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IN THE STATE COURT OF GWINNETT COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

 
ALISA MEEKINS, on behalf of herself  : 
and all others similarly situated,   : 
       : 
 Plaintiff,     : 
       : CIVIL ACTION FILE  
v.       : 
       : NO:      
NAVY FEDERAL CREDIT UNION,  : 
       : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 Defendant.     : 
       : CLASS ACTION 

 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
1. PLAINTIFF, Alisa Meekins, and brings this action against Defendant, 

Navy Federal Credit Union, for violations of the federal Electronic Funds 

Transfer Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 1693 et seq. (“EFTA”) and the Georgia Fair 

Business Practices Act. 

2. Plaintiff, in her individual capacity, alleges that Defendant violated the 

Electronic Funds Transfer Act by its refusal to assume liability for an 

unauthorized electronic funds transfer and its failure to conduct a 

reasonable investigation of an error, and to correct such error, with respect 

to an unauthorized electronic funds transfer.  

3. Plaintiff, on behalf of herself and all others similarly situated, alleges that 

Defendant violated the Electronic Funds Transfer Act by refusal to 
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promptly deliver or mail to the Plaintiff and members of the proposed 

class reproductions of all documents which the financial institution relied 

on to conclude that an error did not occur. 

PARTIES AND PERSONAL JURISDICTION 

4. Plaintiff Alisa Meekins is a natural person. 

5. Defendant Navy Federal Credit Union (“NFCU”) is a Federal Credit Union 

chartered by the National Credit Union Administration (“NCUA”). 

6. NFCU transacts business in this State and County, including maintaining a 

branch at 1699 Scenic Hwy N #105, Snellville, GA 30078. 

7. NFCU’s transactions with Plaintiff, a Gwinnett County resident, in this 

State and County give rise to the claims in this action. 

8. NFCU is subject to the jurisdiction and venue of this court. 

9. NFCU may be served by personal service upon any authorized agent or 

officer at its branch in this County, to wit: 1699 Scenic Hwy N #105, 

Snellville, GA 30078. 

FACTS RELEVANT TO ALL CAUSES 

10. Plaintiff maintains personal, or consumer, deposit accounts with NFCU. 

11. On January 21, 2025, two electronic funds transfers were made which 

debited $5,000.00 each from Plaintiff’s Membership Savings Account 

ending in 6531 to someone identified as Princess N Nedd. 
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12. On January 23, 2025, a third electronic funds transfer debited another 

$5,000.00 from Plaintiff’s Membership Savings Account ending in 6531 to 

someone identified at Princess N Nedd.  

13. Plaintiff does not know who Princess N Nedd is.  

14. Plaintiff did not initiate the transfers to Princess N Nedd.  

15. Plaintiff did not authorize the transfers to Princess N Nedd.  

16. Plaintiff discovered the transactions when logging into her online banking 

on January 27, 2025. 

17. After discovering the unauthorized electronic funds transfers, Plaintiff 

called NFCU and spoke to the customer service representative about the 

transactions and disputed the transactions.  

18. NFCU informed Plaintiff that her funds were transferred to another NFCU 

account.    

19. On January 30, 2025, NFCU sent Plaintiff a letter stating that it had 

investigated the account and determined that Plaintiff authorized and/or 

participated in the activity.  

20. Plaintiff did not authorize or participate in the transactions, and NFCU 

had no basis to reach the conclusion that she had so participated or 

authorized.  

21. The January 30, 2025 letter contained a notice that: 
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“You have a right to request documentation about how we arrived at this 

decision. For questions or comments, call us at 1-888-842-6328[.]”  

22. On February 3, 2025, NFCU sent Plaintiff a standard form response as set 

forth below: 

 

23.  The February 3, 205 response denied Plaintiff’s dispute and stated that 

NFCU had determined that no error had occurred.  

24. The February 3, 2025 form denial included an option to request a second 

review. 

25. On February 3, 2025, Plaintiff then disputed the transactions again via 

email to securityappeals@navyfederal.org with a detailed statement setting 

forth that the transactions were not authorized and attempted to answer 

the questions presented by NFCU. 

mailto:securityappeals@navyfederal.org
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26. On February 17, 2025, Plaintiff used NFCU’s online message center portal 

to submit an additional dispute and requested information from NFCU 

regarding its investigation of her dispute and how it arrived at its 

conclusion. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s February 17, 2025 

correspondence is set forth below: 

 

27. On February 19, 2025, NFCU informed Plaintiff that it would not provide 

her with information or documents with respect to its investigation of her 

dispute. A true and correct copy of NFCU’s February 19. 2025 response is 

set forth below: 

 

28. Knowing that NFCU had no reasonable basis to conclude that Plaintiff had 

authorized or participated in the transactions, on March 3, 2025 Plaintiff 
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requested that NFCU provide her with all documents it relied upon in 

reaching its decision. A true and correct copy or the March 3, 2025 request 

is set forth below: 

 

29. Plaintiff also called NFCU at 1-888-842-6328, the number set forth in 

NFCU’s January 30, 2025 letter, to request documents but was told to use 

the online portal to make a written submission of the request, which 

Plaintiff had already done on March 3, 2025. 

