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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DIVISION

RITA J. JONES

Plaintiff,
V.

HARTFORD LIFE AND ACCIDENT
INSURANCE COMPANY and GROUP LONG
TERM DISABILITY PLAN FOR EMPLOYEES
OF K+S NORTH AMERICA SALT
HOLDINGS, LLC,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:16<CV-316

Defendants.
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MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

Before the CourtHartford Life and Accident Insurance CompafiiiartfordLife”) and
Group Long Term Digbility Plan for Employees of K+S North America Salt Holdings, 4.C
(collectively “Defendant®) Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff Rita J. JonesComplaint pursuant to
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(®kt. No. 9).Having carefully consideretthe pleadings
and briefing, the Court is persuaded thMd. Jone's claims are timéarred under the plain
terms of the employee benefit plan under wisbleseeks recovery. Accordingly,diendants’
motion iISGRANTED.

BACKGROUND

Ms. Jones filed this civil action under the Employestir@mentincome Security Act of
1974 (‘ERISA’) arising from Hartford Life’s decision to terminate loAgrm disability
insurance benefits. Ms. Jones brings her claims pursuant to 29 U.S.C. § 1132 (&) (de¢Byer
disability benefitsunder the termsf the plan sponsored by hamployer K+S North America
Salt Holdings, LLC (the Plari). (Dkt. No. 1, Compl. 11 1, 2, 4, 5, 10-15.)
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Ms. Jones alleges that she suffers from severe depression, fibromyalgia, and
spondyloarthropathyand became disabled on June 9, 2014l § 13 Mot., Ex A at 3-4)
Hartford Life denied Ms. Jonés claim for longterm disability benefits on December 6, 2011
and isued its final written decision affirming the benefit dewialAugust 24, 2012. (Coml{

13, 15;Mot. Exhs.A, B.) On March 30, 2016, Ms. Jongkd hercomplaint in this case seeking
review of HartfordLife’s denial of her claim
LEGAL STANDARD

A party may move to dismiss a claim for a “failure to state a claim upon which relief can
be granted.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6). When a Court considers a Rule 12(b)(6) motion it must
assume that all wepleaced facts are true and must view them in a ligiast favorable to the
non-moving party.Bowlby v. City of Aberdeen, 681 F.3d 215, 218 (5th Ci2012). The Court
must decide whether those facts state a claim for relief that is plausible exetBdl Atl.

Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 57(R007).“A claim has facial plausibility when the pleaded
factual content allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defetidate fer
the misconduct allegedBowlby, 681 F.3d at 217 (quotingshcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678
(2009)).

Thoughreview of a motion to disnssfocuses on the contents of fileadingsand the
documents attached thergtbe Fifth Circuit has stated thHatocuments that a defendant attaches
to a motion to disiss are considered part of the pleadings if they are referredheptaintiff’s
complaint and are central to her cldinCollins v. Morgan Stanley Dean Witter, 224 F.3d496,

498-99 (5th Cir. 200Q)illareal v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 814 F.3d 763, 767 (5th Cir. 2016).



ANALYSIS

Defendants contend that Ms. Josesomplaintseeking longterm disability benefitss
time-barred by the limitations period set forthtire Ran and must be dismissed pursuant to Rule
12(b)(6). ®ction1132 does nospecify a statet of limitations. Instead, the Plan contains-a 3
year limitations period that begins to run at tmeti proof of loss is due. (Mot. Exh. C.) The
Plan déines “proof of los§ as documentationof items such ashe datethe participants
disability beganthecause of the disability, the p&ipants predisability income, and evidence
that the participant is under the regular care of a physididi.The Plan requires that proof of
loss must be sent to Defendahtgithin 90 days after the start of the period for which we are
liable for payment.(ld.)

It is undisputed thatased orthe Plaris terms and Ms. Jorigsallegations, proof of loss
was due on March 5, 2012 (90 days after the statiegperiod for which Hartford.ife would
have been liable fopayment).Accordingly, he last day that Ms. Jones couidve sued for
benefits under the plan wagarch 5, 2015. Ms. Jones did not filleis suit until March 30,
2016—morethan a year after the limitations period expired.

Rather than contest the fact that her claims are-bianeed, Ms. Jones argues that
dismissal is impropaunder Rule 12(b)(6becausehe Court must necessarily look ttmcuments
outside ofthe pleadings.To be sure, in calculating the applicable limitations metiee Court
reviewedtheterms of the Plan and the denial letters sent to Ms. Jondartfprd Life. Though
not attached téhe complaint,these documents wereferred to in the complaint and are central
to the clains at issue, and therefore gmeperly consideed part of the pleadingSee Callins,

224 F.3d at 4989. A plaintiff seeking to enfae ERISA benefitscannot circumvent a



contractual limitations perioly merely omittingthe underlying agreemerdnd relevant dates
from the pleadings.

Finally, Raintiff argues thatjuestions of fact preclude judgment thie pleadings. (Resp.
at 3-4.) Specifically, sheeontendghatthe determination of whether the Plai@year limitatiors
period is reasonable is a fact questiequiring discoveryThe Supreme Court hdeeld that in
the absence of a controlling statutory limitations peri@RISA plan partipants and providers
are free td'agree by contract ta particular limitations perigaeven one that starts to run before
the cause of action accrues, as long as the period is reasboiidnhaeshoff v. Hartford Life &
Acc. Ins. Co., 134 S. Ct. 604, 610 (2013)s Heimeshoff demonstrates, the reasonableness of a
contractual limitations perebis properly considered by courts at the motimdismiss stagdd.
at 612-13. Heimeshoff is particularly instructiven this casdecause it involvethe sameERISA
plan administrator, Hartford Life, antl considereda substantially simila~if not identical—
contractuaB-yearlimitations perod. Id. at 608-11. As the Supreme Court unanimously found
Heimeshoff, this Court findsthat the 3year limitations period iseasonable as a matter of law.
Accordingly, no &ct question precludegke Court from concludinghat Ms. Jone's claims are
time-barred.

CONCLUSION

For the rasons set forth aboyéefendants Motion to Dismiss (Dkt. No. 9)is

GRANTED. Plaintiff's claims against Defendantsthis caseare herebyDISMISSED WITH

PREJUDICE. Costs in this case are awarded to Ddénts as the prevailing party.



So ORDERED and SIGNED this 7th day of October, 2016.

RODNEY GILiiFRAP
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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