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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

ANGEL ALLEN,
Plaintiff,
V. No. 1:16€v-02224TWP-TAB
THE LILLY EXTENDED DISABILITY PLAN,

ELI LILLY AND COMPANY LIFE
INSURANCE AND DEATH BENEFIT PLAN,

N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

ORDER ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO COMPEL
l. Introduction

Plaintiff Angel Allenmovesto compel Defendants Lilly Extended Disability P[#me
“EDL Plan”)and Eli Lilly and ConpanyLife Insurance and Death Benefit Pighe “Life Plan”)
to comply with her discovery requesi®efendantoppose the discovery, arguing that Allen is
not entitled taany discovery intis ERISA matter.

The heart of this dispute is what showiifgany, Allen must make to be entitled to
discovery. The parties dispute the standard of review (which as discussed lbelomneds
whether there are additional limitations on discovehg,test for discovery, and whether Allen
met that testIn the end, Allen fails to show she is entitled to discovery, and the Court denies her
motion to compel. Hiling No. 44] Still, the Court orders Defendants to confirm thnet t
administrative record is complete by submitting an affidavit or declaration froppaopaiate
officer or employee within 14 days.

Il. Background

Allen’s motion to compel presents five issues: 1) whether Allen waived discorery

Defendants waived theabjections, 2) what is the standard of review and whether the Court
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needs to decide it, 3) what showing is necessary for conflicts discovery, amemAlétn made
the required showing, 4) whether Allen is entitled to other discovery, and 5) wttetti@ourt
should award fees and costs to either party.

Allen was employed by Eli Lilly and participated in its employee welfarefitgplans
which Defendant@administer. The EDL Plan provides monthly inc@enefits to employees
who cannot work due tiiness or disability. Allen received benefits from &BL Planfor
eight years based on disability. However, in 2015 the EDL Plan’s administratompheyge
Benefits Committeeterminated her benefitllen appealedhis decision, buthe EBC also
deniedher appeal.

. Discussion
a. Neither Allen nor Defendants Waived

The parties appeared for a telephonic status conference to discuss tMa@agement
Plan. At this conference, the parties disputed whether discovery is approprageniatter.
Fdlowing the conference, the Court issued a preliminary finding: “The Caw$ fio basis for
discovery, though [Allen] may serve discovery and file a motion to compel ifijjAttaly
believes discovery is permitted. [Allen] should carefully considedibgprecedent limiting

discovery in these cases.Filing No. 39, at ECF p..1

The Court later held another telephonic conference on the issue of discovery. In this
conference, Akn did not persuade the Court that she is entitled to discovery. However, the
Court again extended permission for Allen to file a motion to compel, setting an O24ober

2017, deadline. Hiling No. 43, at ECF p..]. Allen has exercised her right as provided in the

Court’s orders to serve discovery and file a motion to compel.
In their response to Allen’s motioDefendantsask theCourt to deny Allen’s discovery

requests as untimefnd findthatshewaiveddiscovery. Defendan&rgue thatllen missed the
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discovery deadlinffom the CMPandthat Allenfails to show good cause for the delay.
However, the plain language of this Court’s orgegamittedAllen to serve discovery andd a

motion to compel. Hiling No. 39, at ECF p.;TFiling No. 43, at ECF p..]1 Thus, the Court

deniesDefendard’ waiver arguments

The Courtsimilarly denies Allen’s request that the Court fibdfendantsvaived all
objections to discovery by nptoperlyrespondingo her requestswWhen Allen served her
discoveryDefendantsnerelyresponded by asserting that they will not comply and cited case
law in support of their position that Allen is not entitled to discovery. As the abovedquroler
makes clear, the Courtitially doubted whether discovery was appropriate in this matter, but
permitted Allen to serve discovery and file a motion to compel. The second order deesmot

mention service of discovery and only contemplates a motion to conipehg [No. 43 at ECF

p. 1] Given these indicatiorthatthe Court was not inclined to permit discovddgfendants’
response was sufficient. Under the circumstarsaasstioning the Defendartty finding their
arguments waivets not appropriate.

b. Standard of Revew

Allen moves to compel discovemto several issueDefendantopposeglaimingthat
Allen is not entitled to discovery in this ERISA matt®efendantargue that the applicable
standard of review is arbitrary and capricious. Defendants cotitahtb be entitled to any
discovery undearbitrary and capricious reviewllen mustmeet the additional burden of
showingexceptional circumstances warranting discovery.