30. On March 4, 2025, NFCU directed Plaintiff to her account statements and 

again refused to provide any documents that it used to investigate her 

dispute and conclude that the transactions were authorized.  

31. A true and correct copy of NFCU’s March 4, 2025 response is set forth 

below:  
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32. NFCU never explained the basis for its belief that there was no error and 

never produced any documents or other evidence that it relied upon in 

making its determination that there was no error. 

33. The loss of the funds has unfairly burdened Plaintiff with an 

extraordinarily stressful financial and economic hardship.  

34. Defendant’s actions have led to Plaintiff experiencing emotional distress in 

the form of stress, anxiety, worry, embarrassment, confusion, loss of 

wellbeing, and loss of sleep. 

35. NFCU knew the transfers of funds from Plaintiff’s personal consumer 

deposit account into a third party’s NFCU account were “unauthorized 

electronic fund transfers” as defined by the EFTA, 15 U.S.C. § 1693a(12), 

yet refused to credit Plaintiff’s account, did not make a good faith 

investigation, did not have a reasonable basis for believing her account 

was not in error, and knowingly and willfully concluded that the account 

was not in error despite the unreasonableness of such conclusion given the 

evidence available to it. 

36. Defendant’s actions were intentional, willful, reckless, and in gross 

disregard for Plaintiff’s rights and interests under the law. 

37. Plaintiff has complied with all conditions precedent to bringing this action. 
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CAUSES OF ACTION 

COUNT ONE: (Class Action) 

ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER ACT 

CLASS ALLEGATIONS 

38. This action is brought on behalf of a class defined as (i) all natural persons 

(ii) to whom NFCU denied a claim or error with respect to an electronic 

funds transfer, (iii) who subsequently requested documents with respect to 

NFCU’s determinations, (iv) where NFCU sent a response indicating that 

internal documents are not available to the member or that it was unable 

to provide sensitive information. 

39. The exact size of the class is information within the exclusive knowledge of 

NFCU. 

40. The class is so numerous that joinder of all members is impractical. 

41. The allegation of the previous paragraph is likely to have evidentiary 

support after a reasonable opportunity for further investigation or 

discovery. This allegation is based upon the following information: 1) 

Plaintiff requested documents at the express invitation of NFCU; and 2) 

NFCU’s responses to Plaintiff’s document requests were nonresponsive to 

her requests and generic in a fashion which indicates they were made 

using form responses. 
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42. There are questions of law and fact common to the class, which common 

issues predominate over any issues involving only individual class 

members.  The principal issues are: 

o Whether NFCU’s responses to EFTA document requests violated 
EFTA; and 

 
o The meaning of the words “all documents” as that phrase is used in 

15 U.S.C. § 1693f(d). 
 
43. The claims of the Plaintiff are typical of those of the class members. All are 

based on the same facts and legal theories. 

44. Plaintiff will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the class.  She 

has retained counsel experienced in handling EFTA actions and class 

actions. Neither Plaintiff nor her counsel have any interests which might 

cause them not to vigorously pursue this action. 

45. Certification of the class under Rule 23 is appropriate in that: 

a. The questions of law or fact common to the members of the 

class predominate over any questions affecting an individual member; 

and 

b. A class action is superior to other available methods for the 

fair and efficient adjudication of the controversy. Class treatment will 

permit a large number of similarly situated persons to prosecute their 

common claims relating to Defendant’s handling of document 
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requests. Absent a class action, many members of the class will likely 

not obtain or even attempt to obtain relief, whether because they are 

unaware of their right to relief from the harm caused by Defendant’s 

illegal practices, due to the prohibitive time and monetary cost 

inherent in individual litigation, or otherwise. 

46. Plaintiff requests certification of a class pursuant to Rule 23(b)(3) for her 

claims of monetary damages. 

EFTA DOCUMENT REQUEST CAUSE OF ACTION 

47. Plaintiff, and members of the putative class, are “consumers” as that term 

is defined by the Electronic Funds Transfer Act (“EFTA”). 15 U.S.C. § 

1693a(6). 

48. NFCU is a “financial institution” as that term is defined by the EFTA. 15 

U.S.C. § 1693a(9). 

49. The accounts maintained by Plaintiff and the putative class with NFCU are 

“accounts” as that term is defined by the EFTA. 15 U.S.C. § 1693a(2). 

