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Court Upholds Disability Plan’s Discretion  
and Full and Fair Review Process

T he U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth 
Circuit holds that the defendant did not 
abuse its discretion in denying the plain-

tiff ’s claim for benefits under his former employ-
er’s group policy since the defendant had language 
in its disability policy that clearly granted it dis-
cretionary authority and deferential judicial re-
view.

The plaintiff plan participant injured his back 
while lifting an art portfolio at work in May 
2010, one day before he was fired from his job as 
an advertising sales representative for failing to 
meet sales targets. The plaintiff applied for short- 
and long-term disability (LTD) benefits from a 
plan administered by the defendant. The defen-
dant denied both of the plaintiff ’s claims, taking 
the position that the plaintiff ’s injury did not 
prevent him from performing the material du-
ties of his job throughout the plan’s elimination 
period. The plaintiff brought his action against 
the defendant under Section 1132(a)(1)(B) of 
the Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
claiming that the defendant wrongly denied him 
LTD benefits under his group plan. In February 
2013, the district court awarded summary judg-
ment to the defendant, and the plaintiff subse-
quently appealed.

On appeal, the plaintiff argues that the dis-
trict court erred in applying an abuse-of-discre-
tion judicial review, because the relevant plan 
document did not include language conferring 
discretion upon the defendant. The court dis-
agrees with the plaintiff ’s argument, stating 
that the plan contained language providing that 
the defendant could request “proof of continu-
ing disability, satisfactory to [it].” The court 
finds this language in the plan to be sufficient 
enough to confer discretionary authority upon 
the defendant and finds that its present ruling is 

supported by “controlling Eighth Circuit prec-
edent.”

In affirming the district court’s application of 
the abuse-of-discretion review, the court also re-
jects the plaintiff ’s argument that the defendant’s 
delay in processing his claim caused the defen-

dant to forfeit the benefit of a deferential review 
standard. The court reasons that the defendant did 
not abuse its discretion in denying the plaintiff ’s 
claim, but instead, the defendant provided the 
plaintiff with a “full and fair review” and consid-
ered all of the submitted information, consulted 
neutral health care professionals to review his 
file and referred his appeal to a different decision 
maker. Thus, the court affirms the district court’s 
award of summary judgment in favor of the de-
fendant.   

Prezioso v. Prudential Insurance Company of America, 
No. 13-1641 (8th Cir. April 4, 2014). 
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