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OPINION OF THE COURT

RENDELL, Circuit Judge.

We are once again called upon to determine whether a
lawsuit claiming medical negligence 1is completely
preempted by the civil enforcement provision of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (“ERISA”), 29
U.S.C. § 1132(a). Joseph V. DiFelice, Jr., appeals the order
of the United States District Court for the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania dismissing his complaint against
Aetna/U.S. Healthcare, Inc. (“*Aetna”) for negligent conduct
in regard to his medical treatment for sleep apnea and
upper airway obstruction. DiFelice filed suit in state court,
alleging that Aetna’s instruction to his treating physician
that a specially designed tracheostomy tube was “medically
unnecessary” and Aetna’s insistence that he be discharged
from the hospital before his attending physician deemed it
appropriate amounted to negligent conduct under state law.
Aetna removed the case to federal court on the basis of
ERISA preemption and then moved to dismiss the claim.
The District Court, relying on our decision in Pryzbowski v.
U.S. Healthcare, Inc., 245 F.3d 266 (3d Cir. 2001), held that
the claim was completely preempted and dismissed it in its
entirety. For the reasons that follow, we will affirm in part
and reverse in part.

L

DiFelice participates in an ERISA-governed employee
welfare benefit plan that is administered by Aetna, a health
maintenance organization (‘HMOQO"). Under the terms of this
plan, DiFelice is entitled to certain “Covered Benefits.”
Unless there is a specific provision for a particular type of
treatment, a benefit is only covered if, in the determination
of Aetna, it is “Medically Necessary.” “Medically Necessary”
is a defined term, meaning the service or supply must be
“care or treatment as likely to produce a significant positive
outcome as, and no more likely to produce a negative
outcome than, any alternative service or supply;” must be
“related to diagnosis of an existing illness or injury;” may




“include only those services and supplies that cannot be
safely and satisfactorily provided at home;” and, “as to
diagnosis, care and treatment[, must] be no more costly
(taking into account all health expenses incurred in
connection with the service or supply) than any equally
effective service or supply.”

In March 2001, DiFelice was diagnosed with “sleep
apnea/upper airway obstruction,” for which he required a
tracheostomy tube.! His doctor, Dr. Michael Picariello,
surgically inserted a tracheostomy tube to eliminate the
obstruction, but that tube continually came out. Dr.
Picariello then placed an order for a specially designed
tube. However, Aetna instructed Dr. Picariello that the
special tube was “medically unnecessary.” Instead of
ordering the special tube, the doctor then inserted a
different tube, which caused DiFelice severe pain and
resulted in an infection. DiFelice was later admitted to
Chester County Hospital for treatment, but, the complaint
avers, was thereafter discharged “at Aetna’s insistence.”?

DiFelice filed a five-count complaint in the Philadelphia
Court of Common Pleas against Aetna, his treating
physicians, and the hospital. In Count I, he alleged that
Aetna negligently interfered with his medical care “by
instructing Dr. Picariello that the specially designed
tracheostomy tube he deemed necessary was medically
unnecessary for [DiFelice] and improperly interfering with
Dr. Picariello's medical decision concerning the
tracheostomy tube and insisting on [DiFelice’s] discharge

1. Our recitation of the facts is derived from DiFelice’s complaint.

2. DiFelice objects to our consideration of the terms of the Plan in
determining whether his complaint should be dismissed because he does
not reference the Plan in his complaint, and Aetna did not argue below
that the Plan provisions were dispositive. However, in ruling on a motion
to dismiss, we may consider an extrinsic document that is “integral” to
the complaint. See In re Burlington Coat Factory Sec. Litig., 114 F.3d
1410, 1426 (3d Cir. 1997). Here, DiFelice’s reference to “medical
necessity” is clearly derived from the terms of the Plan. Furthermore,
even if Aetna did not explicitly argue that the Plan provisions controlled
the decision in this case, Aetna attached the Plan as an exhibit to its
brief and motion before the District Court. DiFelice was certainly on
notice that the Plan terms were integral to Aetna’s argument.




from the [hospital] . . . before his attending physician was
planning on discharging [him].” The other counts involved
claims against parties other than Aetna. Aetna removed the
case to the District Court on the grounds that the claim
against it was completely preempted under ERISA and then
moved to dismiss. DiFelice opposed the motion to dismiss
and moved to remand to state court.

The District Court denied DiFelice’s motion to remand
and granted Aetna’s motion to dismiss as to Count I, and
granted the motion to remand on the remaining counts
against the other parties. The Court held that the
disposition of Count I was “squarely controlled by the Third
Circuit's decision in Pryzbowski,” in which we held that a
claim challenging the “administration of or eligibility for
benefits” was completely preempted by section 502(a)(1)(B)
of ERISA. Pryzbowski, 245 F.3d at 273. The Court reasoned
that the claim against Aetna was completely preempted
because DiFelice was challenging Aetna’s decision that he
was not entitled to the special tube under the Plan, which
was entirely a matter of administration, and because Aetna
was not actually involved in providing any medical services
to DiFelice. DiFelice appeals the District Court’s order
dismissing Count L.

II.

We have jurisdiction over the District Court’s final order
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1291, and review the Court’s
exercise of jurisdiction and order of dismissal de novo.
Pryzbowski, 245 F.3d at 268. Aetna bears the burden of
proving the federal jurisdiction it seeks. Spectacor Mgt.
Group v. Brown, 131 F.3d 120, 127 (3d Cir. 1997). In
reviewing the complaint, we must accept as true all of
DiFelice’s factual allegations and draw all reasonable
inferences therefrom. Langford v. City of Atlantic City, 235
F.3d 845, 847 (3d Cir. 2000).

DiFelice challenges the District Court's removal
jurisdiction over Count I of his complaint and asks us to
remand to state court. He argues that his negligence action
against Aetna is entirely a matter of state law and provides
no basis for removal. Aetna counters that DiFelice’s




negligence action is in fact nothing more than an action to
recover benefits due under his plan, and as such is
completely preempted by the civil enforcement provision of
ERISA, section 502(a).

A. Framework

Under the “well-pleaded complaint” rule, federal question
jurisdiction only exists where an issue of federal law
appears on the face of the complaint. Franchise Tax Bd. of
Cal. v. Constr. Laborers Vacation Trust for S. Cal., 463 U.S.
1, 24 (1983). However, there is an exception to this rule:
when a purportedly state-law claim “comes within the scope
of [an exclusively] federal cause of action,” it “necessarily
‘arises under’ federal law,” and is completely preempted.
Id.; see also Beneficial Nat’'l Bank v. Anderson, 123 S. Ct.
2058, 2062 (2003) (explaining the preemptive effect of
ERISA). The question before us is therefore whether
DiFelice's claims of state law negligence on the part of
Aetna fall within the scope of the federal causes of action
provided in section 502(a) of ERISA, that is, whether the
claims could have been brought under that section. If so,
then the existence of the federal claim would provide the
basis for federal question jurisdiction but at the same time
would require dismissal based on complete preemption.

