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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon denied Meta Platforms, Inc. Health and
Welfare Benefit Plan’s motion to dismiss an ERISA action under Rules 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The
court held that the plaintiff plausibly alleged Article III standing and identified a Plan provision that
could cover the requested gender-affirming procedures, including clavicle shortening, scapular spine
shaving, and rib remodeling. The court found that ambiguities in the Plan and the applicability of
related Aetna guidelines required further proceedings.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss Plaintiff's ERISA benefits claim under
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6), arguing lack
of Article III standing and failure to state a claim. The court denied the
motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) facial jurisdictional challenge, the court considered
whether the complaint adequately alleged facts establishing subject
matter jurisdiction, with the burden on the party asserting jurisdiction.
On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, drew reasonable inferences for Plaintiff, and asked
whether the complaint plausibly alleged entitlement to relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district court opinion

TOPICS



erisa insurance coverage motions to dismiss standing health law

PRACTICE AREAS

ERISA health benefits insurance coverage civil procedure standing

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff plausibly alleged an injury in fact sufficient to establish Article III standing for an
ERISA claim seeking benefits under the Plan.

2. Whether Plaintiff identified a specific Plan provision that plausibly could entitle her to coverage for the
requested gender-affirming procedures.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed under Rule 12(b)(1) or Rule 12(b)(6).

HOLDINGS

1. A current participant who alleges that the Plan denied benefits allegedly owed under a specific Plan
provision sufficiently alleges an injury in fact for Article III standing purposes.

2. The complaint plausibly stated a claim because the Plan's coverage of 'reconstructive and
complementary procedures for body and face feminization and masculinization' could encompass
Plaintiff's requested procedures.

3. The complaint did not assert an independent claim based on procedural mishandling; allegations
concerning the Plan administrator's procedures were treated as allegations supporting exhaustion of
administrative remedies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Viewing the facts in the light most favorable to Plaintiff and giving Plaintiff the benefit of all reasonable
inferences, the Court concludes that Plaintiff has stated a claim.” (Discussion § B.2)

“Thus, non-inclusion in the tables, by itself, does not render a service uncovered, as Defendant argues.”
(Discussion § B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a transgender woman and Meta employee, received healthcare through Meta's ERISA health benefit
Plan. She sought pre-determination for clavicle shortening, scapular spine shaving, and rib remodeling,
submitting a letter from a qualified health professional addressing gender dysphoria and the Plan's pre-
determination criteria. The Plan administrator denied the request, allegedly without stating specific reasons or
identifying the applicable Plan provision, and did not resolve Plaintiff's subsequent appeal. Plaintiff then sued to
recover the requested benefits under ERISA.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sought coverage under Meta's health benefit Plan for several gender-affirming surgical procedures.
After the Plan administrator denied the request and did not resolve Plaintiff's appeal, Plaintiff filed an action



under 29 U.S.C. § 1132(a)(1)(B). Defendant moved to dismiss, and the district court denied the motion.
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