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SUMMARY

The Sixth Circuit affirmed the district court's decision holding that the plaintiffs' state-law claims
arising from alleged assurances of ERISA plan coverage were preempted. The court also held that
removal was proper because the complaint asserted a claim arising under ERISA, and that the
plaintiffs' eventual lack of ERISA standing did not retroactively defeat federal jurisdiction or require
remand. The opinion includes a concurrence and a dissent addressing the proper sequence of
jurisdictional and preemption analysis.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiffs' state-law claims were preempted by ERISA.

2. Whether the plaintiffs' breach-of-contract claim arose under ERISA and supported federal removal
jurisdiction.

3. Whether the district court's later determination that the plaintiffs lacked standing under ERISA
retroactively defeated removal jurisdiction and required remand of the state-law claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiffs' promissory-estoppel, breach-of-contract, negligent-misrepresentation, and breach-of-
good-faith claims were preempted because they sought recovery of benefits allegedly payable under an
ERISA employee benefit plan and therefore related to that plan.

2. The complaint stated a claim arising under ERISA because plaintiffs claimed rights under an assignment
of benefits and sought to recover benefits under the Beckman plan; removal to federal court was
therefore proper.

3. The plaintiffs' lack of standing under ERISA did not retroactively defeat the district court's removal
jurisdiction or require remand of the preempted state-law claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is not the label placed on a state law claim that determines whether it is preempted, but whether in essence
such a claim is for the recovery of an ERISA plan benefit.” (1276)

“We hold that the district court was correct in holding that appellants' state law claims "relate to an employee
benefit plan" and therefore are preempted, that appellants' breach of contract claim set forth an ERISA claim,
and that appellants' lack of standing did not retroactively defeat removal jurisdiction and require a remand of
the entire action, including the preempted state claims, to state court.” (1279)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lawrence Reinke had formerly participated in Beckman Industries' employee benefit plan, but his employment
ended in 1985. After Reinke's wife suffered a stroke, the plaintiffs, home health care providers, contacted
Equicor to verify coverage and allegedly relied on Equicor's assurance before providing care. Equicor paid
claims through April 15, 1987, then denied later claims after discovering that Reinke was no longer entitled to
plan benefits; the unpaid balance was $22,700.08.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed state-law claims in state court based on Equicor's alleged oral assurances that home health care
was covered under an employee benefit plan. Equicor removed the action to federal court. The district court held
that the claims arose under ERISA, dismissed the state-law claims as preempted, and later granted summary
judgment because plaintiffs were neither ERISA participants nor beneficiaries and therefore lacked standing. The
Sixth Circuit affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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