We have had numerous occasions to consider the
question of whether a plaintiff’s claim against an HMO is
covered by section 502(a) and is therefore completely
preempted. See, e.g., Pryzbowski, 245 F.3d at 273-75;
Lazorko v. Pa. Hosp., 237 F.3d 242, 250 (3d Cir. 2000); In
re U.S. Healthcare, Inc., 193 F.3d 151, 162-63 (3d Cir.
1999); Dukes v. U.S. Healthcare, Inc., 57 F.3d 350, 358 (3d
Cir. 1995). Determining whether a claim could have been
brought under ERISA has proven to be anything but an
exact science. In fact, as my colleagues’ concurring
opinions point out all too well, the exercise seems to have
taken on a life of its own, and not a very satisfying or
productive life at that. In any event, the statute and our
case law chart the path we must follow.

Section 502(a) allows for civil actions to be brought “by a
participant or beneficiary . . . to recover benefits due to him
under the terms of his plan.” 29 U.S.C. § 1132(a)(1)(B). The




line between an action to recover benefits, which challenges
an administrative decision regarding whether a certain
benefit is covered under an ERISA plan, and an action
alleging negligence or malpractice, which challenges the
medical treatment actually provided to a patient, is a blurry
one. We have been continually refining the precise test we
use in evaluating such claims.

Most recently, in Pryzbowski, we synthesized the
discussions contained in our previous opinions and
adopted preferable new terminology. We explained that in
the past we had attempted to distinguish between claims
directed at the quality of benefits received — that is, as to
the treatment — which would not fall within section 502(a),
and claims that the plans erroneously withheld a quantum
of benefits due — focusing on the administration of the
plan — which would be completely preempted. Pryzbowski,
245 F.3d at 272. Following this “quality-quantity” rubric,
we had held that an allegation that an HMO had failed to
exercise reasonable care in providing medical treatment
was not preempted, Dukes, 57 F.3d at 358; an allegation
that an HMO's policy of discharging newborns within 24
hours after their delivery was essentially a medical
determination and was not preempted, In re U.S.
Healthcare, 193 F.3d at 163; and an allegation that an
HMO's financial disincentives discouraged medical
providers from hospitalizing a mentally ill woman was a
“quality of care” claim because it occurred in the course of
a treatment decision, and was therefore not preempted.
Lazorko, 237 F.3d at 250.

However, in Pryzbowski, we found the “quality-quantity”
distinction unclear, and suggested that more helpful
terminology was utilized by the Supreme Court in Pegram
v. Herdrich, 530 U.S. 211 (2000). Although we recognized
that Pegram “concerned fiduciary acts under ERISA and not
preemption,” we found useful “the distinction made there
between eligibility decisions, which turn on the plan’s
coverage of a particular condition or medical procedure for
its treatment,” and “treatment decisions, which are choices
in diagnosing and treating a patient’s condition,” and
determined that the distinction was “equally applicable for
complete preemption analysis.” Pryzbowski, 245 F.3d at




273 (quoting Pegram, 530 U.S. at 228) (emphasis added
and internal quotations omitted). We then explained,

Regardless of the language wused, the ultimate
distinction to make for purposes of complete
preemption is whether the claim challenges the
administration of or eligibility for benefits, which falls
within the scope of §502(a) and is completely
preempted, or the quality of the medical treatment
performed, which may be the subject of a state action.

Id.

Using this nomenclature, it was evident to us in
Pryzbowski that “a claim alleging that a physician
knowingly delayed in performing urgent surgery . . . would
relate to the quality of care,” while on the other hand, “a
claim alleging that an HMO declined to approve certain
requested medical services or treatment on the ground that
they were not covered under the plan would manifestly be
one regarding the proper administration of benefits.” Id.
(citing Jass v. Prudential Health Care Plan, Inc., 88 F.3d
1482, 1488-89 (7th Cir. 1996)). However, we were
presented there with claims that fell somewhere in between:
that an HMO had negligently delayed approval of an out-of-
network specialist, and that it had failed to supervise
properly its employees to make “thoughtful and reasonable
decisions as to healthcare.” Id. at 274. Were those claims
based on a treatment decision or on a determination as to
eligibility for a benefit? We explained that “[iln analyzing
whether a claim falling between the[] two poles is
completely preempted, it is necessary to refer to § 502(a).”
Id. at 273. Paring the issue down to its essence, we stated
that the relevant question must be whether the claim
“could have been the subject of a civil enforcement action
under §502(a).” Id. If it could have, then it was a plan
benefit claim, and Congress has clearly expressed its intent
that the claim be preempted by ERISA. Id. (citing
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Taylor, 481 U.S. 58, 66 (1987)).

Because the claims in Pryzbowski fell between the two
poles, we took extra care to examine the complaint for
“artful pleading,” to ensure that Pryzbowski was not
disguising an eligibility claim that could have been brought




under ERISA as a state law negligence claim. We explained
that, although the claim might be “ostensibly directed at
the provision of medical treatment,” we needed to “look
beyond the face of the complaint to determine whether
[Pryzbowski had] artfully pleaded his suit so as to couch a
federal claim in terms of state law.” Id. at 274 (quoting
Jass, 88 F.3d at 1488); see also Franchise Tax Bd., 463
U.S. at 22 (*[A] plaintiff may not defeat removal [to federal
court] by omitting to plead necessary federal questions in a
complaint.”). The ultimate question was whether, when the
basis for the claim was properly understood, the claim fell
under ERISA.

After carefully examining Pryzbowski's complaint for the
true bases of his claims, we held that his claims were
completely preempted. First, regarding the delayed
approval, we concluded that underlying the HMO's allegedly
negligent activities was a policy decision regarding payment
to and approval of out-of-network specialists, a decision
that fell “within the realm of the administration of benefits.”
Pryzbowski, 245 F.3d at 273. We explained that this claim
could have been brought under ERISA because “[hlad
Pryzbowski sought to accelerate [the HMO]'s approval of the
use of out-of-network providers, she could have sought an
injunction under § 502(a) to enforce the benefits to which
she was entitled under the plan.” Id. at 273-74. Further,
her claim that the HMO had “failed to properly hire, train,
and supervise its employees to make thoughtful and
reasonable decisions as to healthcare” was also preempted
because, reading behind the artful “medical negligence”
pleading, the complaint did not allege that the HMO or its
employees had actually engaged in any medical treatment.
Id. at 274. Because the HMO's only role was in
administering Pryzbowski's benefits, it could not possibly
have been negligent in providing treatment. Id. Unlike the
situation in which an HMO fills dual roles as an
administrator of benefits and a provider of services, and
might therefore actually engage in medical treatment, the
HMO there was acting solely as an administrator. Id.

Pryzbowski thus instructs us to determine whether a
claim is preempted under section 502(a) by first examining
whether the claim falls at either of the two poles, entirely
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treatment or entirely administrative. If based solely on a
medical treatment decision, then the claim is not
preempted. If based on an HMO administrator’s eligibility
decision, then the claim is preempted. In the more difficult
situation in which the claim falls somewhere in between, we
must scrutinize the complaint for “artful pleading,” and
then refer to section 502(a) itself and determine whether
the actual alleged wrongdoing underlying the cause of
action could have formed the basis of a suit under that
section.

