to file an amended complaint addressing the deficiencies identified by the court by May 1, 2026.
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