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As Defendant Equifax Inc. (“Equifax” or the “Company”) has repeatedly stated publicly, 

Equifax sincerely apologizes to the American public for the data breach.  Equifax has remained 

focused on assisting all consumers following this unlawful hacking by offering a comprehensive 

suite of identity theft protection and credit monitoring tools to all American consumers, free of 

charge and regardless of whether their information was potentially impacted.  Through this crisis 

and beyond, Equifax is determined to ensure the highest standards of data security and consumer 

experience.  

As detailed below, however, the allegations in this Massachusetts Attorney General’s 

Office (“AGO”) Complaint miss the mark and fail to state a claim.  The allegations of the 

Complaint are not supported by facts or law.  Every count falls short of legal standards.  Equifax 

thus respectfully requests that its Motion to Dismiss be granted. 

INTRODUCTION 

Equifax submits this memorandum of law in support of its Motion to Dismiss the 

Complaint pursuant to Massachusetts Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).  On September 7, 2017, 

Equifax announced that criminals gained unauthorized access to its systems between mid-May 

and the end of July 2017, during which these criminals accessed the personal information of 

approximately 143 million Americans, as well as credit card numbers for approximately 

209,000 consumers and certain dispute documents with personal identifying information for 

approximately 182,000 consumers (the “Data Breach”).  See Press Release, Equifax Inc., 

Equifax Announces Cybersecurity Incident Involving Consumer Information (Sept. 7, 2017) 

https://investor.equifax.com/news-and-events/news/2017/09-07-2017-213000628 (the 

“September 7 Press Release”).1  In response, Equifax set up a dedicated website to provide 

                                                 
1  The September 7 Press Release is cited in Paragraph 68 of the Complaint and attached as 
Exhibit A to the Declaration of Justin J. Wolosz in Support of Defendant Equifax Inc.’s Motion 
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statutory notice and offered a suite of credit monitoring and identity theft protection services to 

all U.S. consumers, regardless of whether an individual’s information was potentially impacted 

by the breach.  On September 15, 2017, the Company provided additional information regarding 

Equifax’s consumer mitigation steps and announced that it would provide free security freezes 

for consumers’ Equifax credit files.  See Press Release, Equifax Inc., Equifax Releases Details on 

Cybersecurity Incident, Announces Personnel Changes (Sept. 15, 2017) 

https://investor.equifax.com/news-and-events/news/2017/09-15-2017-224018832 (the 

“September 15 Press Release”).2   On October 2, 2017, Equifax announced that, following the 

completion of the forensic portion of the investigation into the incident, it determined that 

approximately 2.5 million additional consumers were potentially impacted, for a total of 145.5 

million.   

This action is brought by the AGO on behalf of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (the 

“Commonwealth”) seeking legal and equitable relief against Equifax.  The AGO initiated this 

Action and filed its Complaint less than two weeks after Equifax’s initial announcement.  The 

AGO stated that it “is acting as quickly as possible to hold Equifax accountable” for its purported 

mistakes.  See Press Release, Massachusetts Attorney General’s Office, AG Healey Announces 

Intent to Sue Equifax After Major Data Breach (Sept. 12, 2017) http://www.mass.gov/ago/news-

and-updates/press-releases/2017/2017-09-12-intent-to-sue-equifax.html.  The AGO has said 

little, if anything, about the stark fact that forty-eight other state attorneys general have elected to 

                                                                                                                                                             
to Dismiss the Complaint (the “Wolosz Declaration”).  Documents referenced in a Complaint 
and relied upon by Plaintiff in framing its allegations may be considered in the evaluation of a 
Rule 12(b)(6) motion.  See Golchin v. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co., 460 Mass. 222, 224 (2011). 
2  The September 15 Press Release, attached as Exhibit B to the Wolosz Declaration, is 
quoted in Paragraph 43 of the Complaint.   



 

- 3 - 

proceed with a careful, consolidated investigation of the Data Breach with Equifax’s 

cooperation, and that no other state has filed suit pending the results of that factual investigation.   

Moreover, the allegations in the AGO’s precipitous Complaint are principally focused not 

upon how Equifax’s actions or inactions before, during, or after the Data Breach purportedly 

violated the laws of the Commonwealth, but rather upon the undeniably criminal conduct of the 

cyber trespassers, i.e.,  the Data Breach itself.  The AGO then fashions a series of claims 

premised upon the notion that because the Data Breach occurred, Equifax must have violated the 

law.  But, M.G.L. chapters 93A and 93H are not strict liability statutes, and each requires that 

specific factual predicates be pleaded and eventually proven.  While the AGO describes various 

actions that Equifax could have taken that might have prevented the Data Breach, a defendant’s 

conduct cannot be alleged or judged through the lens of a retro-spectroscope.  To withstand 

scrutiny under Mass. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6), the Complaint must contain sufficient well-pleaded 

factual allegations to support the statutory violations alleged, i.e., that Equifax engaged in unfair 

methods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of commerce 

(M.G.L. c. 93A, § 2), and that Equifax is a legal person that owns or licenses personal 

information about a Commonwealth resident and failed to safeguard such information consistent 

with the protection afforded by applicable federal regulations and industry standards (M.G.L. 

c. 93H, § 2).  The allegations of the Complaint are insufficient to meet the Rule 12(b)(6) 

standard.  For that reason, the Complaint should be dismissed.   

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Equifax’s businesses include data analytics and organizational services which it provides 

to a wide variety of financial institutions, government entities, corporations and individuals.  One 
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of Equifax’s business segments, Equifax Information Solutions LLC, is responsible for consumer 

and information credit reporting in the United States. 3    

Equifax’s main website includes an online application which facilitates a process for 

consumers (the “Dispute Portal”) to dispute inaccuracies in their credit histories.  Compl. ¶¶ 21-

22.  Equifax implemented the Dispute Portal in part with an open-source software framework 

known as “Apache Struts” that is also used by various banks, government agencies, internet 

companies, and other websites.  Compl. ¶¶ 28, 40.  In March 2017, various entities published 

notices that identified a security vulnerability in certain versions of Apache Struts that, according 

to the Complaint, was exploited by hackers against corporations at or around the time that the 

vulnerability was publicly identified.  Compl. ¶¶ 34, 37-40.  The Dispute Portal was susceptible 

to this vulnerability.  Compl. ¶ 44; see also September 15 Press Release.   