As discussed more fully below, when we apply the
Pryzbowski framework to the complaint before us, we
conclude that DiFelice’s claim that Aetna “interfered with”
his medical treatment by declaring the special tube
“medically unnecessary” is preempted by ERISA because it
could have been brought as an action under section 502(a).
However, because it appears that DiFelice’'s claim that he
was discharged “at the insistence of Aetna” does not rest on
any discharge policy set forth in the Plan, or any agreed
benefit, it would not be encompassed within the relief
available under section 502(a) and is therefore not
completely preempted.

B. The Tracheostomy Tube

We will first examine DiFelice’'s claim that Aetna
interfered with Dr. Picariello’s medical decision regarding
the special tube. Under Pryzbowski, the first question is
whether Aetna’s “medical necessity” determination is clearly
either a medical treatment decision or an eligibility
decision. DiFelice has couched this claim in terms of
Aetna’s negligent interference with his care, which seems to
imply that Aetna itself engaged in medical treatment.
However, DiFelice’s complaint does not include any
allegation that Dr. Picariello was an agent of Aetna, that
Aetna did not exercise reasonable care in monitoring Dr.
Picariello’s care, or that Aetna itself provided medical
treatment; rather, his claim rests on Aetna’s “instruction”
to Dr. Picariello “that the specially designed tracheostomy
tube he deemed necessary was medically unnecessary,” a
direct reference to the “medical necessity” determination
called for in the Plan. Looking behind DiFelice’s use of
language sounding in negligence, he is alleging that Aetna
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wrongfully denied him coverage for the special tube. Thus,
the complaint has aspects of treatment and coverage. That
is, in making its determination, Aetna necessarily had to
exercise some medical judgment, i.e., it had to determine
whether the special tube was “as likely to produce a
significant positive outcome as, and no more likely to
produce a negative outcome than, any alternative service or
supply, . . . [was] related to diagnosis of an existing illness
or injury, . . . [and was] no more costly (taking into account
all health expenses incurred in connection with the service
or supply) than any equally effective service or supply.”
However, here there is no allegation that Aetna actually
provided the medical care, and Aetna’'s use of medical
judgment could only have led to an eligibility, not a
treatment, decision.

Because the decision here was in some sense both a
medical treatment and an eligibility decision, thus falling
between the two poles discussed in Pryzbowski, we must
refer to section 502(a) and determine whether DiFelice’s
claim regarding the tube could have been the subject of a
civil enforcement action under ERISA. Pryzbowski, 245
F.3d at 273. Clearly, it could have been. DiFelice could
have challenged Aetna’s “medical necessity” determination
by filing a claim under 502(a)(1)(B) “to recover benefits due
to him under the terms of his plan,” and arguing that the
special tube was in fact “medically necessary,” and was
therefore a “covered benefit.” He could have requested an
injunction forcing Aetna to pay for the special tube, or
alternatively, paid for the tube himself and then later filed
an action for reimbursement. Numerous ERISA participants
have in fact brought such actions challenging their HMO's
“medical necessity” determinations and seeking to recover
benefits they alleged were due under their plans. See, e.g.,
Mario v. P&C Food Mkts., Inc., 313 F.3d 758, 762-63 (2d
Cir. 2002) (reviewing claim under section 502(a) challenging
HMO’s determination that sex change operation was not
‘medically necessary”); Fritcher v. Health Care Serv. Corp.,
301 F.3d 811, 814-15 (7th Cir. 2002) (reviewing claim
under section 502(a) challenging HMO's determination that
custodial care was not “medically necessary”); Kopicki v.
Fitzgerald Auto. Family Employee Benefits Plan, 121 F.
Supp. 2d 467, 480 (D. Md. 2000) (granting preliminary




12

injunction to prevent HMO from denying preauthorization
for cancer treatment it had deemed not “medically
necessary’); see also Heasley v. Belden & Blake Corp., 2
F.3d 1249, 1253 (3d Cir. 1993) (reviewing claim under
section 502(a) challenging an HMO's determination that a
liver/pancreas treatment was an “experimental procedure”).
DiFelice’s claim falls squarely within this jurisprudence.
Because DiFelice’s claim that Aetna improperly deemed his
special tube to be “medically unnecessary” could have been
brought under section 502(a), it is completely preempted by
ERISA. We will therefore affirm the District Court’s exercise
of removal jurisdiction and its order dismissing Count I as
to Aetna’s conduct regarding the tracheostomy tube.

DiFelice urges that this result is inconsistent with the
Supreme Court’s decision in Pegram and our decisions in
U.S. Healthcare and Lazorko. We disagree.

In Pegram, the Supreme Court answered the question
whether an HMO may be liable for a breach of fiduciary
duty when its physician owners make “mixed eligibility and
treatment decisions.” Pegram, 530 U.S. at 229. There, a
physician, who was also an owner of the HMO that covered
her patient, waited to order an ultrasound for the patient’s
inflamed appendix, and the appendix ruptured. Id. at 215.
The patient sued the HMO for breach of fiduciary duty,
alleging that the HMO created an incentive for the
physicians to make decisions in their own financial
interests, rather than in the exclusive interests of the plan
participants. Id. The Court held that HMOs do not act as
“fiduciaries” as envisioned by ERISA when their physician
owners make decisions that touch both on the patient’s
medical treatment and the patient’s eligibility for benefits
under the plan. Id. at 218.

The Court first set forth a framework for understanding
the kinds of acts that physician owners acting on an HMO'’s
behalf might undertake. On the one hand are “pure
‘eligibility decisions’” turning on the plan’s coverage for a
particular medical treatment, and on the other are
“treatment decisions,” choices about how to go about
diagnosing and treating a patient’s condition. Id. at 228. In
between are situations in which the “eligibility decision and
the treatment decision [are] inextricably mixed,” that is,
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when an eligibility decision necessarily rests on the
“physicians’ judgments about reasonable medical
treatment.” Id. The Court found that it was presented with
just such a “mixed” decision: the physician owner had
determined that the patient's “condition did not warrant
immediate action; the consequence of that medical
determination was that [the HMO] would not cover
immediate care.” Id.

Having concluded that the decision before it was a
“mixed” decision, the Court went on to hold that an HMO's
physician owners do not act as fiduciaries under ERISA
when making such decisions. Id. at 231. The Court focused
on the nature of “fiduciaries,” explaining that these mixed
decisions are not “fiduciary in nature,” and bear “only a
limited resemblance to the usual business of trustees.” Id.
The Court feared that a contrary result would open the
floodgates to malpractice suits against HMOs and
individual physicians under the guise of ERISA breach of
fiduciary duty claims, and would erode the distinction
between state malpractice and federal ERISA actions. Id. at
235-36.

