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Employment-Related Fair Credit Reporting Act Cases on the Rise
With increasing frequency, employers are being targeted by lawsuits alleging violations of state and federal consumer
reporting statutes. Particularly when claims are brought on behalf of a class of claimants under the federal Fair Credit
Reporting Act (FCRA) and/or similar state statutes, such litigation can result in significant losses for employers who
fail to take steps to ensure compliance with federal and state consumer reporting laws.

Federal and State Requirements for Employment-Related Usage of Consumer Reports
A highly technical statute, the FCRA contains specific requirements for employers who use consumer reporting
agencies (CRAs) to obtain credit and background reports for job applicants and/or existing employees. For example,
before obtaining a consumer report, employers who use CRAs are required to comply with the FCRA’s “disclosure
and authorization” requirements. Specifically, an employer must (1) give the applicant or employee a clear and
conspicuous written disclosure notifying him or her that a consumer report may be obtained by the employer;
and (2) obtain the applicant’s or employee’s prior written consent to the employer’s procurement of the consumer
report. Moreover, when an employer intends to take an adverse employment action based in whole or in part on a
consumer report, it is further required by the FCRA to comply with a two-part notification process. First, prior to any
adverse employment action being taken (e.g., the denial of a job application or a promotion, or the reassignment
or termination of an employee), the employer must provide the applicant or employee with a “pre-adverse action
notice” indicating that the employer intends to take an adverse action based on the contents of that person’s
consumer report, and also provide a copy of the report and a summary of the consumer’s rights under the FCRA.1
Second, after adverse action is taken, the employer must provide a separate “adverse action notice” indicating that
such action was taken, and providing certain other information relating to the CRA who provided the report and
the person’s FCRA rights.

1

T he FCRA does not specify how much advance notice must be given to an applicant or employee before the adverse action is taken, but
the requirement is generally understood as being intended to give the person a meaningful opportunity to review their report and to
address any inaccuracies or otherwise respond. Accordingly, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC), which was the federal agency tasked
with enforcing the FCRA before that task was recently taken over by the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), has suggested
that five days is a reasonable amount of time to satisfy the pre-adverse action notice requirement, and at least one federal district court
has agreed.
This advisory is published by Alston & Bird LLP to provide a summary of significant developments to our clients and friends. It is intended
to be informational and does not constitute legal advice regarding any specific situation. This material may also be considered attorney
advertising under court rules of certain jurisdictions.
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Because many employers are either unclear on, or unaware of, the FCRA’s highly technical dual-notice provisions, it is
no surprise that the recent uptick in employment-related FCRA lawsuits has primarily involved alleged violations of
the pre-adverse action notice requirement. In addition, many states have adopted FCRA-like statutes that regulate
how employers use and conduct consumer reports related to their applicants and employees, and some states have
imposed even more onerous requirements on employers in that context. For example, California’s Consumer Credit
Reporting Agencies Act imposes an additional notice obligation on employers that use CRAs to screen applicants
and employees. The employer must notify the individual in writing of the specific basis for permissibly using the
consumer credit report before ordering the report.