On July 29, 2017, Equifax’s security personnel first noticed suspicious network activity 

associated with the Dispute Portal.  September 15 Press Release.  The security personnel blocked 

the traffic the same day, and after noticing additional activity the following day, took the Dispute 

Portal offline.  Id.  Equifax continued its investigation of the incident and retained an outside 

cybersecurity firm on August 2, 2017 to conduct a comprehensive forensic review of the systems 

to determine the scope of the intrusion and the extent of potentially affected data.  Id.  This 

process culminated in Equifax’s September 7, 2017 announcement of the Data Breach and 

notifications to the AGO, all other U.S. State Attorneys General, and other federal regulators.  

See Compl. ¶¶ 64, 68, 77; September 7 Press Release; September 15 Press release; Letters from 

Phyllis B. Sumner, Counsel for Equifax Inc., to the Massachusetts Attorney General and all other 

                                                 
3  As stated in its September 7 Press Release, Equifax found no evidence of unauthorized 
activity on Equifax’s core consumer or commercial credit reporting databases. 
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states’ attorneys general (Sept. 7, 2017).4  Prior to the September 7 Press Release, Equifax 

notified the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) of the breach and is continuing to cooperate 

with the FBI and other law enforcement agencies to investigate the Data Breach.  See 

September 7 Press Release; September 15 Press Release.   

Upon discovering the scope of the Data Breach, Equifax undertook a remediation 

program to mitigate the potential risks that may have resulted from the criminal intrusion of its 

systems.  At the time of the announcement of the Data Breach, Equifax offered a comprehensive 

set of credit monitoring services and identity theft protection to all U.S. consumers free of 

charge, including: 3-Bureau credit monitoring of Equifax, Experian, and TransUnion credit 

reports; copies of Equifax credit reports; identity theft insurance; and Internet scanning for social 

security numbers.  See September 7 Press Release.  Following the announcement, Equifax 

undertook additional efforts to address the heavy call volume and website traffic from consumers 

signing up for these services, which had caused brief website downtimes and periodic hold times.  

See September 15 Press Release.  Equifax also agreed to waive fees associated with consumers 

placing or removing security freezes on their Equifax credit files.  See September 15, 2017 Press 

Release. 

On September 12, 2017, five days after Equifax announced the Data Breach and while 

Equifax was in the process of improving its consumer remediation efforts, the AGO notified 

Equifax that it intended to file a lawsuit alleging that Equifax’s data security programs were not 

legally compliant.  Compl. ¶ 17.  The claims against Equifax relate to the apparent theft from 

Equifax by unknown persons of personal information relating to Massachusetts residents.  On 

                                                 
4  The September 7 letter is referenced in Paragraph 64 of the Complaint and attached as 
Exhibit C to the Wolosz Declaration.  Equifax provided notice to all states as well as the District 
of Columbia and Puerto Rico even though not all state consumer protections statutes required the 
state attorney general’s office to be notified of the cybersecurity incident. 
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September 19, 2017, the AGO filed the Complaint in this action asserting five counts against 

Equifax arising out of the Data Breach pursuant to M.G.L. c. 93H and regulations promulgated 

by the Office of Consumer Affairs and Business Regulation, 201 CMR pt. 17 (the “Data Security 

Regulations”), as well as M.G.L. c. 93A.  The AGO served Equifax with the Complaint on 

September 19, 2017.   

ARGUMENT 

Pursuant to Rule 8, a complaint must set forth “a short and plain statement of the claim 

showing that the pleader is entitled to relief.”  Mass. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(1).  Motions under Rule 

12(b)(6) test the sufficiency of a complaint against that standard. To survive a motion to dismiss, 

the facts contained in the complaint, and the reasonable inferences drawn therefrom, must 

“‘plausibly suggest[]’ . . . an entitlement to relief.”  Iannacchino v. Ford Motor Co., 451 Mass. 

623, 636 (2008) (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 545 (2007).  The plaintiff 

must present “more than labels and conclusions,” and the “[f]actual allegations must be enough 

to raise a right to relief above the speculative level . . . [based] on the assumption that all the 

allegations in the complaint are true (even if doubtful in fact) . . .’”  Id. (quoting Twombly, 550 

U.S. at 555).  While the Court must accept as true all well-pleaded facts alleged in the 

Complaint, the Court should “not accept legal conclusions cast in the form of factual 

allegations.”  Nguyen v. William Joiner Ctr. for the Study of War & Soc. Consequences, 450 

Mass. 291, 292 (2007) (citation omitted); Schaer v. Brandeis Univ., 432 Mass. 474, 477 (2000). 
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I. The AGO Has Not Pleaded Sufficient Factual Allegations to Support its Claims 
Under M.G.L. c. 93H. 

A. The AGO Fails to Allege or Recognize That Equifax Is Not in Violation of 
M.G.L. c. 93H If It Is in Compliance with Federal Laws, Rules, Regulations, 
Guidance, or Guidelines. 

The AGO’s data breach counts, Counts I and II of the Complaint, are pleaded entirely 

under M.G.L. c. 93H.  Compl. ¶¶79-88.  In so pleading, the AGO fails to acknowledge that a 

person or agency is only subject to the provisions of c. 93H if it does not comply with applicable 

federal laws, rules, regulations, guidance or guidelines for responding to a breach of security, 

including proper notice under the latter.  See M.G.L. c. 93H, § 5.  If Equifax “maintains 

procedures for responding to a breach of security pursuant to federal laws, rules, regulations, 

guidance, or guidelines,” it is “deemed to be in compliance with [c. 93H] if [it] notifies affected 

Massachusetts residents in accordance with the maintained or required procedures when a breach 

occurs” and also notifies the Attorney General and the Director of the Office of Consumer 

Affairs and Business Regulation of the breach “as soon as practicable and without unreasonable 

delay following the breach.”  Id.   

