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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
FORT WAYNE DIVISION

LOUIS ARAMBULA, et al,
Plaintiff,

V. Case No. 1:11-CV-429 JD

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

KARL SCHMIDT UNISIA, INC. ZOLLNER
DIVISION HOURLY PENSDON PLAN, et al, )

)

Defendants. )

OPINION AND ORDER

Now before the Court are cross motions fansary judgment in tils action to recover
supplemental pension benefits by former emgésyof Karl Schmidt Unisia, Inc. [DE 24, 26].
Both motions are fully briefed [DE 25, 27, 28, 33-36], and the parties have stipulated to the
authenticity of all exhibits [DR29]. Plaintiffs have also fitka motion for oral argument on the
motions [DE 37]. For the following reasons,fBredants’ motion for summary judgment is
GRANTED as to all plaintiffs except for LaM#oods, as to whom the motion is DENIED.
Conversely, Plaintiffs’ motion is GRANTED only & Lane Woods, and is DENIED as to all
other plaintiffs.

I. Factual Background

Defendant Karl Schmidt Unisia, Inc. manufactures automotive parts. [DE 1-1 p. 89]. Karl
Schmidt Unisia operated a plant in Fortyie, Indiana, where it manufactured automotive
pistons. [d.; DE 10 1 6]. Each of the Plaintiffs worked for Karl Schmidt Unisia at the Fort
Wayne plant, and were represented by theiateonal Union, United Automobile, Aerospace
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America and its Local 2357 (the “Union”). [DE 10 11 3,

4, 7]. Karl Schmidt Unisia and the Union entkmeto collective bargaining agreements that
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governed the employment relatibis between the company and the Plaintiffs, including their
wages, benefits, hours, and other termscmdlitions of employment. [DE 10 p. 7]. The
company also maintained a pension plan eatifarl Schmidt Unisia, Inc. Zollner Division
Hourly Pension Plan (the “Plan’iyhich is also a defendanttiis action. [DE 10 § 4]. The Plan
is an employee pension benefit plan govelmgthe Employee Retirement Income Security Act,
29 U.S.C. § 100#%t seq(“ERISA”), and was also thgubject of collective bargaining
negotiations. [DE 10 11 4, 5].

The twelve plaintiffs in this matter weeach long-time employees of Karl Schmidt
Unisia and its predecessor at the Fort Waylaat. [DE 10 11 3, 14]. They were also all
members of the Union and participants ia Blan. [DE 10  4]. In April 2007, however, Karl
Schmidt Unisia issued a WARN Act notice titatould be laying off employees at the Fort
Wayne plant due to the loss of a substantial porif its business, and mass layoffs began in the
summer of 2007. [DE 1-1 pp. 90, 91]. The plant eventually closed, and Karl Schmidt Unisia sold
the plant on December 29, 2009. [DE 1-1 p. 91, 10 §T8% led to a dispute between certain
employees and the company, of which the presdiureis a subset, as which pension benefits
the employees qualified for under the collectiaegaining agreement and/or the Plan. [DE 1-1
p. 85].

Under the terms of the collective bargamiagreement and the Plan, employees could
qualify for various retirement benefits dependimgtheir age and number péars of service.

[DE 1-1 pp. 23-36, 74]. All péicipants in the Plan could recei¥YNormal” retirement benefits
upon reaching the age of 65. [DE 1-1 pp. 17, 26[diionally, employees who had over thirty
years of service or who werelast sixty years old and hadl@ast ten years afervice could

take “Early Retirement” and reive specified pension benefitstaat time. [DE 1-1 pp. 29, 30].