Statutory Incentives for Class-Action Lawsuits Against Employers
The FCRA provides a private cause of action against an employer for either “negligently” or “willfully” failing to comply
with any of the statute’s requirements. Employers who negligently fail to comply with the FCRA can be liable to
consumers for actual damages, costs and attorneys’ fees. For willful FCRA violations, however, plaintiffs may elect
to seek either actual damages or statutory damages of between $100 to $1000 per violation. In the latter case,
courts have held that plaintiffs need not show that they suffered any actual damages in order to be able to pursue
a statutory award, and employers who willfully violate the FCRA can also be liable for punitive damages, costs and
attorneys’ fees. The pre-adverse action notice requirement can be an expensive trap for unwary employers.
The availability of statutory damages for willful FCRA violations makes the statute especially attractive to plaintiffs
looking to bring large class-action lawsuits against employers who use CRAs to screen applicants and employees.
Because there is no requirement to prove actual damages to recover for willful violations of the FCRA, plaintiffs can
circumvent individual assessment for class-action purposes by asserting that an employer should be held liable
regardless of whether the alleged willful violations resulted in actual losses for individual plaintiffs. Moreover, courts
have set the “willfulness” bar relatively low for FCRA violations, and an employer’s FCRA violations can be considered
“willful” where the employer repeatedly, systematically or typically violated the statute.2 Unfortunately, such a standard
is not a particularly onerous one for plaintiffs to meet. As such, an employer who regularly takes adverse actions against
applicants or employees based on information discovered from a CRA background check without first notifying the
person of its intention will most likely be found liable for “willful” violations, and thus be subject to statutory damages
and other penalties and fees. Depending on the number of plaintiffs in a class, such damages of $100 to $1000 per
violation can quickly add up. For all of these reasons, the FCRA’s pre-adverse action notice requirement can quickly
become an expensive trap for the unwary employer, the fact of which the plaintiffs’ bar is certainly well-aware.
Another reason that FCRA claims against employers are gaining in popularity is the statute’s limitation period, which
was recently amended to extend up to five years. Specifically, actions for liability under the FCRA must be brought
no later than the earlier of (1) two years after the date when a plaintiff discovers the violation; or (2) five years after
the date on which the violation occurred. Such a long statute of limitations is highly unusual for a federal statute,
and has the potential to be devastating to employers who screen hundreds or thousands of job applicants each
year. Also, state statutes like California’s Investigative Consumer Reporting Agencies Act provide additional avenues
for the recovery of actual damages, costs and attorneys’ fees from employers who fail to comply with consumer
report requirements, as well as the recovery of punitive damages for willful violations.
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 nder U.S. Supreme Court precedent, “willfulness” under the FCRA includes reckless violations, and some courts have found willfulness
U
based on only a handful of similar or repeated violations, with no requirement for a plaintiff to show that the defending employer was
even aware of its FCRA obligations.
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Suggestions for Employers
As noted above, the FCRA and similar state statutes are particularly appealing for plaintiffs’ counsel seeking to
pursue a class action against employers who use CRAs to screen their applicants and employees, which today likely
includes nearly all large employers to some degree. Accordingly, such employers should take careful steps to confirm
that they are FCRA-compliant in their hiring, firing, reassignment and promotion of applicants and/or employees.
As but one example, employers should implement procedures to ensure that pre-adverse action notices are sent at
least five business days before taking any adverse action against an applicant or employee based on information
obtained in a background check, and further ensure that separate adverse action letters are promptly sent after
such action is taken. Employers may also want to consider conducting a privileged review of their background
check consent forms, pre-adverse and adverse action notices, and any other policies or procedures they follow
when conducting background and credit checks of their applicants and employees.
Overall, employers should be mindful that the FCRA and similar state statutes provide attractive class-action vehicles
for plaintiffs to target employers who conduct background checks to assist with employment decisions. As such,
the failure to ensure compliance with the technical requirements for using consumer reports creates a significant
threat of potentially devastating damages being recovered, not to mention the legal fees associated with defending
against large class-action lawsuits. Employers would thus be well-advised to head off potential claims by reviewing
and revising their background check procedures as needed, and Alston & Bird would be more than happy to assist
clients in the endeavor.
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If you would like to receive future Labor & Employment Advisories electronically, please forward your contact information to
labor.advisory@alston.com. Be sure to put “subscribe” in the subject line.
If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact your Alston & Bird attorney or any of the following:
ATLANTA
Alexandra Garrison Barnett
404.881.7190
alex.barnett@alston.com
Ashley D. Brightwell
404.881.7767
ashley.brightwell@alston.com
Lisa H. Cassilly
404.881.7945
lisa.cassilly@alston.com
Brett E. Coburn
404.881.4990
brett.coburn@alston.com
Clare H. Draper IV
404.881.7191
clare.draper@alston.com
R. Steve Ensor
404.881.7448
steve.ensor@alston.com
Kimberly L. Fogarty
404.881.4502
kim.fogarty@alston.com
Kristen Fox
404.881.4284
kristen.fox@alston.com
Kandis Wood Jackson
404.881.7969
kandis.jackson@alston.com