The AGO should not be able to circumvent § 5 at the Motion to Dismiss stage by simply 

turning a blind eye to whether Equifax is in full compliance with federal law, thereby vitiating 

the c. 93H claim.  Without a determination that § 5 did not preclude this action, the Action 

should not have been filed.  At very least, the Complaint should be dismissed without prejudice 

and with directions to refile only if the AGO is in a position to assert that Equifax is not in 

compliance with “federal laws, rules, regulations, guidance or guidelines.”  If the AGO cannot 

make such a good faith allegation – and Equifax does not believe that it can – Equifax should not 

be forced to proceed in this premature stand-alone action at the same time that it is focusing upon 

cooperating in the comprehensive investigation with forty-eight other state Attorneys General. 
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B. Equifax’s Disclosure of the Data Breach Was Reasonable and Timely Under 
the Circumstances, and Therefore Count I Should Be Dismissed.5 

Even if M.GL. c. 93H § 3(b) is deemed to apply, which it does not, Count I fails.  The 

AGO alleges that “[a]s of or soon after July 29, 2017” (Compl. ¶¶ 84, 85), Equifax knew or 

should have known that a security breach or unauthorized access of personal information had 

occurred, such that Equifax was obligated to notify the Attorney General and affected residents 

at that undefined date, or in any event, at some point earlier than September 7, 2017.  This 

conclusory allegation is not itself sufficient to plead a violation of c. 93H § 3(b).6   

As an initial matter, the basis for the AGO’s allegations that Equifax knew or should have 

known that a disclosure obligation had arisen by July 29, 2017 (Compl. ¶¶63, 67, 84, 85), i.e., 

various press releases cited throughout the Complaint, is further indication that the desire to 

notify quickly may regrettably have trumped the prudence of first conducting a thorough 

investigation.  In its press releases, Equifax stated that it initially identified suspicious activity on 

July 29, 2017.  See September 7 Press Release (cited in Compl. ¶¶ 6, 68, 77); September 15 Press 

Release (cited in Compl. ¶ 43).  But, the AGO cannot simply cherry-pick lines or phrases from 

its information source to meet its pleading requirement.  Rather, it must consider the statements 

                                                 
5  The AGO alleges that Equifax’s notice of the cybersecurity incident was unreasonably 
delayed in violation of M.G.L. c. 93H § 3(b) (Compl. ¶¶ 78-88), apparently in lieu of alleging a 
violation of M.G.L. c. 93H § 3(a), which addresses notice requirements for a person that 
“maintains or stores” personal information.  The AGO offers no factual support for its 
conclusory allegation (Compl. ¶ 83) and can only rely on a regulatory definition (201 CMR 
17.02), whose language is directly contradicted by the applicable statute.  Compare M.G.L. c. 
93H § 3 (distinguishing between (a) a person that “maintains or stores” and (b) a person that 
“owns or licenses”); with 201 CMR 17.02 (defining “owns or licenses” to mean “receives, stores, 
maintains, processes, or otherwise has access to”) (emphasis added).  “An agency regulation 
that is contrary to the plain language of the statute and its underlying purpose may be rejected by 
the courts.”  Smith v. Comm’r of Transitional Assistance, 431 Mass. 638, 646 
(2000).  Regardless, Equifax has complied with its notice obligations in either respect.  
6  The Commonwealth has not alleged that, apart from timing, the content or delivery of the 
notice of the security breach was in any way deficient or otherwise in violation of c. 93H § 3(b). 
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in context:  As explained in those same press releases, upon first learning of an intrusion, 

Equifax took immediate action to identify what it believed to be the source and cause of the 

intrusion.  Within a day, it blocked further access.  See September 15 Press Release.  Equifax 

continued its internal evaluation of the incident, contacted the FBI, and retained a leading 

cybersecurity firm three days later to conduct a comprehensive forensic review of the intrusion.  

See id.; September 7 Press Release.  The firm’s examination continued for “several weeks,” and 

the findings ultimately informed Equifax’s determination that a breach likely occurred, resulting 

in the September 7 notice.  Id.7   

M.G.L. c. 93H § 3(b) requires covered entities to provide notice of data breaches or 

unauthorized access “as soon as practicable and without unreasonable delay.”  This statutory 

reasonableness standard is undefined in state law, and the AGO does not cite to any analog 

federal statute or regulation, as permitted – and seemingly required – by § 5.  Indeed, the AGO 

does not even reference industry standards.  Something more than the mere passage of forty days 

should be required to allege a violation.  Whiting v. Boston, 106 Mass. 89, 94 (1870) (“The 

statute imposes no limit of time within which the work shall be done. We cannot say, from the 

lapse of time merely, that there has been unreasonable delay.”); see also Century Sur. Co. v. Jim 

Hipner LLC, 842 F.3d 606, 611 & n.5 (8th Cir. 2016) (construing “as soon as practicable” to 

mean “within a reasonable time” under Wyoming law, and collecting cases from other 

jurisdictions); Hughey v. Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co., 30 F.R.D. 508, 511 (D. Del. 1962) (Delaware 

law . . . provides a requirement to give notice ‘as soon as practicable’ means within a reasonable 

                                                 
7  In its haste to file suit before a thorough investigation had been conducted, the AGO 
chose not to await release of additional, more fulsome, information regarding Equifax’s conduct 
between July 29, 2017 and September 7, 2017.  While such information cannot be considered in 
deciding the merits of Equifax’s Motion to Dismiss because it is not referenced in the Complaint, 
Equifax suggests that it can be considered in assessing whether the AGO’s allegations are in fact 
“well-pleaded.”   
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time under the circumstances; mere time lapse is not the determining factor.”); Resseguie v. Am. 

Mut. Liab. Ins. Co., 186 N.W.2d 236, 240 (Wis. 1971) (“Normally, a mere lapse of time is not 

sufficient to constitute a breach of the duty to give notice.”).  At a minimum, this Court should 

look to other states with similar statutes for guidance in interpreting what is “reasonable.”  Cent. 

Mut. Ins. Co. v. Boston Tel., Inc., 486 F. Supp. 2d 180, 186-87 (D. Mass. 2007) (in absence of 

Massachusetts precedent, interpreting Massachusetts statute according to similar Maine statute).  

