UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Servicios Medicos Para Todos SA DE CV d/b/a Hospital Quirurgica
Del Sur v. Blue Cross And Blue Shield Of Kansas, Inc.

Servicios Medicos Para Todos - No. No. 25-4094-KHV - Decided May 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas overruled Blue Cross and Blue Shield of

Kansas, Inc.'s motion for judgment on the pleadings in an ERISA benefits dispute involving an alleged

assignment of benefits to a healthcare provider. The court held that the anti-assignment language

presented in the limited plan excerpt was ambiguous as to whether it barred assignment of the right to

sue for benefits. The court also ordered the plaintiff to file a reply to the defendant's answer.
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Plaintiff brought an ERISA benefits claim against Blue Cross and Blue
Shield of Kansas after receiving partial payment for medical services.
After removal from Kansas state court and filing of an amended
complaint, BCBS moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(c), arguing that the plan's anti-assignment

provision barred plaintiff's claim.

On a Rule 12(c) motion, judgment is appropriate only when no
material issue of fact remains and the movant is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law. The court applies the same standard as under Rule
12(b)(6), accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true,
disregarding legal conclusions, and determining whether the complaint
plausibly states an entitlement to relief. The court may consider
documents attached to or incorporated into the pleadings, documents

integral to the complaint, and matters subject to judicial notice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether BCBS was entitled to judgment on the pleadings because the plan's anti-assignment provision

unambiguously barred plaintiff, as assignee, from suing for ERISA benefits.

2. Whether the limited plan provision and conflicting evidentiary submissions permitted the court to
determine the enforceability and scope of the anti-assignment provision as a matter of law on a Rule

12(c) motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The anti-assignment provision was ambiguous as to whether it prohibited assignment of all plan rights,
only appeal rights, or the right to sue for benefits; therefore, the court declined to enforce it on a motion

for judgment on the pleadings.

2. Judgment on the pleadings was inappropriate because the court could not determine the meaning and
scope of the anti-assignment provision as a matter of law from the incomplete and conflicting record.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The plan language before the Court is ambiguous and declines to enforce it on a motion for judgment on the

pleadings.”

“Since the whole contract is not before the Court, and the record contains conflicting evidentiary

submissions, the Court cannot determine that issue as a matter of law.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

C. Rziha received emergency-room treatment from plaintiff on January 14, 2022, totaling $130,073.41, under an
employee welfare benefit plan administered or insured by BCBS. C. Rziha's guardian, D. Rziha, executed an
assignment of benefits authorizing direct payment to plaintiff, which then billed BCBS. BCBS treated the
services as excluded or out of network, made only partial payment, and denied plaintiff's subsequent appeals.
BCBS relied on a plan provision stating that an insured's rights were not assignable, but the court had only one

page of the plan before it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in Kansas state court on July 28, 2025. BCBS removed the case to the United States District
Court for the District of Kansas on September 29, 2025. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint adding claims
against Catarina Rziha and David Rziha, and BCBS later moved for judgment on the pleadings. The court

overruled the motion and ordered plaintiff to reply to BCBS's answer under Rule 7(a)(7).
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