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SUMMARY

Sixth Circuit affirmed dismissal of fraud claim as time-barred under Tennessee's three-year statute of
limitations. Plaintiff failed to plausibly plead fraudulent concealment or unsound-mind exceptions, as
required by Rule 9(b) particularity and Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility. Proposed amendment was futile
because it still did not show timely filing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court properly dismissed the complaint as barred by the statute of limitations
because the plaintiff failed to plead either the fraudulent concealment exception or the unsound mind
exception.



2. Whether the district court abused its discretion in denying leave to amend the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to plead fraudulent concealment with particularity as required by Rule 9(b), and
did not show that the plaintiff exercised reasonable diligence or that the defendant took steps to prevent
discovery of the fraud.

2. The complaint failed to plead facts showing that the plaintiff was unable to manage his day-to-day
affairs due to mental disability, which is required under Tennessee law.

3. The district court did not abuse its discretion because amendment would be futile; the proposed amended
complaint suffered from the same timeliness defects.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The fraud, standing alone, does not toll the statute of limitations; it is the concealment of the fraud that tolls
the procedural bar.” (3)

“A person satisfies the exception if he is unable to manage his day-to-day affairs.” (4)

“The mere assertion of a psychological problem does not suffice to show an inability to manage day-to-day
affairs.” (4)

“Bare legal conclusions do not cut it at the pleading stage.” (5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael Chunn drove trucks for Southeast Logistics. In 2009, he was injured when a loading strap broke and
snapped into his forehead, causing blurred vision, headaches, anxiety, depression, and suicidal thoughts. He was
prescribed medication. He asked Southeast about workers' compensation coverage, but the company allegedly
refused to give a clear answer, engaging in deceptions and evasion tactics to conceal his employment status.
Chunn's mental state was affected by the medication until he stopped in 2016. He sued in 2017 for fraud.
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