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SUMMARY

This report and recommendation addresses Plaintiffs’ motion for default judgment in an ERISA action

against Eagle Environmental & Construction and Ronald Batiste. The court recommends ordering

Defendants to comply with a payroll audit and provide contribution reports, awarding Plaintiffs

$2,856.50 in attorney’s fees and $1,421.42 in costs, and retaining jurisdiction to amend the judgment if

the audit identifies unpaid contributions.
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Plaintiffs moved for default judgment after Defendants were
personally served, failed to respond, and had default entered by the
Clerk. The magistrate judge reassigned the action to a district judge
because Defendants had not consented to magistrate judge jurisdiction

and issued a report and recommendation on the motion.

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(b)(2), the court applied the
Eitel factors to determine whether default judgment was appropriate.
The court also required Plaintiffs to establish damages through
testimony or written affidavit, because default establishes liability only
from well-pleaded allegations and does not establish the amount of

damages.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court had subject matter jurisdiction, personal jurisdiction, and adequate service to consider
default judgment.

2. Whether the Eitel factors supported entry of default judgment requiring Defendants to comply with the
requested audit and provide contribution reports.

3. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to attorney's fees and costs under ERISA despite not yet establishing
that unpaid contributions existed.

4. Whether the court should retain jurisdiction to permit Plaintiffs to seek amendment of the judgment after

the audit determines whether additional contributions are owed.

HOLDINGS

1. The court determined that subject matter jurisdiction existed under ERISA and the LMRA, personal
jurisdiction existed under ERISA's nationwide service provision because the plans were administered in

the district, venue was proper, and Defendants had been properly served.

2. The Eitel factors favored entry of default judgment and supported an order requiring Defendants to

comply with Plaintiffs' audit request and provide contribution reports.

3. Plaintiffs were entitled to discretionary attorney's fees under ERISA § 502(g)(1), but not mandatory fees
under § 502(g)(2), because Plaintiffs had not yet demonstrated that unpaid contributions existed. After
deducting noncompensable clerical time, the recommended fee award was $2,856.50, plus $1,421.42 in

costs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Before assessing the merits of a default judgment, a court must confirm that it has subject matter jurisdiction
over the case and personal jurisdiction over the parties, as well as ensure the adequacy of service on the
defendant.” (at 2)

“After an examination of these facts in the aggregate, this Court finds that Eitel factors one through six

outweigh the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure’s preference for a decision on the merits.” (at 8)

“Here, however, Plaintiffs have not demonstrated that there are unpaid contributions; indeed, the very

purpose of the audit is to determine whether there are unpaid contributions.” (at 9)



“Finally, the district court should retain jurisdiction to allow Plaintiffs to submit a further motion to amend

the judgment should the audit reveal unpaid contributions.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Eagle Environmental & Construction entered into an independent agreement incorporating collective-bargaining
and trust-agreement obligations to make fringe-benefit contributions and submit to audits. The agreements
required timely contributions, interest, liquidated damages, and reimbursement of collection expenses, and
allegedly made principal shareholder Ronald Batiste personally liable for specified obligations. Plaintiffs
requested payroll and contribution records for an audit covering January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2021,
and sought contribution reports for May 2016 through January 2025, but Defendants failed to respond.

Defendants were served, failed to appear, and remained in default.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed an ERISA action seeking an audit, contribution reports, payment of unpaid contributions, and
related relief. Defendants were personally served on April 10, 2025, failed to answer, and default was entered on
May 6, 2025. Plaintiffs moved for default judgment on August 5, 2025; Defendants did not appear or oppose the
motion. After a September 18, 2025 hearing, the magistrate judge recommended granting the motion in part and
denying it in part, subject to review by a district judge.
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