50. EFTA requires that financial institutions, such as NFCU, investigate timely 

disputes of an error with respect to electronic funds transfers. 15 U.S.C. § 

1693f(a); (c).  

51. In the event that a financial institution determines that no error occurred, 

as NFCU did with respect to Plaintiff’s and class member’s disputes, EFTA 
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requires that the financial institution “shall deliver or mail to the consumer 

an explanation of its findings within 3 business days after the conclusion of 

its investigation, and upon request of the consumer promptly deliver or 

mail to the consumer reproductions of all documents which the financial 

institution relied on to conclude that such error did not occur. The 

financial institution shall include notice of the right to request 

reproductions with the explanation of its findings.” 

52. NFCU did send a letter dated January 30, 2025 stating that it had 

determined that no error occurred and informing Plaintiff that she could 

request documentation about how it arrived at its decision. 

53. However, despite requests, NFCU refused to provide any documentation, 

other than her account statement merely reflecting the transactions 

themselves, it used to investigate Plaintiff’s disputes or reach its 

determination that the account was not in error.  

54. NFCU’s response to the requests for documentation were form responses 

which indicated that they may rely on various documents but were unable 

to provide such documents to Plaintiff or to putative class members. 

55. Accordingly, NFCU refused to “promptly deliver or mail to the consumer 

reproductions of all documents which the financial institution relied on to 



12 
 

conclude that such error did not occur” after request, in violation of 15 

U.S.C. § 1693f(d). 

56. NFCU’s net worth exceeds $50,000,000.00. 

57. Plaintiff requests damages, on behalf of herself and the putative class, in 

an amount the Court may allow up to $500,000.00, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 

1693m(a)(2)(B). 

58. In the alternative, in the event a class is not certified, Plaintiff requests 

individual damages in an amount not less than $100 nor greater than 

$1,000, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1693m(a)(2)(A). 

59. In addition, Plaintiff requests the costs of the action, together with a 

reasonable attorney’s fee as determined by the court, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 

§ 1693m(a)(3). 

COUNT TWO: 

ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER ACT (Individual) 

60. Plaintiff is a “consumer” as that term is defined by the EFTA. 15 U.S.C. § 

1693a(6). 

61. Defendant is a “financial institution” as that term is defined by the EFTA. 

15 U.S.C. § 1693a(9). 

62. The account maintained by Plaintiff is an “account” as that term is defined 

by the EFTA. 15 U.S.C. § 1693a(2). 
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63. The three transfers to Princess N Nedd, were “unauthorized electronic 

funds transfers” as that term is defined by EFTA. 15 U.S.C. § 1693a(12). 

64. EFTA requires that if a financial institution receives timely oral or written 

notification that: 

(1) sets forth or otherwise enables the financial institution to 
identify the name and account number of the consumer; 
(2) indicates the consumer’s belief that documentation, or, in 
the case of notification pursuant to 1693d(b) of this title, the 
consumer’s account, contains an error and the amount of such 
error; and 
(3) sets forth the reasons for the consumer’s belief (where 
applicable) that an error has occurred,” 
 
the financial institution shall do the following: 1) “investigate 
the alleged error,” (2) determine whether an error has 
occurred, and 3) “report or mail the results of such 
investigation and determination to the consumer within ten 
business days. 
 
15 U.S.C. § 1693f(a) 
 

65. Plaintiff notified Defendant orally on January 27, 2025 and on several 

occasions, both orally and in writing, in February 2025 of the unauthorized 

electronic funds transfers constituting the error. 

66. The notifications to Defendant of the unauthorized electronic funds 

transfers clearly identified Plaintiff’s name, account number, and her belief 

that the transfers were in error as the result of fraud. 
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67. Despite timely notification of the unauthorized electronic funds transfers, 

Defendant failed to properly investigate the error and falsely determined 

that no error had occurred. 

68. A sufficiently reasonable investigation by Defendant would have 

inevitably found that the transactions were fraud and an error had 

occurred; accordingly, Defendant’s failure to correct the error is in 

violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1693f(b). 

69. When an unauthorized electronic fund transfer has occurred, the 

consumer is only liable for the lesser of $50 or the amount of money or 

value stolen from the consumer. 15 U.S.C. § 1693g(a). 

70. Plaintiff took reasonable steps in the ordinary course of business with 

pertinent information to adequately notify Defendant of the unauthorized 

electronic funds transfers.  

71. To date, Defendant has not reimbursed Plaintiff for any portion of the 

unauthorized electronic fund transfers. 

72. Despite knowledge and reasonable notification of the unauthorized fund 

transfers, Defendant held Plaintiff liable for the stolen funds in amounts 

far greater than the maximum of $50, in violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1693g.  
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73. Defendant’s violations of the EFTA entitle Meekins to her actual damages, 

statutory damages, costs of this action, and reasonable attorney fees. 15 

U.S.C. § 1693m(a). 

