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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona consolidated three actions brought by
Jeremy Black against Portfolio Recovery Associates LLC concerning alleged violations of the Fair
Debt Collection Practices Act. The court denied the plaintiff’s motions to remand, finding the
removals proper and timely, and granted the defendant’s motions to dismiss. The court held that the
claims were barred by res judicata because they arose from the same account and conduct as earlier
state-court actions resolved by accepted offers of judgment and dismissals with prejudice.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Arizona

WRITING FOR THE COURT Raner C. Collins

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Arizona

DECIDED March 31, 2026
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought three Fair Debt Collection Practices Act actions in
Arizona state small claims court. Defendant removed each action to
federal district court, moved to consolidate the cases, and moved to
dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). Plaintiff
moved to remand, arguing that removal was procedurally defective
and untimely.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court assessed subject-matter jurisdiction and removal procedure
de novo as matters of federal jurisdiction and applied the Rule 12(b)
(6) standard to the motions to dismiss. The court applied the elements
of claim preclusion to determine whether the complaints stated claims
barred by res judicata.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had original subject-matter jurisdiction over the removed FDCPA actions.

2. Whether PRA's inclusion of multiple complaints in the first removal filing created a remand-requiring
procedural defect.

3. Whether PRA's notices of removal were untimely because PRA received the complaints by Federal
Express.

4. Whether consolidation was appropriate because the three actions involved substantially the same parties,
facts, and legal questions.

5. Whether Black's 2025 FDCPA claims were barred by res judicata based on the 2024 actions.

6. Whether the court needed to reach PRA's alternative statute-of-limitations argument.

HOLDINGS

1. The court had original federal-question jurisdiction over all three actions because Black's FDCPA claims
arose under federal law.

2. The initial removal filing did not itself remove all three unconsolidated actions, but PRA remedied the
deficiency by separately removing the other two actions and identifying the same jurisdictional basis.

3. The removal notices were timely because service by Federal Express did not constitute service by
certified or registered mail under the applicable Arizona small-claims service provisions, so the 30-day
removal period was not triggered.

4. Consolidation of the three actions was appropriate.

5. The 2025 FDCPA claims were barred by res judicata and had to be dismissed with prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff’s FDCPA claims arise under federal law.” (at 2)

“Service by Federal Express does not constitute service by certified or registered mail.” (at 5)

“where claims arise from the same factual circumstances, a plaintiff must bring all related claims together or
forfeit the opportunity to bring any omitted claim in a subsequent proceeding.” (at 8)

“Because all elements of res judicata are satisfied, Plaintiffs claims are barred and must be dismissed.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Black filed three 2025 FDCPA complaints concerning PRA's alleged failure to verify and validate the same debt
and its continued reporting of that debt to credit-reporting agencies. The complaints were materially identical
except that they identified different agencies to which PRA allegedly furnished credit reports. Black had
previously filed three 2024 state-court actions concerning the same account, disputes, and course of conduct;



those actions were consolidated, resolved through Black's acceptance of a $3,000 Rule 68 offer of judgment, and
dismissed with prejudice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Black filed three 2025 actions against Portfolio Recovery Associates in the small claims division of the Pima
County Consolidated Justice Court. PRA removed the actions separately to the District of Arizona and sought
consolidation. Black moved to remand, while PRA moved to dismiss on res judicata and statute-of-limitations
grounds. The court consolidated the cases, denied remand, granted dismissal with prejudice, and ordered the case
files closed.
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