UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

Shaffer v. Mitchell Transport, Inc.

635 F.2d 261 (3d Cir. 1980) - Decided December 23, 1980

SUMMARY

The Third Circuit held that a dispute over whether Mitchell Transport, as successor to Martin

Trucking, was bound by a prior arbitration award was arbitrable under the broad arbitration clause in

the collective bargaining agreement. The court concluded that the district court lacked jurisdiction to

decide the merits and should have stayed the proceedings pending arbitration. It vacated the district

court’s judgment and remanded with instructions to stay further proceedings.
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Plaintiffs sued in federal district court to enforce against Mitchell, the
successor to their former employer Martin Trucking, an arbitration
award issued against Martin. The district court held that the dispute
was not arbitrable, enforced the award against Mitchell, and entered

judgments awarding damages and costs. Mitchell appealed.

The court independently considered the district court's jurisdiction and
the arbitrability of the dispute under the collective bargaining

agreement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the dispute over Mitchell's obligation to comply with JAC 1108 was arbitrable under the broad

arbitration clause in the collective bargaining agreement.

2. Whether the district court had jurisdiction to enforce against Mitchell, before arbitration, an award
issued against Martin.

3. Whether the successorship doctrine independently authorized the district court to impose JAC 1108 on
Mitchell.

HOLDINGS

1. The dispute was arbitrable under the broad arbitration clause in the collective bargaining agreement
Mitchell signed.

2. The district court lacked jurisdiction to adjudicate the merits or enforce JAC 1108 against Mitchell
before the parties arbitrated whether Mitchell was bound by the award.

3. Under the circumstances presented, the district court should not have relied on the successorship
doctrine because Mitchell had expressly assumed the collective bargaining agreement and its arbitration

clause provided an appropriate means of resolving the dispute.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that here the successor employer expressly assumed a collective bargaining agreement which
contained a broad arbitration clause and that, under the circumstances of this case, an arbitration award
issued against the predecessor employer is not enforceable by a court against the new employer prior to

arbitration of the controversy.” (267)

“The district court was therefore without jurisdiction to address the merits of the complaint and should have

stayed its proceedings.” (264)

“In a situation where the enforcement of an expressly agreed to provision will resolve the dispute, it seems

inappropriate for the court to go further and impose implied duties.” (266)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Martin Trucking employed owner-drivers who leased their trucks to Martin and drove them under a collective
bargaining agreement with Teamsters Local 261. A 1974 Joint Area Committee arbitration order, JAC 1108,
limited Martin's use of company-owned trucks and required it to lease additional trucks from owner-drivers.
Mitchell purchased Martin's cement-hauling business, expressly agreed to assume the collective bargaining
agreements, signed the agreement with the Union, but immediately announced that it would use only its own

newly purchased trucks and refused to lease the owner-drivers' trucks.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The plaintiffs initially pursued a grievance through the collective bargaining agreement's arbitration procedure
and then filed suit in the district court. The district court denied a preliminary injunction, later entered findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and judgments totaling $172,833.12 plus costs, and held that Mitchell was bound by
the arbitration award. The Third Circuit held that the dispute was arbitrable, vacated the judgment, and remanded

for a stay pending arbitration.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court was directed to stay further proceedings pending arbitration under the collective bargaining
agreement. The arbitrator was to determine whether Mitchell agreed to be bound by JAC 1108 and, if so, resolve

the entire dispute and determine damages.
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