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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin denied Centric Manufacturing
Solutions, Inc.'s motion for judgment on the pleadings in an ERISA action brought by Stephen
Richards. The court held that whether Centric's delayed payment of accrued paid time off constituted a
material breach of the severance and release agreement, and whether Richards could rescind the
agreement, could not be resolved at the pleading stage. The court also denied Richards's motion to file
an additional declaration and directed the clerk to schedule a Rule 16 conference.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(c), arguing that the plaintiff's ERISA claims were
barred by a severance and release agreement. The court denied the
motion and also denied plaintiff's motion for leave to file an additional
declaration.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 12(c) motion is evaluated under the same standard as a Rule
12(b)(6) motion. The court draws reasonable inferences and views
facts in the light most favorable to the nonmovant, accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations but not legal conclusions or unsupported
factual conclusions, and generally considers only the pleadings,
documents incorporated by reference or attached to the pleadings, and
judicially noticeable facts.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court decision; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Centric was entitled to judgment on the pleadings on the ground that the severance and release
agreement barred Richards's ERISA claims.

2. Whether the pleadings conclusively established that Centric's failure to pay PTO in a timely manner was
not a material breach and could not support rescission of the agreement.

3. Whether the court could consider declarations submitted in connection with the Rule 12(c) motion.

4. Whether Richards should be permitted to file an additional declaration after Centric's reply.

HOLDINGS

1. Judgment on the pleadings was premature because the pleadings did not conclusively establish that the
release barred Richards's ERISA claims. The alleged breach, its materiality, whether time was of the
essence, and the adequacy of a damages remedy presented issues that could not be resolved against
Richards at the pleading stage.

2. The court may decide a Rule 12(c) motion based on the pleadings and documents properly considered
part of the pleadings, but it did not rely on either declaration submitted in connection with the motion.

3. Richards's motion for leave to file an additional declaration was denied because declarations were not
properly considered in deciding the Rule 12(c) motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion for judgment on the pleadings is subject to the same standard as a motion to dismiss under Rule
12(b)(6).” (Legal Standard)

“The issue of whether a party’s breach is material presents a question of fact.” (Analysis)

“Whether a breach is material is, except in clear cases, a question for the jury.” (Analysis)

“The existence of a remedy at law does not deprive equity of jurisdiction unless such remedy is clear,
adequate and complete.” (Analysis)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Richards signed a severance and release agreement on July 31, 2025, under which Centric was to provide six
weeks of salary, payment for unused paid time off, and health insurance through August 31, 2025. Centric paid



the salary amount and provided the health insurance, but did not pay the accrued PTO with the initial lump-sum
payment; it issued a later PTO payment approximately three and a half months later and after this action began.
Richards returned the later payment and contended that Centric's untimely PTO payment materially breached the
agreement, entitling him to rescind the release.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Richards filed an ERISA action on September 24, 2025, alleging that Centric discharged him because of the cost
of his cancer treatment and to interfere with his welfare benefits. Centric asserted that a release in a severance
agreement barred the claims and filed a counterclaim seeking declaratory relief or repayment of severance
amounts. After the pleadings closed, Centric moved for judgment on the pleadings; the court concluded that
factual issues concerning breach, materiality, timing, and rescission could not be resolved on the pleadings and
denied the motion.
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