“The scopef discovery in an ERISA denial of benefits case turns on the standard of
review applicable to thiplan administratorfsdecision.” Boxell v. Plan for Group Ins. Of
Verizon Commc'ns., Incl:13€v-89, 2013 WL 5230240, at *AN(D. Ind.Sept. 16, 2013)
(alteration in originallinternal quotations omitted)n ERISA cases, the standard of review is
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either de novo or arbitra and capriciousSeePonsetti v. GE Pension Pla614 F.3d 684, 691
(7th Cir. 2010) In her reply, Allen argues that the Court need not determine the standard of
review for the purposes of this motion and that doing so would be premature. However, that
would leave the Court in a conundrum. Allen wolikély be entitled to discovery under de
novo review. But, as discussed below, Allen would be required to make an additional showing
under the arbitrary and capricious standard. Thus, to determine what showing, ifl@mynégt
make, the Court must decide, for the limited purpose of this motion, the appretaraded of
review!

To determine the standard of revigle Court looks to the planfanguage.Ponsett]
614 F.3dat 691 The default standard of review of the administrator’s determination is de novo.
Id. However, vihen “the [p]lan documents unambiguousist/ithe [p]lan witldecisiorj-]
making discretionwe review the denial of benefits under the arbit@ngcapricious standard.”
Burns v Orthotek, Inc. Employees’ Pension Plan & Tré87 F.3d 571, 574 (7th Cir. 2011)
Defendantdiave the burden to show that tBBL Plangrant the Employe8enefitsCommittee
discretionary authority “to determine eligibility for benefits or to constingeeterms of the plan.”
Sperandeo v. Lorillard Tobacco Co., Ind60 F.3d 866, 870 (7th Cir. 200@uotingFirestone
Tire & Rubber Co. v. Brught89 U.S. 101, 115 (1989)

Defendantgoint to language from tHeDL Plan that delegates discretionary authotiy
the EBCboth to construe the terms anddetermine benefitsThe EDLPlan calls for Eli Lilly

and Canpany’s board of directors to credte EBC, and the EDL Plan vests the EBC with

several powers and dutieszil[ng No. 24-1, at ECF pp.,60-11] Under § 4.03,ite EBC can

1 The Court does not decide the standard of review for the purpose of resolving the underlying
claim.
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make and enforce rules regarding administratibthe EDL Plan interpret the instrument
(including remedying ambiguitse inconsistencies or omissions), and authorize paymedtsat [
ECFE p. 10] Section 6.0@) of the EDL Pan says thathe EBC ‘Shall have the disciien to
construe the terms of the Plan and to determine whether an [ejmployee hasliacurr

[d]isability.” [Id. at ECF p. 49 The EDLPIlancontinues in 8§ 6.8(b):

The[EBC] shall hae the discretion to make any finding of fact necessary for the
determination of any benefit payable under[@BL] Plan. The [EBC] may

review its prior determination from time to time to ascertain whether there has
been any change in the facts or cowdisi on whth the determination was based.