Consideration of other states’ comparable laws makes clear that the passage of forty days, 

without more, is simply not sufficient to allege a violation of M.G.L. c. 93H § 3(b).  Forty-seven 

other states have enacted data breach notification laws similar to c. 93H, including the notice 

requirement of § 3(b).  While all state laws define the time period in which entities must notify 

affected parties to be “as soon as practicable” or in functionally similar language, ten states have 

prescribed specific statutory time periods by which data breach notifications should be made.8  

Of these ten: eight states prescribe that notification within forty-five days of the discovery of the 

                                                 
8  Conn. Gen. Stat. § 36a-701b (2017) (“without unreasonable delay but not later than 
ninety days”); Fla. Stat. § 501.171 (2017) (“as expeditiously as practicable, but no later than 30 
days after the determination of a breach or reason to believe a breach occurred”); Md. Code 
Ann., Com. Law § 14-3504 (LexisNexis 2017) (effective Jan. 1, 2018) (“as reasonably 
practicable, but not later than 45 days after the business concludes the investigation”); N.M. Stat. 
Ann. § 57-12C-6 (LexisNexis 2017) (“most expedient time possible, but not later than forty-five 
calendar days following discovery of the security breach”); Ohio  Rev. Code Ann. § 1349.19 
(LexisNexis 2017) (“in the most expedient time possible but not later than forty-five days 
following its discovery or notification of the breach in the security of the system”); 11 R.I. Gen. 
Laws, § 11-49.3-4 (2017) (“in the most expedient time possible, but no later than forty-five (45) 
calendar days after confirmation of the breach and the ability to ascertain the information 
required to fulfill the notice requirements”); Tenn. Code Ann. §  47-18-2107 (2017) (“no later 
than forty-five (45) days from the discovery or notification of the breach of system security”); 
Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 9, § 2435 (2017) (“in the most expedient time possible and without 
unreasonable delay, but not later than 45 days after the discovery or notification”); Wash. Rev. 
Code § 19.255.010(16) (2017) (“in the most expedient time possible and without unreasonable 
delay, no more than forty-five calendar days after the breach was discovered”); Wis. Stat. 
§ 134.98(3)(a) (2017) (“within a reasonable time, not to exceed 45 days after the entity learns of 
the acquisition of personal information”).   
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breach is considered presumptively reasonable, see note 8; one state prescribes a thirty-day 

deadline that can be extended by fifteen days for good cause (Fla. Stat. § 501.171(3)(a) (2017)); 

and the other state prescribes a ninety-day deadline (Conn. Gen. Stat. § 36a-701b (2017)).   

Thus, although c. 93H § 3(b) does not prescribe what timeframes are presumed sufficient, 

Equifax’s actions are presumptively reasonable according to all ten states that have prescribed a 

specific deadline.  In the absence of any controlling authority from the AGO to define “as soon 

as practicable” and “without unreasonable delay,” Equifax’s reasonableness should be measured 

by the considered judgments of the ten sister states that have offered such authority.  Cf. 

McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U.S. 420, 497-505 (1961) (interpreting purpose of three states’ 

statutory text according to forty-six other states’ laws concerning same subject matter); Fraser v. 

Pears Co., Inc., No. 01-4163-H, 2003 Mass. Super. LEXIS 152, at *5-6 (Suffolk Super. May 5, 

2003) (in absence of prior Massachusetts decisions, interpreting Massachusetts labor statute 

according to similar California statute); accord Cent. Mut. Ins. Co., 486 F. Supp. 2d at 186-87.   

To find otherwise would be inappropriate and at odds with the goals of the statute.  

M.G.L. c. 93H § 3(b) offers no specific guidance for entities like Equifax, who, at the first sign 

of suspicious activity, are charged with balancing the desire to immediately notify any 

potentially affected consumers9 against the need to conduct a complete and comprehensive 

assessment required to understand the scope of the breach, to identify the individuals whose 

information may have been acquired and, among other reasons, to increase security before 

issuing the data breach notices mandated by law.  See c. 93H § 3(b) (“The notice to be provided 

. . . shall include, but not be limited to, the nature of the breach . . . , the number of residents 

affected . . . , and any steps the person . . . has taken or plans to take relating to the incident.”).  

                                                 
9  Assuming that the entity has not been directed to refrain from public disclosure by a law 
enforcement agency.  See M.G.L. c. 93H § 4. 
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Indeed, guidance from other states counsel against over-notification and panic from the public by 

providing organizations the ability to determine the scope of a breach and restore the integrity of 

their systems before providing notification.  See, e.g., N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law. § 899-AA(2) (2017) 

(providing for notice “in the most expedient time possible and without unreasonable delay,” but 

also “consistent with . . . any measures necessary to determine the scope of the breach and 

restore the reasonable integrity of the system”); New York Sponsor Memo, 2005 A.B. A4254A 

(Aug. 3, 2005) (“[B]usinesses will take reasonable steps to restore the integrity of a data system 

and determine how wide ranging a breach may be, before making a notification.  This limited 

delay should help . . . a business sector to tailor their notifications to only those who are affected 

with the best information on hand.”); see also Cal. Civ. Code § 1798.82 (2017) (requiring notice 

“in the most expedient time possible and without unreasonable delay, consistent with . . . any 

measures necessary to determine the scope of the breach and restore the reasonable integrity of 

the data system.”).  Here, Equifax undertook immediate efforts to understand the scope of and 

address the Data Breach, and the AGO has not offered any well-pleaded factual allegations to 

suggest that the time period preceding disclosure – which is presumptively reasonable in the 

states that have offered any detail – was unreasonable.  Absent any allegations other than the 

passage of forty days, the AGO’s alleged violation of § 3(b) (Count I) should be dismissed. 

C. The AGO’s Allegations in Count II Do Not Adequately Support a Claim that 
Equifax Failed to Implement a Compliant Written Information Security 
Policy. 

The AGO’s Second Count, founded upon M.G.L. c. 93H § 2 and the Data Security 

Regulations, essentially posits that, because the Data Breach occurred, Equifax must not have 
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created, implemented, and maintained its written information security program (“WISP”)10 in 

compliance with the Data Security Regulations.  See Compl. ¶¶ 101-03.  While the Complaint 

alleges that Equifax’s WISP was in violation of at least eleven different components of the Data 

Security Regulations (see id.), the Complaint does not cite any specific deficiencies in Equifax’s 

WISP, either in reference to the Data Security Regulations or generally.   

Equifax has recognized, with the benefit of 20/20 hindsight, that the Apache Struts 

software utilized in the Dispute Portal should have been patched.  However, Equifax’s alleged 

failure to update its software properly is not directly implicated by the Data Security 

Regulations.  Insofar as Count II is concerned, the AGO must plead, sufficient to satisfy the 

applicable pleading standard, that Equifax’s WISP was deficient.  The occurrence of the Data 

Breach alone does not translate into a violation of Chapter 93H or the Data Security Regulations:   

[Plaintiff does not offer] factual allegations that describe any 
insufficiency in [defendant’s] security procedures, or with 
allegations that [defendant] lacked such procedures.  Nor does 
[plaintiff] explain how the procedures [defendant] adopted failed to 
comply with the [applicable data security regulations].  . . .  
Indeed, without providing a factual basis, [plaintiff] appears to 
assert that a violation of the FCRA must have occurred simply 
because the data loss incident occurred.  That sort of ipse dixit 
pleading is insufficient. 

