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Statute of Limitations Bars Claim  
for Miscalculation of Benefits

T he U.S. District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Louisiana grants the motion for 
summary judgment by the defendant dis-

ability insurance claims administrator for a claim 
of miscalculation of disability benefits. 

The plaintiff is an employee of a financial ser-
vices company who receives a monthly long-term 
disability (LTD) benefit pursuant to a group insur-
ance policy governed by the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA). The de-
fendant is the insurance company that acts as the 
policy administrator. The plaintiff suffered from a 
work-related injury in June 2006 and filed a claim 
under the policy for LTD benefits. The claim was 
approved by the defendant in March 2008. Along 
with the approval, the defendant sent the plaintiff 
a letter informing him of his monthly benefit and 
an explanation of how it was calculated. The plain-
tiff did not question the calculation until June 
2017, at which time he filed an administrative 
challenge alleging a miscalculation of the benefit 
amount. The defendant denied the challenge, and 
the plaintiff filed suit. 

The defendant filed a motion for summary 
judgment, arguing that the plaintiff ’s lawsuit is 
untimely. The policy has a three-year statute of 
limitations requiring a suit to be filed within three 
years of when a proof of claim is required. Because 
the proof of claim was required by March 2, 2007, 
the defendant argues that a suit had to be filed by 
March 2, 2010. This lawsuit was not filed until 
June 2017. 

A participant and an ERISA-regulated plan 
may contractually agree to a particular limita-
tions period, even one that starts to run before the 
cause of action accrues, as long as the period is 
reasonable and there is no controlling statute that 

prevents the limitations period from taking effect. 
The plaintiff argues that the limitations period of 
the policy is unreasonable in light of the facts per-
taining to his miscalculation claim. 

With regard to when the ERISA miscalcula-
tion claim accrued, the court looks to when there 
was enough information available to the plaintiff 
to assure that he knew or reasonably should have 
known of the alleged miscalculation. The defen-
dant informed the plaintiff in a March 2008 letter 
of the amount and calculation of his LTD ben-
efits, and the basis of his present challenge relies 
on information that was available to him back in 
2008. Therefore, the court finds that the plaintiff 
had enough information available to ensure that 
he knew or reasonably should have known of the 
alleged miscalculation at the time that he received 
the defendant’s March 2008 letter. 

Based on the terms of the policy, the plaintiff 
had at least two years to challenge the miscalcu-
lation of benefits and, if needed, file suit, which 
he did not do. The court does not find any evi-
dence that the defendant presented any obstacles 
to filing the claim earlier or that there were any 
material misrepresentations or extraordinary cir-
cumstances that should allow the statute of limi-
tations to extend beyond the three-year period. 
Therefore, the court finds that the limitations 
period of the policy is reasonable and enforce-
able and that the plaintiff ’s miscalculation claim 
is time-barred. 

Accordingly, the defendant’s motion for sum-
mary judgment is granted, and the court dismiss-
es the case with prejudice.   

Faciane v. Sun Life Assurance Co. of Canada, No. 17-
17429 (E.D.La. June 12, 2018). 
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