UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION

Lee Roberts v. Metropolitan Life Insurance Co.

Roberts + No. 3:24-CV-3169-B-BK - Decided February 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The document is a report and recommendation by a United States magistrate judge in Lee Roberts v.

Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. The magistrate judge recommends granting MetLife’s Rule 12(b)(6)

motion and dismissing with prejudice the plaintiff’s ERISA, contract, bad-faith, fraud, and negligent-

misrepresentation claims as time barred or insufficiently pleaded. The recommendation also denies the

plaintiff’s motion for mediation and directs closure of the case.
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Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss a pro se complaint asserting ERISA, breach-of-contract, bad-
faith, fraud, and negligent-misrepresentation claims. The magistrate
judge issued findings, conclusions, and a recommendation that the

motion be granted and the action dismissed with prejudice.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court ordinarily determines whether
the facts alleged, accepted as true, state a claim for relief. Dismissal is
also proper when an affirmative defense, including statute of
limitations, appears clearly on the face of the pleadings and the
pleadings do not establish a basis for tolling. Fraud claims must satisfy

Rule 9(b)'s heightened particularity requirement.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED
. Whether Roberts's ERISA denial-of-benefits claim was barred by the applicable statute of limitations.

. Whether the continuing-violations doctrine or another tolling theory preserved Roberts's ERISA claim
despite the 2005 benefits termination.

. Whether Roberts's Texas breach-of-contract and bad-faith claims were barred by their applicable statutes

of limitations.

4. Whether Roberts's fraud and negligent-misrepresentation claims were inadequately pleaded under Rules

5

H
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9(b) and 12(b)(6) and independently barred by limitations periods.

. Whether amendment should be permitted and whether Roberts's motion for mediation should be denied.

OLDINGS

An ERISA denial-of-benefits claim accrues when the benefits claim is formally denied, and the court
applies the most analogous state limitations period when ERISA supplies no specific limitations period.
Roberts's claim accrued no later than November 5, 2005 and was time barred under Texas's four-year

limitations period.

. The continuing-violations doctrine does not save an ERISA denial-of-benefits claim based on a single,
discrete termination decision merely because the plaintiff continues to experience the decision's effects

or the insurer repeatedly refuses to reconsider it.

. Roberts's breach-of-contract and breach-of-the-duty-of-good-faith-and-fair-dealing claims accrued no
later than November 5, 2005, when she was informed of the benefits termination, and were barred by

Texas's four-year and two-year limitations periods, respectively.

. Roberts failed to plead fraud and negligent misrepresentation with the particularity required by Rule 9(b)
or the plausibility required by Rule 12(b)(6), and those claims were independently time barred based on

the alleged December 2020 communication to the Department of Labor.

. Leave to amend was not required because the deficiencies, particularly the limitations bars, were not

curable by amendment and Roberts had pleaded her best case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A statute of limitations defense is an affirmative defense on which the defendant bears the burden of proof.”
(at 3)



“A plaintiff cannot satisfy the second element merely by showing that she continues to suffer the ongoing

effects of a single, completed act.” (at 6)

“Because Plaintiff’s claim is based on the consequences of a single action, rather than on “the cumulative
effect of a thousand cuts,” the continuing violations doctrine does not apply to toll the limitations period.” (at
7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Roberts participated in Citigroup's long-term-disability plan and began receiving benefits after MetLife approved
her claim in 2001. MetLife later learned that a cousin allegedly used Roberts's identity to submit a separate
short-term-disability claim, and MetLife retroactively terminated Roberts's long-term-disability benefits as of
April 8, 2004, notifying her of the termination by November 5, 2005. Roberts repeatedly sought investigation,
reconsideration, and reinstatement through 2022 and later pursued pension-related and Department of Labor

inquiries. She filed this action in December 2024.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Roberts filed the action on December 18, 2024, alleging that MetLife wrongfully terminated her long-term-
disability benefits and later made or relied on misrepresentations concerning the termination. MetLife moved to
dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6), Roberts responded, and MetLife replied. The magistrate judge recommended
dismissal with prejudice, denial of Roberts's motion for mediation, and closure of the case, subject to the parties'

14-day objection period and subsequent district-court review.
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