Willey v. J.P. Morgan Chase, N.A., No. 09 Civ. 1397 (CM), 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 57826, at 

*10-11 (S.D.N.Y. July 7, 2009); see also Guin v. Brazos Higher Educ. Serv. Corp., Civ. No. 05-

668 (RHK/JSM), 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 4846, at *10-11 (D. Minn. Feb. 7, 2006) (holding that, 

notwithstanding data breach, defendant did not violate Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act data security 

                                                 
10  While the Complaint does not include the explicit allegation that Equifax has created and 
maintained a WISP, that fact is implicit in the Commonwealth’s allegations.  See, e.g., Compl. 
¶ 101. 
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requirements because defendant “had written security policies, current risk assessment reports, 

and proper safeguards for its customers’ personal information as required by the GLB Act”).   

“It is important to note . . . that there is no such thing as perfect security, and breaches 

can happen even when a company has taken every reasonable precaution.”  Data Breaches and 

Identity Theft: Hearing Before the S. Comm. on Commerce, Sci., & Transp., 109th Cong. 6 

(2005) (statement of Deborah Platt Majoras, Chairman, Federal Trade Commission), available at 

https://www.ftc.gov/sites/default/files/documents/public_statements/prepared-statement-federal-

trade-commission-committee-commerce-science-and-transportation-

united/050616databreaches.pdf.  Equifax is committed to doing its utmost to assist consumers 

and conduct a thorough review of its security operations following the Data Breach.  But, the fact 

that Equifax’s system was breached by unknown criminals, without specific factual allegations 

as to why Equifax is at fault for that criminal conduct, is not sufficient to state a claim under 

M.GL. c. 93H § 2 and under the Data Security Regulations.   

Because the AGO has not pleaded that Equifax’s WISP was defective in any way, other 

than the conclusory allegation that the Data Breach occurred, Count II should be dismissed.   

II. The AGO’s Derivative Chapter 93A Claim in Count III Should Also Be Dismissed 
for Failure to Plead Sufficient Factual Allegations to Support The Claim. 

Count III of the Complaint, alleging unfair acts or practices in violation of M.G.L. c. 93A 

§ 2(a), is wholly derivative of Counts I and II.  See Compl. ¶ 111 (citing Equifax’s alleged failure 

to notify the public promptly and alleged failure to maintain a WISP as unfair acts or practices); 

accord id. at ¶ 112-14 (citing Counts I and II as violations of M.G.L. c. 93A).  As discussed 

supra Part I, the AGO has failed to plead sufficient facts to support its claims for violations of 

c. 93H, and therefore the derivative Count III must be dismissed as well.  See Cantell v. Hill 

Holiday Connors Cosmopulos, Inc., 55 Mass. App. Ct. 550, 556 (2002) (affirming dismissal of 
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derivative M.G.L. c. 93A claim where underlying claims had been properly dismissed); 

Falmouth Nat’l Bank v. Ticor Title Ins. Co., 920 F.2d 1058, 1065 (1st Cir. 1990) (“It follows that 

because there has been no breach of the title insurance contract, the plaintiffs have also failed to 

state a claim for violation of Mass. Gen. L. ch. 93A.”); see also Pimental v. Wachovia Mortg. 

Corp., 411 F. Supp. 2d 32, 40 (D. Mass. 2006) (dismissing as derivative M.G.L. c. 93A claim 

with “no unique arguments related to the Chapter 93A claim”) (citation and alteration omitted). 

Even if certain of the AGO’s c. 93H claims were adequately pleaded, that fact alone is 

not sufficient to state a claim without further grounding in the language of c. 93A.  See 

Klairmont v. Gainsboro Rest., Inc., 465 Mass. 165, 173-74 (2013); McDermott v. Marcus, 

Errico, Emmer & Brooks, P.C., 775 F.3d 109, 117 (1st Cir. 2014) (stating that “per se” c. 93A 

liability must be grounded in explicit statutory text).  The Complaint offers no allegations 

particular to the c. 93A claim in Count III, and it should be dismissed as insufficiently pleaded. 

III. The AGO’s Remaining Counts Alleging Violations of M.G.L. c. 93A Are Likewise 
Deficient as a Matter of Law. 

A. Equifax’s Statements Regarding the Importance of Data Security Are Not 
Unfair, Deceptive, or False. 

As an initial matter, the AGO’s M.G.L. c. 93A claim in Count IV founded upon 

Equifax’s general privacy statement and one specific component of its Personal Credit Reports 

Privacy Policy suffers from the same underlying defect as Count II, discussed supra Part I.C.  

Specifically, the fact that criminals unlawfully hacked Equifax’s consumer dispute portal does 

not automatically render false such general statements as, “[s]afeguarding the privacy and 

security of information . . . is a top priority” and Equifax has “reasonable . . . safeguards to help 

protect your personal information.”  The AGO has not and cannot allege that Equifax did not 

consider data security to be a top priority, or that Equifax’s WISP was deficient in specific 

respects such that it did not constitute “reasonable . . . safeguards to help protect . . . personal 
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information.”  “[A] violation of [Chapter 93A] requires, at the very least, more than a finding of 

mere negligence . . . .”  Darviris v. Petros, 442 Mass. 274, 278 (2004). 

The first component of Count IV, that Equifax did not make data security a “top 

priority,” (Compl. ¶ 118), cannot support a c. 93A claim for the separate reason that it is too 

general to be considered an explicit promise or guarantee.  Safeguarding consumer data has been 

and continues to be a preeminent part of Equifax’s mission.  Hence, the characterization of its 

data security practices as a “top priority” cannot be considered a material misrepresentation  

because it is a true statement of the Company’s position, even if a security breach occurred as a 

result of criminal conduct.  Were the Court unwilling to assume the truth of Equifax’s statements 

regarding its priorities at this stage of the proceedings, a reference to consideration of data 

security as a “top priority” still could not be actionable under c. 93A (or otherwise) because 

“[t]here is no ascertainable standard by which to judge the truth of these statements.”  See NPS 

LLC v. Ambac Assurance Corp., 706 F. Supp. 2d 162, 173 (D. Mass. 2010); see also Pub. Sch. 

