UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

NEW YORK

Divon Daniel Wray v. Experian Information Solutions, Inc., et al.

Wray - No. 1:25-CV-1393 (MAD/MIJK) - Decided February 20, 2026

SUMMARY

This Order and Report-Recommendation addresses Divon Daniel Wray’s pro se Fair Credit Reporting

Act claims against Experian Information Solutions, Equifax Information Services, and TransUnion.

The court recommends dismissal without prejudice and with leave to amend, concluding that Wray

failed to allege a concrete injury sufficient for Article III standing and failed to plead plausible claims

under the FCRA. The court grants Wray’s application to proceed in forma pauperis and recommends a

45-day period for amendment if the district court adopts the recommendation.
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Pro se plaintiff filed an FCRA complaint and moved to proceed in
forma pauperis. The magistrate judge conducted the required screening
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) and issued an order granting IFP status
and a report-recommendation recommending dismissal without

prejudice with leave to amend.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court may dismiss an action at
any time if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim upon
which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an immune
defendant. A complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a
plausible claim, and a plaintiff must plead facts affirmatively and
plausibly suggesting Article III standing. Pro se pleadings are

construed liberally, but conclusory allegations are insufficient.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Wray pleaded a concrete and particularized injury sufficient to establish Article III standing for
his FCRA claims.

. Whether Wray plausibly alleged that defendants violated 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681e(b) and 1681i by failing to

maintain reasonable accuracy and reinvestigation procedures.

. Whether Wray plausibly alleged a claim under 15 U.S.C. § 1681c-2 for failure to block information

allegedly resulting from identity theft.

. Whether Wray plausibly alleged a claim under 15 U.S.C. § 1681b concerning impermissible furnishing

or use of his consumer report.

. Whether Wray plausibly alleged that defendants improperly reinserted information under 15 U.S.C. §

1681i(a)(5).

HOLDINGS

1.

A plaintiff asserting FCRA violations must allege a concrete and particularized injury, and allegations

consisting only of procedural violations and conclusory assertions of damages do not establish standing.

. A plaintiff must plausibly allege the inaccurate information, deficient procedures or reinvestigation,

injury, and causation necessary to support claims under §§ 1681e(b) and 1681i; merely alleging that

errors existed or that defendants conducted sham reinvestigations is insufficient.

. A plaintiff must plausibly allege that the required identity-theft documentation and information were

provided to the consumer reporting agency and that the agency then failed to perform its statutory

blocking duty.

. A § 1681b claim against a consumer reporting agency requires plausible allegations that the consumer

report was furnished to or accessed by a third party for an impermissible purpose and that the CRA

negligently or willfully failed to maintain reasonable procedures preventing the violation.

. A valid FCRA reinsertion or reinsertion-notice claim requires plausible allegations that the information

was previously deleted pursuant to a § 1681i(a)(1) reinvestigation and was then improperly reinserted or

not timely reported to the consumer.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“a bare procedural violation, divorced from any concrete harm fails to satisfy the injury-in-fact requirement
of Article II1.” (at 6)

“What’s it to you?” (at 8)
“naked assertion[s] devoid of further factual enhancement” (at 12)

“Generally, before the court dismisses a pro se complaint or any part of the complaint sua sponte, the court
should dfford a plaintiff the opportunity to amend at least once” (at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wray alleged that Experian, Equifax, and TransUnion are consumer reporting agencies and that he disputed
information concerning an allegedly fraudulent Verizon account and other accounts appearing on his credit
reports. He asserted claims under FCRA provisions governing accuracy procedures, reinvestigation, identity-
theft blocks, reinsertion of deleted information, and permissible purposes for furnishing consumer reports.
Although he requested actual, statutory, and punitive damages and other relief, he did not allege specific adverse
credit decisions, expenses, lost opportunities, emotional injuries, or other concrete harm caused by defendants'

conduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wray filed the complaint on October 7, 2025, alleging that three consumer reporting agencies violated several
provisions of the FCRA concerning accuracy, reinvestigation, identity-theft information, reinsertion of deleted
information, and allegedly unauthorized inquiries. The court granted Wray's application to proceed in forma
pauperis. On initial review, the magistrate judge recommended dismissal because Wray failed to plead a concrete
injury sufficient for Article III standing and failed to plead plausible facts supporting his FCRA claims, while

recommending forty-five days to amend.
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