Employees could also qualify for an additiobeahefit, referred to as a “Thirty and Out”
benefit under the collective bargaining agreatand “Supplemental Pension Benefits” under
the Plan, which would supplement their base persiaas to bring their tal pension benefit to
$1,500 per month from the time they retired uthiily became eligible for social security
benefits. [DE 1-1 pp. 35, 74]. These benefits ikeesource of the parties’ dispute, which
specifically centered around whether employergd:qualify for this benefit if they only
reached the age thresholds aftezy were laid off. [DE 1-1 p. 85]. The Plaintiffs cited both the
collective bargaining agreement and the Plaroasces of their entitlement to these benefits.
The collective bargaining agreement in platéhe time contained the following provision:

Section 13.01. Pension Plan. The Kadhmidt Unisia, Zollner Division,
Inc. Pension Plan, as amended by these negotiations shall continue in effect for all
employees who are vested in the plan and/ere hired prior to 7-1-02 for the
term of this agreement. The plan has been amended as follows:

30 and out:  $1,500 per month

The “Thirty and Out” provision of th@ension Plan applies only to those
employee $ic] who have reached:

Age 58 and 30 years of service or;
Age 57 and 32 years of service or;
Age 56 and 35 years of service.

[DE 1-1 p. 74].
The Plan, as written at the time of Pldiisticlaims, contained the following companion
provision to the collectivbargaining agreement:

Section 5.03. Upon written applicatiofithe Member, a Member who has
either (i) completed thirty (30) years $érvice and Credited Service and attainted
age fifty eight (58) as of his date ofr@nation of employmentor (i) completed
thirty two (32) years of Seice and Credited Servicena attained age fifty seven
(57) as of his date of termination of emmyainent or (iii) completed thirty five (35)
years of Service and Credited Service andrathage fifty six (56) as of his date
of termination of employment, shall lvetired as of a Supplemental Retirement
Date. The Member shall receive anmediate Supplemental Pension Benefit,
determined as provided below.



[DE 1-1 p. 34]. An eligible employee’s “Supplemental Retirement Date” was defined as “the
first day of the month coincident with or immediately following the date the Member elects to
retire.” [DE 1-1 p. 19]. Plaintiffs deny, howevéhat the clause requirg that a Member reach

the designated age “as of his date of termomatif employment” was vally added to the Plan.
The prior version of the Plan definectage requirement “as of [the Membersjirement

date” [DE 1-1 p. 77 (emphasis added)]. Prior te timendment that altered this language, an
employee could only qualify for the Supplemental Besd they had completed thirty years of
service and were at least fifeight years old. [DE 1-1 p. 77]. The Plan was amended in 2005 to
add two additional years of service/age combinations by which an employee could qualify for
these benefits, as agreed to through the colketi@rgaining process, but that amendment also
substituted the clause “as otldate of termination of engytment” in place of “as of his
retirement date.” [DE 25-4 p. 16]. Plaintiffs detmat this change in teinology was authorized

by the collective bargaining getiations. [DE 25-4 { 13, 19].

Karl Schmidt Unisia took the position under lbthe collective bargaining agreement and
the Plan that employees could not continue wiatp the supplemental benefits after they went
on layoff status. [DE 1-1 pp. 95, 96]. Since it becapparent when layoffs began in 2007 that
many employees who had already met the yeassmwice requirementould only meet the age
threshold after they were laid off, the Unidled a grievance to contest this position, and the
parties ultimately submitted the dispute to agtiem. [DE 10 1 11, 12]. Thebitrator strictly
limited his decision to the partiesghts under the collective baxiging agreement, as he held
that he did not possess the authority to inttrfhe Plan. [DE 1-1 p. 99]. He concluded that
employees could continue to age into the supeteal benefits while thewere on layoff status,

so long as they retained their seniority urttiercollective bargaininggreement, but that



employees could not continue to age into the benafter Karl Schmidt Unisia sold the plant, at
which time the collective bargaininglaéonship terminated. [DE 1-1 p. 106].