Molly M. Jones
404.881.4993
molly.jones@alston.com
J. Thomas Kilpatrick
404.881.7819
tom.kilpatrick@alston.com
Christopher C. Marquardt
404.881.7827
chris.marquardt@alston.com
Wes R. McCart
404.881.7653
wes.mccart@alston.com
Charles H. Morgan
404.881.7187
charlie.morgan@alston.com

Brooks Suttle
404.881.7551
brooks.suttle@alston.com
CHARLOTTE
Susan B. Molony
704.444.1121
susan.molony@alston.com
DALLAS
Jon G. Shepherd
214.922.3418
jon.shepherd@alston.com

Glenn G. Patton
404.881.7785
glenn.patton@alston.com

LOS ANGELES
Lindsay G. Carlson
213.576.1038
lindsay.carlson@alston.com

Robert P. Riordan
404.881.7682
bob.riordan@alston.com

Martha S. Doty
213.576.1145
martha.doty@alston.com

Eileen M. Scofield
404.881.7375
eileen.scofield@alston.com

James R. Evans, Jr.
213.576.1146
james.evans@alston.com

Alicia P. Starkman
404.881.4994
alicia.starkman@alston.com

Jesse M. Jauregui
213.576.1157
jesse.jauregui@alston.com

Deborah Yoon Jones
213.576.1084
debbie.jones@alston.com
Ryan T. McCoy
213.576.1062
ryan.mccoy@alston.com
Nicole C. Rivas
213.576.1021
nicole.rivas@alston.com
Casondra K. Ruga
213.576.1133
casondra.ruga@alston.com
WASHINGTON, D.C.
Emily Seymour Costin
202.239.3695
emily.costin@alston.com
Charles A. Gartland II
202.239.3978
chuck.gartland@alston.com
Jonathan G. Rose
202.239.3693
jonathan.rose@alston.com

WWW.ALSTON.COM
© ALSTON & BIRD LLP 2014

ATLANTA: One Atlantic Center n 1201 West Peachtree Street n Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 30309-3424 n 404.881.7000 n Fax: 404.881.7777
BRUSSELS: Level 20 Bastion Tower n Place du Champ de Mars n B-1050 Brussels, BE n +32 2 550 3700 n Fax: +32 2 550 3719
CHARLOTTE: Bank of America Plaza n 101 South Tryon Street n Suite 4000 n Charlotte, North Carolina, USA, 28280-4000 n 704.444.1000 n Fax: 704.444.1111
DALLAS: 2828 North Harwood Street n 18th Floor n Dallas, Texas, USA, 75201 n 214.922.3400 n Fax: 214.922.3899
LOS ANGELES: 333 South Hope Street n 16th Floor n Los Angeles, California, USA, 90071-3004 n 213.576.1000 n Fax: 213.576.1100
NEW YORK: 90 Park Avenue n 12th Floor n New York, New York, USA, 10016-1387 n 212.210.9400 n Fax: 212.210.9444
RESEARCH TRIANGLE: 4721 Emperor Blvd. n Suite 400 n Durham, North Carolina, USA, 27703-85802 n 919.862.2200 n Fax: 919.862.2260
SILICON VALLEY: 1950 University Avenue n 5th Floor n East Palo Alto, California, USA, 94303-2282 n 650.838.2000 n Fax: 650.838.2001
WASHINGTON, DC: The Atlantic Building n 950 F Street, NW n Washington, DC, USA, 20004-1404 n 202.756.3300 n Fax: 202.756.3333