Teachers Pension & Ret. Fund v. Ford Motor Co. (In re Ford Motor Co. Sec. Litig.), 381 F.3d 

563, 570 (6th Cir. 2004) (holding that general statements including “quality comes first,” “We 

aim to be the quality leader,” and “quality [is] a top priority” are too generalized to be actionable 

in the context of securities fraud).  In addition, again at worst, such a statement would be 

considered innocent self-promotion or puffery.  See NPS, 706 F. Supp. 2d at 171 (“When a 

company makes a kind of general, rosy affirmation, these statements are puffery and cannot have 

been material to any reasonable analysis of a the company’s prospects.”) (citation and internal 

quotations omitted); see also id. at 172 (citing cases and examples).   

With respect to the second component, the excerpt of the Personal Credit Reports Privacy 

Policy quoted in Paragraph 119 of the Complaint (“Equifax . . . publicly represented that it has 
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‘reasonable, physical, technical and procedural safeguards to help protect your personal 

information’”) is likewise both true,11 and too generalized to be actionable.  The privacy policy 

does not offer explicit guarantees or promises or indicate that Equifax offers perfect security.  

See Hiam v. HomeAway.com, Inc., No. 16-cv-10360-WGY, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 117850, at 

*28-30 (D. Mass. July 27, 2017) (dismissing c. 93A claim based on failure to identify an 

actionable promise in privacy policy or otherwise demonstrate defendant’s failure to comply 

with the policy).  Equifax has undertaken significant measures to protect information, including 

“reasonable, physical, technical and procedural safeguards.”  For example, Equifax is offering all 

U.S. consumers free credit monitoring, identity theft protection services, and the ability to freeze 

and unfreeze their Equifax credit files.  See September 7 Press Release; September 15 Press 

Release.  Equifax never claimed – nor could any vendor – that its safeguards were infallible, but 

rather that they were reasonable.  See Kuhn v. Capital One Fin. Corp., Civil Action No. 01-5177, 

2004 Mass. Super. LEXIS 514, at *22-23 (Middlesex Super. Nov. 30, 2004) (entering judgment 

dismissing c. 93A claim based on alleged failure to protect plaintiff from identity theft, where 

plaintiff offered no proof of violation of any statutory or common-law duty).12 

Furthermore, AGO’s allegations fail to allege actual injury to any Massachusetts 

consumers.  In other words, the allegations in the Complaint fail to establish “any causal 

connection” between these purportedly deceptive statements and the injuries allegedly suffered 

by Massachusetts consumers.  See, e.g., Hershenow v. Enter. Rent-A-Car Co., 840 N.E.2d 526, 

                                                 
11  That sophisticated hackers criminally accessed Equifax’s consumer dispute portal does 
not render false the fact that Equifax employed reasonable safeguards to protect a consumer’s 
personal information, even if the safeguards proved not to be infallible. 
12  The Personal Credit Reports Privacy Policy does not apply to any individual, but only 
those who affirmatively use Equifax’s services.  The first sentence states explicitly that the 
policy applies only to those individuals who affirmatively elect to use Equifax’s online services. 
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535 (Mass. 2006) (“Assuming that the Enterprise [conduct] was per se unfair and deceptive . . . 

the plaintiffs have nevertheless failed to establish that the ‘per se’ deception caused a loss.”). 

B. Count V Should Be Deemed Moot by Intervening Events. 

Count V of the Complaint, alleging violations of M.G.L. c. 93A with respect to Equifax’s 

remedial efforts following the discovery of the Data Breach, is in large part a series of demands 

for relief by the AGO.  See Compl. ¶ 126.  Several of these demands have been satisfied already, 

and the remainder do not state actionable stand-alone claims. 

The AGO’s first alleged unfair act, i.e., purportedly not providing timely notice of the 

Data Breach, is not supported by adequate factual allegations, as discussed supra Part I.B,13 and 

that assumes that § 3(b) applies and that the issue is not precluded by the terms of § 5 (both of 

which Equifax denies). 

The AGO’s second alleged unfair act, i.e., not providing free security freezes of Equifax 

credit reports, is simply wrong as the documents cited in the Complaint and relied upon by the 

AGO in framing its allegations make clear.  The September 15 Press Release states clearly that 

Equifax is waiving the fees associated with placing and lifting security freezes on Equifax credit 

files for consumers through January 31, 2018, and refunding any such fees paid by consumers 

after 5pm EST on September 7, 2017.  Moreover, M.G.L. c. 93H explicitly contemplates that 

consumer reporting agencies may charge fees for security freezes.  See Compl. ¶ 75; M.G.L. 

c. 93H § 3; see also Attorney General’s Office, Security Freezes and Fraud Alerts, 

http://www.mass.gov/ago/consumer-resources/consumer-information/scams-and-identity-

theft/identity-theft/fraud-alerts.html (noting that consumer reporting agencies may not charge 

more than five dollars for a security freeze). 

                                                 
13  In addition, it is not clear how this aspect of Count V differs from Count III, which 
alleged violations of c. 93A on the basis that Equifax did not provide timely notice. 
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The AGO’s third alleged unfair act posits that Equifax should offer free credit monitoring 

and identity theft protection for over a year.  Again, documents cited in the Complaint and relied 

upon by the AGO in framing its allegations make clear that Equifax is offering free credit file 

monitoring and identity theft protection to all U.S. consumers, regardless of whether they were 

potentially impacted, for one year.  See September 15 Press Release.  Therefore, the AGO’s only 

demand that has not been mooted in this regard is the time period for which Equifax offer such 

protections.  Moreover, the Company announced that in January 2018 it will offer a new service 

that will allow consumers to lock and unlock their Equifax credit files for free for life.  Indeed, 

protection for such a duration of one year is, under federal law (which trumps c. 93H pursuant to 

§ 5), a suggested, rather than mandatory, guideline.  See Federal Trade Commission, Data 

Breach Response: A Guide for Business at 7, https://www.ftc.gov/system/files/documents/plain-

language/pdf-0154_data-breach-response-guide-for-business.pdf (Sept. 2016) (recommending 

that, after a data breach, businesses “consider offering at least a year of free credit monitoring or 

other support”). Equifax did that and more.  