Although, as we noted above, Pegram set forth helpful
terminology for preemption analysis, see Pryzbowski, 245
F.3d at 273, the Court's holding that a “mixed”
determination made by a physician owner does not subject
an HMO to liability for breach of fiduciary duty does not
translate to, or govern in, the preemption context. Rather,
Pegram sets a standard for when liability is to be imposed
on individuals acting in a fiduciary capacity. It does not
presume to encompass ERISA claims enforcement as such.
In fact, the Pegram Court specifically stated that it was not
discussing the standards governing a claim that a patient
had been wrongfully denied benefits due under a plan nor
the interaction between such a claim and state law causes
of action. Pegram, 530 U.S. at 229 n.9; accord Roark v.
Humana, Inc., 307 F.3d 298, 308 (5th Cir. 2002) (stating
that the Supreme Court has not decided whether section
502(a)(1)(B) preempts a medical malpractice claim involving
“mixed decisions,” but holding under Fifth Circuit law that
it does not). In fact, it could be argued that allowing
plaintiffs to do an end-run around ERISA by permitting
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them to couch plan decisions that have some impact on
treatment in negligence terms would have a similar effect of
undermining ERISA as was feared by the Court in Pegram.
We remain convinced that, after Pryzbowski, we look at
what decisions are subject to enforcement, which is a
radically different inquiry from when can an HMO be sued
for breach of fiduciary duty.?

We are also not persuaded that U.S. Healthcare and
Lazorko — both of which pre-date Pryzbowski and rely on
the “quality-quantity” distinction — compel a different
result. In U.S. Healthcare, we held that a suit against an
HMO challenging its policy of pre-certifying a twenty-four
hour discharge of mother and newborn was not preempted
by ERISA because it went to the quality of the health care
provided. U.S. Healthcare, 193 F.3d at 162. Significantly,
we noted that the plaintiffs did not allege “a failure to
provide or authorize benefits under the plan,” nor did they

3. We note that other federal courts of appeals have followed different
paths in determining whether a claim is preempted under section 502(a).
Some have concluded, on the facts before them, that a suit challenging
a “medical necessity” determination was preempted, see Marks v.
Watters, 322 F.3d 316, 326-27 (4th Cir. 2003} (holding that a suit
against an HMO utilization review case manager was completely
preempted under section 502(a) because the HMO did not actually
provide medical treatment); Jass v. Prudential Health Care Plan, Inc., 88
F.3d 1482, 1489 (7th Cir. 1996) (holding that a negligence claim against
an HMO utilization review case manager was completely preempted
because the claim was “in effect a claim for denial of benefits”), and
some have concluded that it was not. See Land v. CIGNA Healthcare of
Fla., 339 F.3d 1286, 1293 (11th Cir. 2003) (holding that claims that an
HMO failed to correctly diagnose a condition and authorize proper
medical treatment were tort claims outside of the scope of section
502(a)); Cicio v. Does, 321 F.3d 83, 102 (2d Cir. 2003) (concluding that
under Pegram, a state law medical malpractice action based on a
“mixed” decision is not preempted by ERISA when the state law cause of
action “challenges an allegedly flawed medical judgment as applied to a
particular patient’s symptoms”); Roark v. Humana, Inc., 307 F.3d 298,
309 (5th Cir. 2002) (holding that a claim that an HMO had failed to use
ordinary care in making a medical necessity determination sounded in
tort and was not preempted). We believe that the framework we set forth
in Pryzbowski provides the controlling method of analysis here and
compels the conclusion that DeFelice’s claim regarding the tube is
preempted.
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claim “that they were denied any of the benefits that were
due under the plan.” Id. Rather, they alleged that the HMO
was negligent in adopting the discharge policy and in
supervising the physicians with whom they contracted for
services, and that the HMO’s incentive structure adversely
affected the physicians’ medical judgment regarding when
newborns should be discharged. The plaintiffs were not
seeking to enforce benefits they thought were due to them
under the plan; they were challenging the discharge policy
itself and the HMO’s actions “in its role as a provider or
arranger of medical services,” not in its role as
administrator of benefits. Id. at 163. The HMO’s “policy and
incentive structure were such that the [patients] never had
the option of making an informed decision as to whether to
pay for the hospitalization themselves, as would occur in a
situation in which coverage is sought and denied.” Id.
Although we analyzed the claims in U.S. Healthcare under
the “quality-quantity” rubric, our holding squares with the
preemption framework we later set forth in Pryzbowski.
Because the plaintiffs in U.S. Healthcare were not suing for
any benefits due wunder the plan, but rather were
challenging the plan itself, they could not have sued under
section 502(a), and therefore, even under Pryzbowski, their
claims would not have been preempted.

Lazorko involved a similar issue. There, we held that a
claim that financial disincentives imposed by an HMO
discouraged medical providers from hospitalizing a patient
who later committed suicide was a “quality of care” claim
and therefore not preempted. Lazorko, 237 F.3d at 249-
250. We noted that Lazorko was not claiming that the HMO
plan was supposed to include hospitalization, but rather
that her doctor was influenced in his decision-making by
the incentive structure. Id. As in U.S. Healthcare, the
patient could not have sued under ERISA because she
never had the option of seeking continued hospitalization —
her doctor, as influenced by the HMO policy, did not offer
it to her. Id.

Unlike in U.S. Healthcare and Lazorko, here, DiFelice is
suing based on denial of a benefit he claims he was due
under the Plan. He is not claiming that Aetna negligently
adopted a particular policy regarding tracheostomy tubes or
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imposed an incentive structure that interfered with his
physician’s independent medical judgment. Rather, he
claims that the special tube was not “medically
unnecessary,” and that Aetna wrongfully determined that it
was, a claim that is based on the language of the Plan and
pertains to the nature of benefits provided. Unlike the
plaintiffs in U.S. Healthcare and Lazorko, DiFelice sought
and was denied coverage for a benefit, and could have paid
for the benefit himself and sued under section 502(a) for
reimbursement.

Because under our most recent controlling precedent,
Pryzbowski, DiFelice’s claim that Aetna was negligent in
determining that the special tube was “medically
unnecessary” could have been the subject of a suit under
section 502(a) for benefits due under the Plan, his claim is
preempted by ERISA.* We will therefore affirm the District
Court’s exercise of removal jurisdiction and subsequent
dismissal of the claim with respect to the tube.

C. The Discharge from the Hospital

Count I also includes a claim that Aetna improperly
interfered with DiFelice’s medical treatment by “insisting on
[his] discharge from the [hospital] . . . before his attending
physician was planning on discharging [him].” The District
Court did not address this aspect of the claim in its order
dismissing the complaint.

