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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California resolved cross-motions for

summary judgment in an ERISA action concerning allegedly underpaid pension and other benefit

contributions. The court held that the applicable project stabilization and collective bargaining

agreements defined apprentices as employees enrolled in jointly managed apprenticeship programs,

and that seventeen employees enrolled in a unilateral program were therefore improperly classified as

apprentices. The court granted the plaintiffs' motion, denied the defendant's motion, and awarded

unpaid contributions, interest, liquidated damages, and auditor fees.
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The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment in an ERISA
action seeking unpaid multiemployer-plan contributions. The court
granted the Union plaintiffs' renewed motion and denied JAM's cross-

motion.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court views the nonmovant's evidence and
justifiable inferences in the nonmovant's favor, while applying the
applicable substantive evidentiary burden.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Project Stabilization Agreement and incorporated Local 11 Inside Wiremen's Agreement
limited the term "apprentice" to employees enrolled in jointly managed labor-management

apprenticeship programs.

2. Whether JAM was liable under ERISA for unpaid contributions because it paid benefits for the

seventeen workers at apprentice rather than journeyman rates.

3. Whether the Union was entitled to mandatory statutory interest and liquidated damages, as well as
auditor fees, under 29 U.S.C. § 1132(g)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. The agreements defined "apprentice” to include only employees enrolled in jointly managed
apprenticeship programs. Employees enrolled solely in a unilaterally managed program did not qualify

as apprentices under the agreements.

2. Because the seventeen workers were not apprentices under the governing agreements, they had to be
treated as journeymen for contribution purposes. JAM therefore breached the PSA and violated ERISA

by paying contributions at apprentice rates.

3. Upon judgment for the plan in an action enforcing delinquent contributions, the Union was entitled to
unpaid contributions, interest, liquidated damages equal to the accrued interest, and auditor fees because

the statutory prerequisites were met.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, the Court concludes, based on undisputed evidence, that the PSA and IWA defined apprentices as only
employees enrolled in jointly managed apprenticeship programs.” (1184)

“Having concluded that the Seventeen were not classified as apprentices under the PSA, JAM breached the

PSA and violated ERISA, so the Court must calculate the amount to which the Union is now entitled.” (1185)

“The Court GRANTS the Union's motion for summary judgment and DENIES JAM's motion for summary
judgment.” (1186)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

JAM performed electrical work for the Los Angeles Unified School District and was bound by a Project
Stabilization Agreement and a Local 11 Inside Wiremen's Agreement governing employee classifications and
benefit contributions. JAM employed seventeen workers enrolled in a state-approved, unilaterally managed
apprenticeship program after Local 11 allegedly failed to dispatch apprentices, classified them as apprentices,

and paid benefit contributions at apprentice rates. The governing agreements required lower contributions for



apprentices than for journeymen, and the Union sought the difference, calculated as $272,738.63, plus statutory

and contractual amounts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Union brought an ERISA contribution action against JAM based on alleged underpayment of employee-
benefit contributions for seventeen workers classified as apprentices. The court previously denied the Union's
first summary-judgment motion without prejudice because the parties had focused on hiring procedures rather
than the proper classification of the workers and corresponding contribution rates. On the renewed motions, the
court resolved the classification issue and entered judgment for the Union, directing it to lodge a proposed
judgment.
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