[Id. at ECF pp. 49-5D And 8 8.02(b)saysthe EBC “shall, in its sole discretion, approve or

deny any clan for benefits with respect fa]ninsured[c]overage under thg=DL] Plan.” [Id. at
ECF p. 103

For the purpose of Allen’s motion to compel, the Court sees no ambiguity in this
language that would undermine Defendaatgument that the standard of review is arbitrary
and capricious. The EDRlanlanguage showhatEli Lilly and Company’s board of directors
delegateduthority to the EBQo both determine eligibility anconstrue the terms of the EDL
Plan. While Allen disagreeshat the cited language is sufficient, slues nooffer conflicting

language opoint to any ambiguity thatuggestshe language fails to delegate=iling No. 46, at

ECF p. 2]

Rather, Allen argues that Defendantast also show that “properly delegated entity
exercisedthe] grant of discretion,if there was any[Id.] Allen’s argument is based @avin
v. Life Ins. Cg.No. 12 C 6178, 2013 WL 677886 (Feb. 25, 201But Gavinis distinguishable.
There, the plaauthorized a commge to delegate discretiary authority to the administrator by
executing an agreemewith the administratorid. at *4. However the defendant did not show

that it ever entered into an agreement to actually delegate discretionarytyauthorAs it
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stood, the defendant meralguld have delegated, but the defendant did not show ttat it
delegate.ld. Allen fails to point to language from the EDL Plan that would require this
additional stepnor is the Court is n@ware of any such language

Therefore, tharbitrary and capricious standard of review applies to Allen’s motion to
compel Thus, the Court analyzes Allen’s discovery requests under the additiondidingita
that come with thisleferentialstandardf review.

c. Discovery into Conflicts of Interest

Both Allen and Defendants rely largely on nuance in the connections &eomgn v.
Life Ins. Co. of N. Am., 436 F.3d 805 (7th Cir. 2Q0&¢t. Life Ins. Co. v. Glenn, 554 U.S. 105
(2008) andDennison v. MONY Life Ret. Income Sec. Plan, 710 F.3d 741 (7th Cir. 2013)
Semienthe Seventh Circuit held that ERISA plaintiffs are only entitled to discovery timele
arbitrary and capricious standand‘exceptional circumstancgsand plaintiffs must showl) “a
specific conflict of interest or instance of misconduct,” and 2) that “theyead cause tbelieve
limited discovery will reveal a procedural defect in the plan administrator’ siesgion.”
Semien436 F.3d at 815Allen arguesslennabrogatedsemierandthatDennisoncalls for
courts to use their discretion in determining whether to permit discolafendants argue that
Dennisonaffirmed Semieras merely softened kylenn

However, the Seventh Circuit plainly set out the rulectorflictsdiscovery under
arbitrary and capricious review iBeiger v. Aetna Life Ins. G845 F.3d 357, 364—65 (7th Cir.
2017)

In Semienthis Court held “that discovery in a cag®llenging the benefits

determination of plan administrators is permissible only in ‘exceptional’

circumstances. in which the claimant can ‘identify a specific conflict of interest

or instance of misconduct’ and ‘make a prima facie showing that thgood

cause to believe limited discovery will reveal a procedural defetterinison v.

MONY Life Ret. Income Sec. Plan for Emp&0 F.3d 741, 746 (7th Cir.

2013)(quotingSemien436 F.3d at 815 However, following the Supreme
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Court's decision iislenn we recognized “a softening, but not a rejection, of the
standard announced $emietr’ Dennison 710 F.3d at 747[C]onflicts are but
one factor amongany that a reviewing judge must take into accousitzhn

554 U.S. at 116, 128 S.Ct. 234R is thus not the existence of a conflict of
interest—which is a given in almost all ERISA casebut thegravity of the
conflict, as inferred from the circumstanctst is critical.”"Marrs v. Motorola,
Inc., 577 F.3d 783, 789 (7th Cir. 200Qonflicts “carry less weight when the
insurer took active steps to reduce potential bias and to promote
accuracy.’Raybourne v. Cigna Life Ins. Co. of New Y@i80 F.3d 1076, 1082
(7th Cir. 2012)

(Emphasis and alterations in original).
Allen does not meet the standafdefendants reduced theeight” of anyconflict of

interest by utilizinganindependeninedical evaluation[Filing No. 29-5, at ECF pp. 1-10