4. Aetna argues that the Supreme Court's decision in Rush Prudential
HMO, Inc. v. Moran, 536 U.S. 355 (2002), compels this result, but we
find that case to be inapposite. The Court in Moran was faced with an
Hlinois statute that providled HMO participants “with a right to
independent medical review of certain denials of benefits,” id. at 359,
and required HMOs to provide any service that the independent
reviewing physician deemed “medically necessary.” Id. at 361. The Court
held that “it was beyond serious dispute” that the statute “related to” an
ERISA plan and was therefore preempted under 29 U.S.C. § 1144(a), but
went on to hold that the statute was saved from preemption under 29
U.S.C. §1144(b)(2)(A) because it regulated insurance. Id. at 365-66.
Thus, the Court was not faced with the question of whether a suit
challenging an HMO’s medical necessity determinations would be
preempted under ERISA absent a particular state statute that imposed
additional burdens on the HMO, which is the issue before us here.
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Unlike his claim regarding the tracheostomy tube,
DiFelice does not allege that Aetna deemed the hospital
stay to be “medically unnecessary” and therefore not
covered by the Plan. The claim also does not appear to rely
on a discharge policy in the Plan or any agreed benefit.
Indeed, it is difficult to tell from DiFelice’s vague pleadings
what precisely he is alleging that Aetna did or the form this
“insistence” took. If Aetna in some way forced the hospital
to discharge him, or imposed financial incentives like those
in U.S. Healthcare and Lazorko that unduly affected his
physician’s judgment, then DiFelice has pled a negligence
cause of action that is not preempted by ERISA.

At the dismissal stage, it was Aetna’s burden to prove
federal jurisdiction by proving that this is an ERISA claim.
See Spectacor Mgt. Group, 131 F.3d at 127. There is
nothing apparent from the pleadings that would foreclose
DiFelice from being able to prove that the discharge
decision was not a plan benefit. Unlike his claim that the
tube was erroneously determined to be “medically
unnecessary” under the Plan, this claim on its face is not
plan-related. Therefore, because DiFelice’s claim of
“insistence” on the discharge could give rise to state law
negligence liability, we hold that it is not completely
preempted by section 502(a) of ERISA.

Aetna argues that, even if DiFelice’s hospital discharge
claim is cognizable as a state law cause of action, we
should uphold the District Court’s dismissal of that claim
on the alternative ground that it is nonetheless expressly
preempted by virtue of section 514 of ERISA, 29 U.S.C.
§ 1144(a), which provides that ERISA “shall supersede any
and all State laws insofar as they may now or hereafter
relate to any employee benefit plan” covered by the statute.
However, “[ulnlike the scope of §502(a)(1)(B), which is
jurisdictional and creates a basis for removal to federal
court, §514(a) merely governs the law that will apply to
state law claims, regardless of whether the case is brought
in state or federal court.” Lazorko, 237 F.3d at 248. As we
have determined that the hospital discharge claim is not
preempted by section 502(a), we do not have jurisdiction
over that claim. Rather, the question of whether the
hospital discharge claim will be controlled by federal law
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pursuant to section 514 must be decided by the District
Court on remand, should it choose to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(a), or by
the state court. See Pryzbowski, 245 F.3d at 276 (where
District Court has jurisdiction over one claim by virtue of
preemption under section 502(a), it has discretion to decide
whether to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over claims
arising from the same factual predicate or remand to state
court).

III.

Because DiFelice’s claim that Aetna interfered with his
medical treatment by finding the special tracheostomy tube
to be “medically unnecessary” could have been brought
under section 502(a) of ERISA for the recovery of benefits
due under his plan, it is completely preempted. We will
therefore affirm the order of the District Court dismissing
that claim. However, because Aetna has not shown that
DiFelice’s claim that Aetna interfered with his medical
treatment by insisting on his discharge from the hospital is
based on any plan benefit, that claim is not completely
preempted. We will therefore reverse the District Court’s
order dismissing that claim and remand for further
proceedings.
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BECKER, Circuit Judge, concurring.

I am satisfied that Judge Rendell's opinion reaches the
correct result under our governing caselaw. While I thus
join in her opinion and in the judgment, I write separately
to add my voice to the rising judicial chorus urging that
Congress and the Supreme Court revisit what is an unjust
and increasingly tangled ERISA regime.

Congress enacted ERISA in 1974 “to promote the interest
of employees and their beneficiaries in employee benefit
plans.” Shaw v. Delta Airlines, Inc., 463 U.S. 85, 90 (1983)
(surveying Congressional statements of purpose). However,
with the rise of managed care and the Supreme Court’s
series of decisions holding preempted any action for
damages against HMOs, ERISA has evolved into a shield
that insulates HMOs from liability for even the most
egregious acts of dereliction committed against plan
beneficiaries, a state of affairs that I view as directly
contrary to the intent of Congress. Indeed, existing ERISA
jurisprudence creates a monetary incentive for HMOs to
mistreat those beneficiaries, who are often in the throes of
medical crises and entirely unable to assert what meager
rights they possess.

Lower courts have struggled to maintain some semblance
of equity notwithstanding the enormous breadth of the
preemption test, one that turns on whether the claim is
‘related to” a benefit plan, inter alia, by identifying
exceptions to § 514 preemption, such as that for medical
malpractice liability. And in terms of the remedial scope of
§ 502, they have struggled to make sense out of the
distinction between eligibility decisions (which are
preempted) and medical decisions (which are not), a
hopeless endeavor, as I shall explain. Unfortunately, the
price of all this has been descent into a Serbonian bog!

1. A Serbonian bog is a mess from which there is no way of extricating
oneself. E. Cobham Brewer, The Dictionary of Phrase and Fable 1121-22
(First Hypertext ed.). The Serbonian bog itself was between Egypt and
Palestine. Strabo called it a lake, and said it was 200 stadia long, and
50 broad; Pliny made it 150 miles in length. Hume said that whole
armies have been lost therein, as did Milton: “A gulf profound as that
Serbonian bog, / Betwixt Damiata and Mount Cassius old, / Where
armies whole have sunk.” Milton, Paradise Lost, ii. 592.
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wherein judges are forced to don logical blinders and split
the linguistic atom to decide even the most routine cases.

A.

ERISA was enacted in 1974 to address the increasingly-
apparent insecurity of workers’ vested pension funds, a
problem that gained national recognition through such
notorious events as the Studebaker plant shutdown in
1963, which caused approximately 4,400 workers to lose
their pensions. See generally Michael S. Gordon, Overview:
Why Was ERISA Enacted?, U.S. Senate, Special Comm. on
Aging, The Employee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974: The First Decade 6-25 (Information Paper) (1984).
Prior to ERISA, workers were entitled only to the assets in
the pension plan or to nominal pension benefits, whichever
was lower; of course, it was entirely possible for a plan to
have zero assets, as happened with some frequency when
firms closed shop. ERISA contained a raft of provisions
designed to protect plan participants against negligent or
malfeasant plan managers. For example, it created the
Pension Benefit Guarantee Corporation (‘PBGC”), an
insurer akin to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
to protect against employer insolvency.

