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SUMMARY

The court granted Kinsale Insurance Company’s unopposed Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss claims
arising from an air-rifle injury. The court held that the insurance policy excluded coverage because the
rifle was purchased before the policy period and the injury occurred after the policy expired. The
claims against Kinsale were dismissed.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana

DECIDED January 9, 2026

DOCKET 2:24-cv-00926

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Kinsale Insurance Company moved under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss the claims against it for failure to
state a claim. Plaintiff did not oppose the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, accepting
well-pleaded factual allegations as true, construing the complaint
favorably to the plaintiff, and disregarding conclusory allegations,
unwarranted factual inferences, and legal conclusions. The court also
considered the insurance policy attached to the motion because the
complaint expressly referenced it and it was central to Plaintiff's
claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could consider the insurance policy attached to Kinsale's Rule 12(b)(6) motion
because the policy was expressly referenced in the complaint and central to the claims.

2. Whether the policy provided coverage for Cornwell's injury when the air rifle was purchased before the
policy period and the injury occurred after the policy period ended.

3. Whether Cornwell stated a cognizable claim against Kinsale as the alleged insurer of the manufacturing
defendants.

HOLDINGS

1. The court may consider a document attached to a motion to dismiss when the complaint expressly
references the document and it is central to the plaintiff's claims.

2. The policy did not provide coverage for Cornwell's injury because the rifle was sold before the policy
period began and the policy excluded bodily injury arising out of products sold before the policy's
effective date.

3. The policy did not provide coverage because Cornwell's bodily injury occurred after the policy period
ended.

4. Cornwell could not state a cognizable claim against Kinsale because the policy excluded coverage
independently under both the product-sale-date exclusion and the bodily-injury-occurrence requirement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state
a claim for relief that is plausible on its face.’” (Section II)

“The Policy plainly states that the policy period began on April 28, 2021.” (Section III)

“Therefore, the Policy issued by Kinsale and referenced in the second supplemental complaint does not
provide coverage for Plaintiff’s date of injury.” (Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brian Cornwell purchased a big-bore air rifle online from the manufacturing defendants on March 25, 2021. On
January 11, 2023, while filling the rifle with air and following instructions directing users to cover the barrel
with a finger, the rifle discharged and severely injured his left thumb. Cornwell later identified Kinsale Insurance
Company as the manufacturer's insurer based on a liability policy bearing policy number 0100148803-0, but that
policy ran only from April 28, 2021, through April 28, 2022, and contained exclusions for products sold before
the policy period and bodily injuries occurring outside the policy period.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff initially sued the alleged manufacturer of an air rifle and its owners after suffering a thumb injury. He
later amended his complaint to add Kinsale Insurance Company as an alleged insurer of the manufacturer,
relying on a liability policy produced during discovery. Kinsale moved to dismiss, asserting that the policy did
not cover either the date of purchase or the date of injury. The district court granted the motion and dismissed
Plaintiff's claims against Kinsale.
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