Further, Allen’s “evidence” provides little weight to her argument. In sdign asserts the
EBC erred irthreeways,? and these errors together show that Defendants must have let their
concerns about payments override their concerns about fair administration. Tmeatrg
would require the Court to decide if some of the EBC’s findings or methods weneeus,
which would turn arbitrary and capricious review into a de novo reconsideration of Allen’s
claimed disability. Anceven if the EBC did err, Allen’s only suggestion that the errors there
result of a conflict of interes$ that Defendantgaid Allen disabity benefits for eight years
before terminating thenallegedly without any showing of improvememtllen fails to satisfy
Semieras softened b¢lenn

Allen argues thaDennisonpermits the Court to exercise its discretion to allow discovery

evenif the softened®Gemierrequirements are not meHowever, the plaintiff must show

2 Allen alleges: 1) Defendants reduced her benefits by the amount of Social Seenetfigs she
received, 2) Defendants relied on a record review rather than having a negaphnesdical
exam, and 3) Allen’s appeal denial noted Allen’s “treating provider did not prowititce¢ion
of [her] disability,” even though Allen’s treaters provided a letter insteadrapleting the form.
[Filing No. 44, at ECF p. 1P
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discovery is necessary before the Court can use is discretion to set the bouriji&iiesn
some discovery is necessary.,trial courts retain broad discretion to limit and manage
discovery undeRule 260f thecivil rules.” Dennison 710 F.3d at 747 Allen has not shown
discovery is necessary, so the Court’s discretion to manage discovery is nogtrigge

Allen nextargues thata structural conflict of interestloneis sufficient to trigger
discovery. [Filing No. 44, at ECF p. 16iting Glenn 554 U.S. at 116-)4] Though this may
have been the case bef@ennisonseeg e.g, Fischer v. Life Ins. Co. of N. AniNo. 1:08ev-
0396WTL-TAB, 2009 WL 734705, at *49.D. Ind.Mar. 19, 2009)courtssinceDennison
require plaintiffs to additionally show that “something besides the adminstratord is
necessary to assess the effect of structural conflicts of interest ondelagfits.” Fassenden v.
Reliance Standard Life Ins. C&:15¢v-370\WCL-CAN, 2016 WL 7239917, at *4 (N.D. Ind.
Dec. 15, 2016)see alsdseiger, 845 F.3dat 364—65recognizing that the “plan administrator
[had] both discretionary authority to determine eligibility for benefits analgation to pay
benefits when due” before applying tBemiertest) Schrock v. Aetna Life Ins. Cd.5 C 10582,
2016 WL 3693428, at *4 (N.D. Ill. July 12, 201@inding cases that pdateDennisonand
suggest a structural conflict is sufficient for discovary unpersuasiye Allen fails to make this
additional showing.

In all, Allen has not shown that she is entitled to discovery into whether a potential
conflict of interest improperly influenced Defendants’ decision to termimatéenefits.

d. Other Discovery

Allen seeks discovery into four additional areas, arguing that these topics do n& aequir
special showing, and that eittfederal civil procedure rules ERISAregulationsequire
production. Allen seeks discovery intoQgfendantsaffirmative defenses, 2) the standard of
review, 3) administrative policies and procedures, anthd completeness the administrative
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record. Defendants respond tB&miers special showing requirements dpply to these areas
as well.