The “benefit plans” in need of protection, however, were
of two distinct types — pension and welfare — and
substantially different policy concerns animated Congress’s
reform in each area. Pension plans, to which employees
contribute over the course of their careers and rely upon to
provide retirement income, were thought to present far
greater opportunity for mismanagement and underfunding.
Unlike welfare benefit plans, pension plans accrue
substantial funds that must be invested with prudence,
and they must be able to survive continuously changing
circumstances. Title 1 of ERISA therefore imposed on
pension plan managers comprehensive reporting,
disclosure, vesting, minimum funding, and fiduciary duty
requirements.
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Welfare benefit plans, which include medical, surgical,
sickness, accident, disability, death, unemployment, and
similar programs, posed a very different set of challenges.
Unlike pension plans, welfare benefit plans operate on a
‘pay as you go” basis, and generally do not entail long-term
financial commitments. See John H. Langbein and Bruce A.
Wolk, Pension and Employee Benefit Law at 176 (3d ed.
2000). ERISA’s framers therefore saw no need to impose
vesting requirements on such plans. Similarly, minimum
funding requirements are intended to guard against plan
default by the plan sponsor on its long-term commitments
to plan beneficiaries, a minor concern where no substantial
funds accrue. The framers thus exempted welfare benefit
plans from ERISA’s funding requirements as well.

The result is that welfare benefit plans are far less
regulated than pension plans. They are subject to ERISA’s
reporting, disclosure, fiduciary, and remedial rules — those
that govern procedure — but exempt from the substantive
vesting and funding requirements, which are meant to
guarantee a certain level of expected benefits. Congress’s
relative lack of concern with substantive regulation of
welfare plans is clear from the Supreme Court’s statement
that “ERISA does not mandate that employers provide any
particular  benefits, and does not itself proscribe
discrimination in the provision of employee benefits.” Shaw,
463 U.S. at 91. Indeed, courts have held that the absence
of a vesting provision allows employers to amend their
plans virtually at will, even in discriminatory fashion. See,
e.g., Confer v. Custom Engine Co., 952 F.2d 41, 43 (3d Cir.
1991) (noting a plan sponsor may change benefits
prospectively by formal written notice); McGann v. H & H
Music Co., 946 F.2d 401 (5th Cir. 1991) (upholding an
employer’s amendment of its plan to exclude coverage for
AIDS treatment).

Despite ERISA’s relatively light regulation of welfare
benefit plans, it is clear that the legislation provided
substantially greater safeguards for both pension and
welfare plan beneficiaries than had previously existed. But
ERISA also contained a crucial concession to plan sponsors
in the form of §514(a), an express preemption provision
mandating that Titles I and IV of ERISA, which impose the
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regulations discussed above, “shall supersede any and all
State laws insofar as they may now or hereafter relate to
any employee benefit plan.” Although this section is subject
to an important exception that allows states to impose laws
regulating insurance, see §514(b)(2)(A), its breadth is
striking. The Supreme Court explains that Congress
intended

to ensure that plans and plan sponsors would be
subject to a uniform body of benefits law; the goal was
to minimize the administrative and financial burden of
complying with conflicting directives among States or
between States and the Federal Government . . . , [and
to prevent] the potential for conflict in substantive law

. requiring the tailoring of plans and employer
conduct to the peculiarities of the law of each
Jjurisdiction.

Ingersoll-Rand Co. v. McClendon, 498 U.S. 133, 142 (1990).
This view is premised on the statement of Rep. John Dent,
a sponsor of the Act in the House of Representatives, who
declared that its purpose was to “eliminatle] the threat of
conflicting and inconsistent State and local regulation.” 120
Cong. Reg. 29197 (1974).

B.

In a meaningful sense, Congress's decision to federalize
pension and employee benefit law appear to have assisted
plan beneficiaries as much as plan sponsors. No employer
is required to offer a pension or welfare benefit plan to its
employees, and were Congress to have established ERISA’s
regulations as merely a federal baseline and allowed states
to supplement it as they saw fit, i.e., had ERISA not
preempted state law, some employers might have declined
to offer such plans rather than deal with the compliance
costs of tailoring them to individual jurisdictions. At a
minimum, it is likely that any compliance costs would have
been reflected in a lower level of benefits for plan
participants, which of course would undermine the purpose
of ERISA. From an ex ante perspective, therefore, it might
have been reasonable to view even §514(a) as furthering
the interests of plan beneficiaries.
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In practice, however, nothing has been further from the
truth  — ERISA generally, and §514(a) particularly, have
become virtually impenetrable shields that insulate plan
sponsors from any meaningful liability for negligent or
malfeasant acts committed against plan beneficiaries in all
too many cases. This has unfolded in a line of Supreme
Court cases that have created a “regulatory vacuum” in
which virtually all state law remedies are preempted but
very few federal substitutes are provided. In these cases,
which began with Alessi v. Raybestos-Manhattan, Inc., 451
U.S. 504 (1981), the Court initially employed textualist
interpretations of §514(a) to give ERISA a staggeringly
broad preemptive scope. Alessi itself was a relatively
straightforward case in which a unanimous Court held
preempted a New Jersey law that eliminated one method for
calculating pension benefits, reasoning that, whatever the
law's purpose, it clearly related to pension plans. Id. at 524.
Although Alessi itself was innocuous enough, it established
a precedent of determining ERISA’s preemptive scope by
searching the phrase “relates to” for concrete meaning, an
approach that would eventually be chimerical.

In Shaw v. Delta Air Lines, 463 U.S. 85 (1993), another
unanimous decision, two New York statutes required health
and disability plans to treat pregnancy the same as other
nonoccupational disabilities at a time when federal
employment discrimination statutes did not. In a landmark
passage, the Court stated:

We have no difficulty in concluding that the [New York
laws] “relate to” employee benefit plans. The breadth of
§514(a)’s pre-emptive reach is apparent from that
section’s language. A law ‘relates to” an employee
benefit plan, in the normal sense of the phrase, if it has
a connection with or reference to such a plan.

Id. at 96-97 (emphasis added). Although the Court left the
door ajar by cautioning that “[slome state actions may
affect employee benefit plans in too tenuous, remote, or
peripheral a manner to warrant a finding that the law
‘relates to’ the plan,” id. at 100, n.21, the “connection with
or reference to” language became the test for future cases.

The Court applied the passage in unanimous holdings in
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Massachusetts, 471 U.S. 724
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(1985) (holding that a state statute mandating mental
health coverage in group health insurance policies fell
within §514(a)’'s preemptive scope, but was saved by
ERISA’s insurance exception), and Pilot Life Ins. Co. v.
Dedeaux, 481 U.S. 41 (1987) (holding preempted a state
cause of action against an insurer for bad-faith denial of a
claim). By the mid-1990s, however, it had become clear
that the “relates to” standard was one without conceptual
limits, and given the Court's general “assumption that the
historic police powers of the States were not to be
superseded by the Federal Act unless that was the clear
and manifest purpose of Congress,” Rice v. Santa Fe
Elevator Corp., 331 U.S. 218, 230 (1947), it balked at the
specter of a preemptive vortex that could swallow virtually
any state remedial law. It abruptly reversed course in New
York State Conference of Blue Cross & Blue Shield Plans v.
Travelers Ins. Co., 514 U.S. 645 (1995), where it
unanimously noted that, “[i]f ‘relate to’ were taken to extend
to the furthest stretch of its indeterminacy, then for all
practical purposes pre-emption would never run its course,
for really, universally, relations stop nowhere.” Id. at 655
(internal citation omitted). It recognized that it “simply must
go beyond the unhelpful text . . . and look instead to the
objectives of the ERISA statute as a guide to the scope of
the state law that Congress understood would survive.” Id.
at 656.

