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SUMMARY

The Third Circuit held that ERISA § 209(a)(1) requires an employer to maintain records sufficient to
determine benefits under the governing pension plans. Because UPMC'’s plans based contributions and
retirement credits on compensation actually paid and reported on Form W-2, rather than
uncompensated hours worked, Henderson failed to state claims for inadequate recordkeeping or
related fiduciary violations. The court affirmed dismissal of the complaint, while preserving a potential

claim for benefits if Henderson later prevailed in her state wage lawsuit.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether ERISA section 209(a)(1) required UPMC to maintain records of uncompensated hours worked

when the relevant plans based contributions and benefits on compensation reportable on Form W-2.

2. Whether UPMC breached a related ERISA fiduciary duty by failing to investigate or ensure
contributions corresponding to the alleged unpaid hours.

3. Whether Henderson stated a claim for benefits or equitable relief under ERISA sections 502(a)(1)(B) or
502(a)(3).

HOLDINGS

1. The scope of an employer's duty to maintain records sufficient to determine benefits due is determined
by the language of the applicable pension plans. Because the UPMC plans based contributions and
retirement credits on compensation reportable in Box 1 of Form W-2, the relevant records were records

of compensation actually paid, not records of uncompensated hours worked.

2. Because Henderson failed to state a section 209 recordkeeping claim, her related claim that UPMC

breached a fiduciary duty by failing to investigate or ensure the allegedly missing contributions also
failed.

3. As pleaded, Henderson could not recover benefits or obtain equitable relief based on contributions
allegedly associated with uncompensated hours because the plans linked benefits to compensation paid.
However, she retained the right to bring a later section 502(a)(1)(B) claim for benefits associated with

compensation she eventually recovered in the state wage action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But the extent of those duties and the nature of the records required to be maintained can only be determined
by looking to the language of the pension plans themselves, which outline the contributions the employer must

make and, correspondingly, the benefits the participants are owed.” (528)

“Accordingly, in this case, the records "sufficient to determine the benefits due" under Section 209 are the

records of the employee's compensation actually paid.” (530)

“Accordingly, we see no reason to disturb the District Court's ruling dismissing the complaint with prejudice

with respect to Henderson's claims for violations of Section 209 and any corollary fiduciary responsibility to



monitor and ensure that contributions are being accurately provided.” (530)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Henderson, a registered nurse employed by UPMC, alleged that nurses worked during unpaid thirty-minute meal
breaks and arrived twenty to forty minutes before their scheduled shifts to review patient status reports, although
UPMC did not credit some of that time as paid work time. She contended that unpaid work hours should have
generated additional employer and employee retirement-plan contributions. The relevant UPMC plans defined
compensation by reference to compensation reportable in Box 1 of Form W-2, and the Basic Retirement Plan

also required payment for at least 1,000 hours of service to earn retirement credits.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Henderson filed a state-court wage action alleging that UPMC failed to compensate nurses for work performed
during meal breaks and before scheduled shifts, and separately filed this ERISA action concerning
recordkeeping, fiduciary duties, and retirement-plan benefits. The Western District of Pennsylvania held that the
plans required records of compensation paid, not unpaid hours worked, and dismissed the ERISA complaint with
prejudice. The Third Circuit affirmed, while recognizing that Henderson could later seek benefits under ERISA

section 502(a)(1)(B) if she obtained compensation in the state wage action.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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