Allen argueghatRule 26(b)(1)permitsdiscovery into th®efendants14 affirmatve
defensesHer argument is unpersuasivéhe cases she citd® not suggest that sisentitled to
discovery into affirmative defensdsspitediscovery beindimited under the arbitrary and
capricious standard of review.wo of the cases she cita® not ERISA cases and merely
discuss the principle that plaintiffs are entitled to discougxyaffirmative defenses$Vehrheim
v. James M. Secrest, P,@lo. IP 00-1328-C-T/K, 2002 WL 31427515, at *1 (S.D. Ind. Oct. 9,
2002) United States EEOC v. Seditar C 2790, 1988 WL 23794, at *1 (N.D. Ill. Mar. 4, 1988)
The third case is an ERISA matter, but tbadirt found the plaintiff was entitled to discovery
underthe Sixth Circuit’s test, which allows discovery into “permitted areas afinyigwhen
there is an inherent conflict of interestlullins v. Prudential Ins. Co. of Apr267 F.R.D. 504,
515 (W.D. Ky 2010) The case does not imply the plaintiff would have been entitled to
discovery hadhenot met the testSee id.In short,Allen’s cases are ngersuasive.Therefore,
the Court denies Allen’s motion regardiDgfendantsaffirmative defenses.

Similarly, Allen is not entitled to discovery intoelstandard of reviewAllen argues
that, because Defendatits the deferential standard of review as an affirmative defense, she is
entitled todiscovery into the basis for their argument that the standard of review is grarcar
capricious. However, as discussed above, the standadiedris determined by the EDL

Plan’s languag@lone Given thatllen possessafie EDL Plar{Filing No. 24-1, there is no

need for additional discovery simply because Defendants included this standaedfamative

defense


https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/NCBF83860B96411D8983DF34406B5929B/View/FullText.html?originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I88ee614153ff11d9b17ee4cdc604a702/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_999_1
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I88ee614153ff11d9b17ee4cdc604a702/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_999_1
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I88ee614153ff11d9b17ee4cdc604a702/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_999_1
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Iee16af6255a111d9bf30d7fdf51b6bd4/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_999_1
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I9d32ecce594511dfaad3d35f6227d4a8/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_344_515
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I9d32ecce594511dfaad3d35f6227d4a8/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_344_515
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I9d32ecce594511dfaad3d35f6227d4a8/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_344_515
https://ecf.insd.circ7.dcn/doc1/07315768237

Allen’s third and fourth contentions are that she is entitled to discovery regarding
Defendants’ policies and procedueeswell as to the completeness of the administrativedec
Allen argues thaDefendants must provide her “with all ‘documents, records, and other

information relevant to [her] claim for benefits.”Fi[ing No. 44, at ECF p. 1(&lteration in

original) (citing29 C.F.R. § 2560.503¢h) (2001).] Allen further argues she should not have to
take Defendants’ word that the administrative record is compl2téendants resporttat

“Allen’s ‘mere speculation’ that [Defendants] did not provide her with the complete
administrative record and relied on procedures or policies outside of the [i€lifa Plans]
‘fall[s] short of showing that relevant material is missing from the administratboede’3

[Filing No. 45, at ECF p. 1(guotingBoxell v. Plan for Group Ins. Of Verizon Commc'ns, ,Inc.

1:13CV-89, 2013 WL 5230240, at *5-6 (N.D. Ind. Sept. 16, 2P13)

Allen is notentitled to discovery into Defendants’ policies and procedures or the
completeness of the administrative recordBdmxell the court denied such discovery, holding
that “we assume that all written materials germane to the interpretation.of.tjglan were
contained in the administrative recor®2013 WL 523024pat *6. The cases Allen cit@s
support of her position do not imply Allen is entitled to such discovéhese casesHughes v.
CUNA Mut. Group257 F.R.D. 176, 180 (S.D. Ind. 200@hdFischer v. Life Ins. Co. of N. Am.
No. 1:08ev-0396\WTL-TAB, 2009 WL 734705, at *5 (Mar. 19, 2083permitted the requested
discovery after ruling th&&emierdid not apply and the respective plaintiffs were entitled some
discovery. Allen has mt shown discovery is necessary, so these cases provide no salvation for

Allen’s discovery quest.

3 Allen argues that Defendants waived any objection to discovery into adminestraticies
and procedures by failing to respond with a substantive argument. The preceding quote shows
this argument is without meyiandit is rejected.