C.

As discussed above, Congress's intent behind §514(a)
preemption was to ensure that plan sponsors would be
subject to uniform law. See Ingersoll-Rand, 498 U.S. at 142.
One critical aspect of this uniformity concerns §502,
ERISA’s civil enforcement provision. In Pilot Life, the Court
concluded that Congress intended the remedies in § 502 to
be the exclusive remedies for violations of rights guaranteed
under ERISA. It explained that “the pre-emptive force of
§ 502(a) was modeled on the exclusive remedy provided by
§ 301 of the Labor Management Relations Act. . . . Congress
was well aware that the powerful pre-emptive force of § 401
of the LMRA displaced” all state law claims, “even when the
state action purported to authorize a remedy unavailable
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under the federal provision.” 481 U.S. at 52 53. In other
words, §514(a) preempts state causes of action to enforce
ERISA-guaranteed rights even when §502 provides no
substitute federal cause of action. This “regulatory vacuum”
creates situations in which plan beneficiaries have little or
no recourse for even the most egregious violations of their
rights, for the remedies contained in § 502 are incapable of
making victims whole; indeed, in many cases they actually
create incentives for HMOs to mistreat their plan
participants.

Section 502 contains two subsections that address a
participant’s right to recover for wrongs committed against
the participant personally (as opposed to those committed
against the plan itself, which are considered violations of
the sponsor’s fiduciary duty). The first, §502(a)(1)(B),
authorizes the participant or beneficiary to bring a civil
action “to recover benefits due to him under the terms of
his plan, to enforce his rights under the terms of the plan,
or to clarify his rights to future benefits under the terms of
the plan.” It is through this provision that DiFelice might
have sought an injunction to compel Aetna to cover the
specialized tracheostomy tube. The second, §502(a)(3),
authorizes a participant, beneficiary, or fiduciary to seek
equitable remedies — injunctive relief against “any act or
practice which violates” ERISA or the plan terms, or “other
appropriate equitable relief (i) to redress such violations or
(i) to enforce any provisions” of ERISA or the plan.

Although these provisions seem comprehensive at first
glance — they allow recovery of “benefits due” and empower
a participant to “enforce his rights” and seek “appropriate
equitable relief " — they in fact operate to leave participants
almost completely at the mercy of HMOs. The first section,
502(a)(1)(B), by its plain language only allows plan
participants to seek the benefits to which they are
contractually entitled, even when those benefits have been
denied in bad faith and despite the fact that the
participants most in need of this section are often the ones
least able to take advantage of it. A plan participant whose
claim is denied by an HMO's utilization review board — Mr.
DiFelice, for example, see infra — is often in the throes of
a life-or-death medical crisis, hardly a feasible time to
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retain counsel and prosecute an injunctive lawsuit. The
costs of such suits are likely to be immense, and ERISA
provides for attorney fees, if at all, only after the action
concludes. See § 502(g)(1). Even if a participant ultimately
prevails against his insurer, it will frequently be the
participant’s estate that reaps the meager reward.

In many areas of law contingency fee structures are used
to overcome a litigant's initial impecuniosity. But any
possibility of using contingency fees in this context is
undermined by ERISA preemption, for a string of Supreme
Court cases has interpreted ERISA to disallow any recovery
of compensatory or punitive damages. See Langbein &
Wolk, Pension and Employee Benefit Law at 770-75. In
Massachusetts Mutual Life Ins. Co. v. Russell, 473 U.S. 134
(1985), the plaintiff sued under § 502(a)(2), alleging that the
improper processing of her benefit claim exacerbated her
condition and entitled her to compensatory and punitive
damages under § 409(a), which, inter alia, authorizes “such

. equitable or remedial relief as the court may deem
appropriate.” The Court, however, concluded that any
recovery under §409 must inure to the plan rather than
the beneficiary. The Court then explained in dictum that
§502(a)(1)(B), the analogous section allowing for a
participant’s recovery, says “nothing about the recovery of
extra-contractual damages.” Id. at 144. In an oft-cited
passage, it explained:

The six carefully integrated civil enforcement provisions
found in § 502(a) of the statute as finally enacted []
provide strong evidence that Congress did not intend to
authorize other remedies that it simply forgot to
incorporate expressly. The assumption of inadvertent
admission is rendered especially suspect upon close
consideration of ERISA’s interlocking, interrelated, and
interdependent remedial scheme, which is in turn part
of a comprehensive and reticulated statute.

Id. at 146 (internal citation omitted).

Although Russells narrow holding left open the
possibility that extracontractual damages are recoverable
under § 502(a)(3)’s “appropriate equitable relief” provision,
the Court’s subsequent decision in Mertens v. Hewitt
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Associates, 508 U.S. 248 (1993), foreclosed any such
hopes. In Mertens, participants sued the fiduciaries of a
failed plan, alleging breach of fiduciary duty and seeking
monetary relief, which they characterized as equitable.
Petitioners argued that, “[a]lthough a beneficiary’s action to
recover losses resulting from a breach of duty superficially
resembles an action at law for damages, . . . such relief
traditionally has been obtained in the courts of equity and
therefore is, by definition, equitable relief.” Id. at 255-56.

The Supreme Court acknowledged that ERISA’s roots lie
in the common law of trusts, see Firestone Tire & Rubber
Co. v. Bruch, 489 U.S. 101, 110-11 (1989), that courts of
equity had jurisdiction over trust law, and that monetary
damages were available in those courts against the trustee.
It concluded, however, that “[s]lince all relief available for
breach of trust could be obtained from a court of equity,
limiting the sort of relief available under §502(a)(3) to
‘equitable relief’ in the sense of ‘whatever relief a common-
law court of equity could provide in such a case would
limit the relief not at all.” Mertens, 508 U.S. at 257. Put
another way, interpreting “equitable relief” to mean “any
relief ” would render superfluous the word “equitable.” The
Court’s solution was to interpret “equitable” as referring to
types of relief traditionally available in pre-merger courts of
equity, that is, injunctions, mandamus, and restitution, but
not monetary damages.

The unavailability of extracontractual damages has

effects that are perverse. First, as stated above, contingency
fees are rendered entirely impractical — precious few
lawyers would be willing to undertake a horrendously
complex case of uncertain outcome when the greatest
potential reward is merely provision of the care that had
been contractually promised. Without contingency fees,
participants in the midst of medical crises are completely at
the mercy of HMOs unless they are fortunate enough to
have the financial means to bring a suit for an injunction,
a circumstance which is no doubt exceptional. Although it
might seem a simple matter to seek an injunction
compelling  contractually-guaranteed coverage of a
procedure, nothing is further from the truth where — as
with Mr. DiFelice — the contractual availability of coverage
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hinges on a highly fact-intensive determination of medical
necessity involving accepted standards of care and tolerable
levels of risk for the participant’s malady. To the extent that
participants are unable to seek an injunction compelling
coverage, ERISA’s remedial scheme is almost entirely
illusory.