The AGO’s fourth and fifth alleged unfair acts constitute similar conclusory criticisms of 

Equifax’s remediation efforts.  The AGO does not allege that Equifax did not have call centers 

available, nor that Equifax did not offer online services to notify consumers as to whether they 

were potentially affected by the Data Breach.  Instead, the Complaint, without any factual detail 

as to these alleged deficiencies (Compl. ¶ 77), alleges that these services were not good enough 

for several days after the announcement of the Data Breach.  “[A] violation of [c. 93A] requires, 

at the very least, more than a finding of mere negligence . . . .”  Darviris, 442 Mass. at 278.  

Equifax’s services were understandably inundated with consumer requests after the breach was 

announced, and upon finding deficiencies, Equifax undertook additional efforts to improve its 











Equifax Announces Cybersecurity Incident Involving
Consumer Information
No Evidence of Unauthorized Access to Core Consumer or Commercial Credit Reporting Databases 

Company to Offer Free Identity Theft Protection and Credit File Monitoring to All U.S. Consumers

NEWS PROVIDED BY
Equifax Inc. 
Sep 07, 2017, 16:30 ET



ATLANTA, Sept. 7, 2017 /PRNewswire/ -- Equifax Inc. (NYSE: EFX) today announced a cybersecurity incident
potentially impacting approximately 143 million U.S. consumers. Criminals exploited a U.S. website application
vulnerability to gain access to certain �les. Based on the company's investigation, the unauthorized access occurred
from mid-May through July 2017.  The company has found no evidence of unauthorized activity on Equifax's core
consumer or commercial credit reporting databases.

The information accessed primarily includes names, Social Security numbers, birth dates, addresses and, in some
instances, driver's license numbers.  In addition, credit card numbers for approximately 209,000 U.S. consumers,
and certain dispute documents with personal identifying information for approximately 182,000 U.S. consumers,
were accessed.  As part of its investigation of this application vulnerability, Equifax also identi�ed unauthorized
access to limited personal information for certain UK and Canadian residents. Equifax will work with UK and
Canadian regulators to determine appropriate next steps.  The company has found no evidence that personal
information of consumers in any other country has been impacted.  

Equifax discovered the unauthorized access on July 29 of this year and acted immediately to stop the intrusion. The
company promptly engaged a leading, independent cybersecurity �rm that has been conducting a comprehensive
forensic review to determine the scope of the intrusion, including the speci�c data impacted. Equifax also reported
the criminal access to law enforcement and continues to work with authorities.  While the company's investigation
is substantially complete, it remains ongoing and is expected to be completed in the coming weeks.    

"This is clearly a disappointing event for our company, and one that strikes at the heart of who we are and what we
do. I apologize to consumers and our business customers for the concern and frustration this causes," said
Chairman and Chief Executive Of�cer, Richard F. Smith. "We pride ourselves on being a leader in managing and





protecting data, and we are conducting a thorough review of our overall security operations.  We also are focused
on consumer protection and have developed a comprehensive portfolio of services to support all U.S. consumers,
regardless of whether they were impacted by this incident."

Equifax has established a dedicated website, www.equifaxsecurity2017.com, to help consumers determine if their
information has been potentially impacted and to sign up for credit �le monitoring and identity theft protection.
The offering, called TrustedID Premier, includes 3-Bureau credit monitoring of Equifax, Experian and TransUnion
credit reports; copies of Equifax credit reports; the ability to lock and unlock Equifax credit reports; identity theft
insurance; and Internet scanning for Social Security numbers - all complimentary to U.S. consumers for one year.
The website also provides additional information on steps consumers can take to protect their personal
information. Equifax recommends that consumers with additional questions visit www.equifaxsecurity2017.com or
contact a dedicated call center at 866-447-7559, which the company set up to assist consumers. The call center is
open every day (including weekends) from 7:00 a.m. – 1:00 a.m. Eastern time.

In addition to the website, Equifax will send direct mail notices to consumers whose credit card numbers or
dispute documents with personal identifying information were impacted. Equifax also is in the process of
contacting U.S. state and federal regulators and has sent written noti�cations to all U.S. state attorneys general,
which includes Equifax contact information for regulator inquiries.

Equifax has engaged a leading, independent cybersecurity �rm to conduct an assessment and provide
recommendations on steps that can be taken to help prevent this type of incident from happening again.

CEO Smith said, "I've told our entire team that our goal can't be simply to �x the problem and move on. 
Confronting cybersecurity risks is a daily �ght.  While we've made signi�cant investments in data security, we
recognize we must do more.  And we will."

About Equifax

Equifax is a global information solutions company that uses trusted unique data, innovative analytics, technology
and industry expertise to power organizations and individuals around the world by transforming knowledge into
insights that help make more informed business and personal decisions.

Headquartered in Atlanta, Ga., Equifax operates or has investments in 24 countries in North America, Central and
South America, Europe and the Asia Paci�c region. It is a member of Standard & Poor's (S&P) 500® Index, and its
common stock is traded on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) under the symbol EFX. Equifax employs
approximately 9,900 employees worldwide.

Forward-Looking Statements



This release contains forward-looking statements and forward-looking information. These statements can be
identi�ed by expressions of belief, expectation or intention, as well as estimates and statements that are not
historical fact. These statements are based on certain factors and assumptions with respect to the investigation of
the cybersecurity incident to date. While the company believes these factors and assumptions to be reasonable
based on information currently available, they may prove to be incorrect.

Several factors could cause actual results to differ materially from those expressed or implied in the forward-
looking statements, including, but not limited to, the �nal results of the investigation, including the �nal scope of
the intrusion, the type of information accessed and the number of consumers impacted. A summary of additional
risks and uncertainties can be found in our Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2016,
including without limitation under the captions "Item 1. Business -- Governmental Regulation" and "-- Forward-
Looking Statements" and "Item 1A. Risk Factors," and in our other �lings with the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission. Forward-looking statements are given only as at the date of this release and the company disclaims
any obligation to update or revise the forward-looking statements, whether as a result of new information, future
events or otherwise, except as required by law.

Contacts:

Ines Gutzmer 
Corporate Communications 
mediainquiries@equifax.com  
404-885-8555

 

SOURCE Equifax Inc.





Equifax Releases Details on
Cybersecurity Incident, Announces
Personnel Changes
Equifax Inc. logo.
(PRNewsFoto/Equifax Inc.)