74. Defendant did not make a good faith investigation of the unauthorized 

electronic funds transfers and did not have a reasonable basis for believing 

that Plaintiff’s account was not in error; alternatively, Defendant 

knowingly and willfully concluded that the unauthorized electronic funds 

transfers were not in error which conclusion could not have reasonably 

been drawn from the evidence available; accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled to 

treble her actual damages. 15 U.S.C. § 1693f(e). 

COUNT THREE: 

GEORGIA FAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES ACT (Individual) 

75. The Georgia Fair Business Practices Act prohibits “[u]nfair or deceptive 

acts or practices in the conduct of consumer transactions and consumer 

acts or practices in trade or commerce[.]” OCGA § 10-1-393(a).  

76. The Georgia Fair Business Practices Act provides that “[i]t is the intent of 

the General Assembly that this part be interpreted and construed 

consistently with interpretations given by the Federal Trade Commission 

in the federal courts pursuant to Section 5(a)(1) of the Federal Trade 
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Commission Act (15 U.S.C. Section 45(a)(1)), as from time to time 

amended.” OCGA § 10-1-393(a). 

77. The Electronic Funds Transfer Act contains an administrative enforcement 

provision similar to the provision in the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act. 

Cf. 15 U.S.C. §§ 1693o & 1692l.  

78. The Georgia Court of Appeals has held that such provision makes a 

violation of the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act a violation of the Fair 

Business Practices Act. See, 1st Nationwide Collection Agency v. Werner, 288 

Ga.App. 457, 458(1), 654 S.E.2d 428 (2007). 

79. Accordingly, Defendant’s violations of the Electronic Funds Transfer Act 

also violate the Fair Business Practices Act.  

80. Additionally, it was an unfair act for Defendant not to refund the $15,000 

stolen from Plaintiff’s account, and it was a deceptive act to inform 

Plaintiff of her right to request documents when it was never going to 

provide them.  

81. Defendant’s conduct in violation of the FBPA was intentional.  

82. Plaintiff is entitled to an award of general damages, to be trebled for an 

intentional violation.  
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83. Plaintiff requests an award of exemplary damages in the maximum 

amount permitted by the United States and Georgia Constitutions for 

Defendant’s intentional violations.  

84. Plaintiff requests an award of costs and a reasonable attorneys fee.  

JURY TRIAL DEMAND 

85. The Plaintiff demands trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

DOCUMENT PRESERVATION DEMAND 

86. Plaintiff hereby demands that Defendant take affirmative steps to preserve 

all documents, recordings, data, payment logs, emails, transfer logs, phone 

records, dialer records, electronically stored information, and other 

information or things that relate to Plaintiff, the putative class, the 

allegations and events described herein, any third party associated with 

such, and any account or number or symbol relating to any of them. These 

materials are very likely relevant to the litigation of this action. 

87. If Defendant is aware of any third party who has possession, custody, or 

control of any such materials, Plaintiff demands that Defendant request 

that such third party also take steps to preserve the requested materials. 

This demand shall not be deemed to narrow the scope of any independent 

document preservation duties. 
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 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully prays the Court enter judgment in her, 

and the putative class, favor and against Defendant, as follows: 

a) That a class action be certified pursuant to Rule 23 of the applicable 

rules of civil procedure; 

b) That Plaintiff be awarded actual damages, including without limitation, 

all funds stolen and not recredited to her account, plus general 

damages; 

c) That Plaintiff be awarded treble damages; 

d) That Plaintiff be award exemplary damages; 

e) That Plaintiff, and the putative class, be awarded statutory damages; 

f) That Plaintiff, and the putative class, be awarded her reasonable 

attorney fees and costs and expenses of litigation; and 

g) That the Court grant Plaintiff any such further relief as is just and 

proper. 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 

      SKAAR & FEAGLE, LLP 
 
      By:  /s/ Justin T. Holcombe    
       Justin T. Holcombe 
       Georgia Bar No. 552100 
       jholcombe@skaarandfeagle.com 
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       Kris Skaar 
       Georgia Bar No. 649610 
       kskaar@skaarandfeagle.com 
       133 Mirramont Lake Drive 
       Woodstock, GA 30189 
       Telephone: (770) 427-5600 
       Facsimile: (404) 601-1855 
        

James M. Feagle 
       Georgia Bar No. 256916 
       jfeagle@skaarandfeagle.com 
       2374 Main Street, Suite B 
       Tucker, GA 30084 
       Telephone: (404) 373-1970 
       Facsimile: (404) 601-1855  
 
       Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 