The second perverse effect is that, at the same time as
ERISA makes it inordinately difficult to bring an injunction
to enforce a participant’s rights, it creates strong incentives
for HMOs to deny claims in bad faith or otherwise “stiff”
participants. ERISA preempts the state tort of bad-faith
claim denial, see Pilot Life, 481 U.S. at 54-56, so that if an
HMO wrongly denies a participant’s claim even in bad faith,
the greatest cost it could face is being compelled to cover
the procedure, the very cost it would have faced had it
acted in good faith. Any rational HMO will recognize that if
it acts in good faith, it will pay for far more procedures than
if it acts otherwise, and punitive damages, which might
otherwise guard against such profiteering, are no obstacle
at all. Not only is there an incentive for an HMO to deny
any particular claim, but to the extent that this practice
becomes widespread, it creates a “race to the bottom” in
which, all else being equal, the most profitable HMOs will
be those that deny claims most frequently.

In sum, ERISA’s remedial scheme gives HMOs every
incentive to act in their own and not in their beneficiaries
best interest while simultaneously making it incredibly
difficult for plan participants to pursue what meager
remedies they possess, a confounding result for a statute
whose original purpose was to protect employees.

11

A.

Given that ERISA’s remedial scheme often provides no
remedies, litigants have gone to great lengths to identify
state causes of action that are not preempted by ERISA,
and courts have generally been sympathetic to their efforts
even when ultimately finding their claims preempted. For
example, in Andrews-Clarke v. Travelers Ins. Co., 984 F.
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Supp. 49 (D. Mass. 1997), a clearly frustrated court
inveighed:

Under traditional notions of justice, the harms
alleged — if true — should entitle [plaintiff] to some
legal remedy on behalf of herself and her children
against Travelers and Greenspring. Consider just one
of her claims — breach of contract. This cause of
action — that contractual promises can be enforced in
the courts — pre-dates Magna Carta. It is the very
bedrock of our notion of individual autonomy and
property rights. It was among the first precepts of the
common law to be recognized in the courts of the
Commonwealth and has been zealously guarded by the
state judiciary from that day to this. Our entire
capitalist structure depends on it.

Nevertheless, this Court had no choice but to pluck
Iplaintiff 's] case out of the state court in which she
sought redress (and where relief to other litigants is
available) and then, at the behest of Travelers and
Greenspring, to slam the courthouse doors in her face
and leave her without any remedy.

Id. at 52-53.

It is no exaggeration to say that the federal courts have
struggled mightily to maintain fidelity to ERISA’s expansive
‘relates to” preemption clause while avoiding the wholesale
foreclosure of participants’ causes of action against their
HMOs. But our search for a middle ground has proved to
be a judicial snipe hunt, and we are no closer to success
today than we were a decade ago. This Court’s own
decisions illustrate the quagmire in which courts find
themselves. In Dukes v. U.S. Healthcare, 57 F.3d 350 (3d
Cir. 1995), a participant sued his HMO alleging medical
malpractice, a state-law tort, and the HMO argued that the
claim was preempted by ERISA. We held that the claim was
not preempted, reasoning that ERISA draws a distinction
between actions challenging the quality of care provided
and those claiming that the HMO provided an inadequate
quantity of benefits under its plan. As we explained, actions
challenging the quantity of benefits received are actions
that could be brought under ERISA §502(a)(1)(B) to




30

‘recover benefits due . . . under the terms of the plan,” and
any state law duplicating that remedy is preempted by
ERISA §514(a). Regulation of quality of care, conversely,
was found to be “a field traditionally occupied by state
regulation,” id. at 357, and we did not find “anything in the
legislative history, structure, or purpose of ERISA
suggestling] that Congress viewed § 502(a)(1)(B) as creating
a remedy for a participant injured by medical malpractice.”
Id.

We further explicated this quantity-quality distinction in
In re U.S. Healthcare, 193 F.3d 151 (3d Cir. 1999), which
concerned, inter alia, a plan participant’s claim that her
HMO was negligent in adopting a policy of presumptively
discharging newborn infants within 24 hours. We
‘recognize[d] that the distinction between the quantity of
benefits due under a welfare plan and the quality of those
benefits will not always be clear,” id. at 162, and explained
that the line-drawing difficulty arises in part “because the
same HMO may have assumed both the role as a plan
administrator and the separate role as a provider of medical
services.” Id. The policy of discharging newborns after 24
hours was, however, determined to be a function of the
‘role as provider of medical services” because it was an
“essentially medical determination of the appropriate level
of care . . ., not a claim that a certain benefit was requested
and denied.” Id. at 162-63. We therefore held that the plan
participant’s claim “fit[ | squarely within the class of claims
that we identified in Dukes as involving the quality of care”
and was not preempted. Id. at 163.

Finally, in our most recent and important ERISA
preemption decision, Pryzbowski v. U.S. Healthcare, Inc.,
245 F.3d 266 (3d Cir. 2001), harm was allegedly caused by
an HMO's delay in approving a procedure to be performed
by off-network physicians. There was no question whether
the treatment itself was covered — the issue was merely
one of eligibility, namely whether an off-network physician
could perform the procedure. We took note of the Supreme
Court’s recent decision in Pegram v. Herdrich, 530 U.S. 211
(2000), where the Court distinguished between an HMO's
eligibility decisions and treatment decisions. Although
Pegram directly concerned fiduciary duty rather than
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preemption, we held that its eligibility-treatment dichotomy
was equally applicable in the preemption context; indeed,
we considered it another way of viewing the quantity-
quality distinction. We concluded that an eligibility decision
is an administrative decision, and that any state-law action
challenging it is preempted because a participant could
instead bring suit under ERISA § 502(a){1)(B) “to recover
benefits due to him under the terms of his plan, to enforce
his rights under the terms of the plan, or to clarify his right
to future benefits under the terms of the plan.” Conversely,
a treatment decision is a medical decision that requires no
interpretation of the plan itself, and it is not preempted by
ERISA since §502(a)(1)(B) offers a plaintiff no avenue of
relief.

B.

I believe that Dukes, In re U.S. Healthcare, and
Pryzbowski were all rightly decided, and that our opinion
today reaches the correct conclusion based on those
precedents. I write separately, however, to make clear my
concern that the opinion masks extraordinary subtleties
and complexities of this area of the law that cry out for
clarification by the Congress, or, failing that, by the
Supreme Court. In fact, I believe that the fundamental
distinction upon which federal caselaw currently relies —
between quantity and quality decisions, or between
eligibility and treatment decisions — is untenable, and that
the blurring is becoming more severe, not less. To the
extent we insist on categorizing every HMQO decision as
either an eligibility or a treatment decision, we contort
ourselves into parsing terms that are conceptually
indistinguishable, and we fail to come to terms with the
realities of modern health coverage.

This problem is evident even among relativel