NEWS PROVIDED BY
Equifax Inc. 
Sep 15, 2017, 17:40 ET



ATLANTA, Sept. 15, 2017 /PRNewswire/ -- As part of the company's ongoing review of the cybersecurity incident
announced September 7, 2017, Equifax Inc. (NYSE:  EFX) today made personnel changes and released additional
information regarding its preliminary �ndings about the incident. 

The company announced that the Chief Information Of�cer and Chief Security Of�cer are retiring.  Mark
Rohrwasser has been appointed interim Chief Information Of�cer.  Mr. Rohrwasser joined Equifax in 2016 and has
led Equifax's International IT operations since that time.  Russ Ayres has been appointed interim Chief Security
Of�cer.  Mr. Ayres most recently served as a Vice President in the IT organization at Equifax. He will report directly
to the Chief Information Of�cer.  The personnel changes are effective immediately.  

Equifax's internal investigation of this incident is still ongoing and the company continues to work closely with the
FBI in its investigation.

Speci�c Details of Incident:





On July 29, 2017, Equifax's Security team observed suspicious network traf�c associated with its U.S. online
dispute portal web application. In response, the Security team investigated and blocked the suspicious traf�c
that was identi�ed.
The Security team continued to monitor network traf�c and observed additional suspicious activity on July 30,
2017. In response, the company took of�ine the affected web application that day.
The company's internal review of the incident continued. Upon discovering a vulnerability in the Apache
Struts web application framework as the initial attack vector, Equifax patched the affected web application
before bringing it back online.
On August 2, 2017, Equifax contacted a leading, independent cybersecurity �rm, Mandiant, to assist in
conducting a privileged, comprehensive forensic review to determine the scope of the intrusion, including the
speci�c data impacted.
Over several weeks, Mandiant analyzed available forensic data to identify unauthorized activity on the
network.
The incident potentially impacts personal information relating to 143 million U.S. consumers – primarily
names, Social Security numbers, birth dates, addresses and, in some instances, driver's license numbers.

In addition, credit card numbers for approximately 209,000 U.S. consumers, and certain dispute
documents with personal identifying information for approximately 182,000 U.S. consumers, were
accessed.
Equifax also identi�ed unauthorized access to limited personal information for certain U.K. and Canadian
residents and is working with regulators in those countries.

With respect to the company's security posture, Equifax has taken short-term remediation steps, and Equifax
continues to implement and accelerate long-term security improvements.

Questions Regarding Apache Struts:

The attack vector used in this incident occurred through a vulnerability in Apache Struts (CVE-2017-5638), an
open-source application framework that supports the Equifax online dispute portal web application.
Based on the company's investigation, Equifax believes the unauthorized accesses to certain �les containing
personal information occurred from May 13 through July 30, 2017.
The particular vulnerability in Apache Struts was identi�ed and disclosed by U.S. CERT in early March 2017.
Equifax's Security organization was aware of this vulnerability at that time, and took efforts to identify and to
patch any vulnerable systems in the company's IT infrastructure.
While Equifax fully understands the intense focus on patching efforts, the company's review of the facts is still
ongoing. The company will release additional information when available.

Overview of Consumer Support Response and Recent Developments

The company is fully committed to proactively supporting consumers who may have been impacted by the
cybersecurity incident.  A timeline of our response includes:



The company worked diligently with Mandiant to determine what information was accessed and identify the
potentially impacted consumers in order to make an appropriate public disclosure of the incident.
As soon as the company understood the potentially impacted population, a comprehensive support package
was rolled out to consumers on September 7, 2017.
Equifax took the following steps:

Created a dedicated website where consumers could understand whether they were impacted, �nd out
more information about the incident and learn how to protect themselves.
The company offered free credit �le monitoring and identity theft protection to all U.S. consumers,
regardless of whether they were de�nitively impacted.

TrustedID Premier includes 3-Bureau credit monitoring of Equifax, Experian, and TransUnion credit
reports; copies of Equifax credit reports; the ability to lock and unlock Equifax credit reports; identity
theft insurance; and Internet scanning for Social Security numbers.

The company has also set up a dedicated call center to assist consumers with questions and signing up
for the free offering and has continued to ramp up the call center to reduce wait times.

Equifax also provided written noti�cation to all U.S. State Attorneys General and contacted other federal
regulators.
Since the announcement, Equifax has taken additional actions including:

Providing a more prominent and clear link from the main www.equifax.com website to the cybersecurity
incident website www.equifaxsecurity2017.com, so that consumers can quickly and easily �nd the
information they need.
Tripling the call center team and continuing to add agents, despite facing some dif�culty due to
Hurricane Irma.
Resolving issues with the impact look-up tool.
Addressing confusion concerning the arbitration and class-action waiver clauses included in the Terms of
Use applicable to the product:

The company never intended for these clauses to apply to this cybersecurity incident.
Because of consumer concern, the company clari�ed that those clauses do not apply to this
cybersecurity incident or to the complimentary TrustedID Premier offering.
The company clari�ed that the clauses will not apply to consumers who signed up before the
language was removed.

Clarifying that no credit card information is required to sign up for the product and that consumers will
not be automatically enrolled or charged after the conclusion of the complimentary year.
Making changes to address consumer concerns regarding security freezes:

The company clari�ed that consumers placing a security freeze will be provided a randomly
generated PIN.
The company continues to work on technical dif�culties related to the high volume of security
freeze requests.
Consumers who paid for a security freeze starting at 5pm EST on September 7, 2017 will receive a
refund.
The company agreed to waive fees for removing and placing security freezes through November 21,
2017.

About Equifax



Equifax is a global information solutions company that uses trusted unique data, innovative analytics, technology
and industry expertise to power organizations and individuals around the world by transforming knowledge into
insights that help make more informed business and personal decisions. The company organizes, assimilates and
analyzes data on more than 820 million consumers and more than 91 million businesses worldwide, and its
database includes employee data contributed from more than 7,100 employers.

Headquartered in Atlanta, Ga., Equifax operates or has investments in 24 countries in North America, Central and
South America, Europe and the Asia Paci�c region. It is a member of Standard & Poor's (S&P) 500® Index, and its
common stock is traded on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) under the symbol EFX. Equifax employs
approximately 9,900 employees worldwide.
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1550 Peachtree Street, NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Media Relations 
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