10
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https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I1eaa4a4e206111e380938e6f51729d80/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Ib86c1a3a3e7d11de8bf6cd8525c41437/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_344_180
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Ib86c1a3a3e7d11de8bf6cd8525c41437/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0&fragmentIdentifier=co_pp_sp_344_180
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I6388ee8117a311debc7bf97f340af743/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I6388ee8117a311debc7bf97f340af743/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0

Still, Allen’s efforts are not wholly unrequitedilien is entitled to an affidavit or
declaration from Defendants, “signed by an appropriate employ&aar of its administrator,
attesting under oath that thedministratie record]contained ‘all of the documents, records, and
other information ‘relevant’ to her claim for benefits, as such term is defirgal thF.R.

§ 2560.503t(m)(8).” Boxell 2013 WL 5230240, at *6Defendants shall file an affidavit or
declaration from anfficer or employee with dficient knowledge taffirm that the
administrative record includes all “[dJocuments, records, recordings, andfthrenation

relevant to [Allens] claim or appeal for benefitd.Filing No. 44-2, at ECF p. @equestor

production No. J) If Defendantxannot at present make such affirmation, thiesll
supplement the administrativecordwith relevant information as defined B9 C.F.R.

§ 2560.503t(m)(8). SeeMiller, 584 F. Supp. 2d at 111PDefendantshallhave 14 days from
the date of this order to file an appropriate response.

e. Fees and Costs
Both Allen and Defendants rely éred. R. Civ. P. 3To argue that they are entitled to

fees and costs in connection with this motion. Regarding a motion to cotapz=B7allowsthe
victor to recover their reasonable expenses incurred in making or oppusimgption Fed. R.
Civ. P. 37(a)(%A)—B). The Court deni®Allen’s motionto compel, so it likewise denies her
request for fees and costs.

As the victorsPefendants are presytively entitled to their costsRickels v. City of
South Bend, Ind33 F.3d 785, 786 (7th Cir. 1994However, Allen can rebut this presumption
by showing that her motion is substantially justified, i.e. it “posited a genuipetdier if
reasonable people could differ as to the appropriateness of the contested atidm”"Media,

LLC v. Harrison No. 1:12ev-01117-WTL, 2014 WL 5392097, at *1 (S.D. Ind. Oct. 23, 2014)
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Allen showed that reasonable people could differ regarding the appropriateness of
discovery in thisaction Glenncreated confusion in the Seventh Circuit regarding whether
Semierwas still applicableand pior to Dennison the Southern District of Indiadargelycame
down on the side th&lennmore or less abrogat&emien Fischer v. Life Ins. Co. of N. Am.
No. 1:08ev-0396\WTL-TAB, 2009 WL 734705, at *22-(Mar. 19, 2009) collecting cases).
Dennisonitself isnot entirelyclear, andAllen madeseveral reasonable but unsuccessful
arguments thaemierdid not apply or that she satisfied her burden for discovery. Further,
though the Court does not grant Allen’s motion to compel, Allen did convince the Court that she
is entitled to some assurance that the administrative record is complete.

While the Court initially found that Allen was not entitled to discovery, it exgyes
permitted Allen to file a motion toompel if she “truly believes discovery is permittediile
noting that she “should carefully consider binding precedent limiting discovery indhsse.”

[Filing No. 39, at ECF p..]1 Based on her motion, the Court concludes that Allen did carefully

consider binding precedent, but nonetheless failed to convince thesGeisréntitled to
discovery. An award of fees and costs is not appropriate.

IV.  CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reass, the Court denies Allen’s motion to compel. However,
Defendantdhiave 14 days to eithepnfirm that the administrative record is comphateaffidavit
or declaratioror to supplementhe recordso it contains all relevant information as define®by

C.F.R. § 2560.503{m)(8).

Date:02/02/2018 —1 w Z/L/

Tim A. Baker
United States Magistrate Judge
Southern District of Indiana

Distribution: All ECFregistered counself recordby email.
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