Thus, all employees who had reached the years in service requirements and who attained
the age requirements after thegre laid off but before December 29, 2009, qualified for the
supplemental benefits. [DE 1-1 p. 106—07]. Karl Sichirdnisia accordingly paid those benefits
to all such employees, withdtexception of Lane Woods. [DE 25f 31]. The remaining eleven
plaintiffs are all employees who met the yearseatice requirementsut who only reached the
age threshold after December 2809. [DE 10  15]. Each of the pi#ifs also filed a claim for
Supplemental Benefits with the Plan, and sghbsetly filed appeals to the denials of their
claims. [DE 10 11 14-16]. Following the deniaklobse appeals by the Plan administrator,
Plaintiffs commenced the instant action seekiniere of the administrator’s decision pursuant
to ERISA, 29 U.S.C. § 1132(a)(1)(B) [DE 1 1§, 22, 23]. Mr. Woods also seeks enforcement
of the arbitrator’s decision as to his claim banefits under the collecévbargaining agreement
pursuant to the Labor Management Relatidot 29 U.S.C. § 185 (“LMRA”) [DE 1 {1 18-20].
All parties have now moved for sunany judgment as to all claims.

Il. Summary Judgment Standard of Review

On summary judgment, the burden is on theing party to demonstrate that there “is no
genuine dispute as to any matefadt and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). That means thatGo&rt must construe dhkcts in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, making evegitienate inference and resolving every doubt
in its favor.Kerri v. Bd. of Trustees of Purdue Uni¥58 F.3d 620, 628 (7th Cir. 2006). A
“material” fact is one identified by the substaetlaw as affecting the outcome of the suit.

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inet77 U.S. 242, 248 (1986). Aéguine issue” exists with



respect to any such material fact, and summuatgment is therefore appropriate, when “the
evidence is such that a reasonable juyla return a verdict for the nonmoving partyd. On
the other hand, where a faat record taken as a whole could feztd a rational trier of fact to
find for the non-moving party, therg® no genuine issue for tridVlatsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v.
Zenith Radio Corp.475 U.S. 574, 587 (1986) (citiigank of Ariz. v. Cities Servs. €891 U.S.
253, 289 (1968)).

In determining whether a genuirgsue of material fact exss this Court must construe
all facts in the light most favorable to the nmoving party, as well as draw all reasonable and
justifiable inferences its favor.King v. Preferred Technical Grpl66 F.3d 887, 890 (7th Cir.
1999). However, the non-moving party cannot@y rest on the allegations or denials
contained in its pleadings, but must present cieffit evidence to show the existence of each
element of its case on which it will bear the burden at talotex Corp. v. Catretd77 U.S.

317, 322-23 (1986Robin v. Espo Eng’g Corp200 F.3d 1081, 1088 (7th Cir. 2000). Finally,
the fact that the parties have cross-filedd@mmary judgment does not change the standard of
review.M.O. v. Ind. Dep't of Educ635 F.Supp.2d 847, 850 (N.D. Ind. 2009). Cross-motions
are treated separately under stendards applicable to eadhcKinney v. Cadleway Properties,
Inc., 548 F.3d 496, 504 n.4 (7th Cir. 2008).

[ll. Discussion

Plaintiffs complaint includes two countSount | asserts a violation of the Labor
Management Relations Act based on the partiekéctive bargaining agreement, and Count Il
asserts a violation of ERISA for denial of Plaintiffs’ claims for benefits under the Plan. Though
Count | is perhaps somewhat inartfully plead, @ourt construes it @&®ntaining two separate

claims. The first is a claim by Mr. Woods agailst| Schmidt Unisia, Inc., seeking to enforce



the arbitration decision so asr&ceive his “Thirty and Out” mefits under the terms of the
collective bargaining agreemeiitie second claim is a predieab Plaintiffs’ ERISA claim
under Count Il. The claim asserts that the campaolated the collective bargaining agreement,
and therefore the Labor Management Relatiohsbgcamending the Plan without authorization,
and that as a result, the Court should egiyteeform the Plan to accord with the pre-
amendment terms. In turn, Count Il is a claim bykintiffs against the Plan for recovery of
Supplemental Benefits per the reformed terms of the Plan.
A. Plaintiffs’ Claims under the Employee Retirement Income Security Act

The remedy Plaintiffs seek in this actiorrégovery of the amounts they would have
received under the Plan’s Supplemental Benefitgé&idhere, they proceed in two steps. First,
because there is no dispute that the Plain(iffth the exception dir. Woods) would not be
entitled to those benefits under tRkan as written at the time tifeir claims for benefits, they
argue that the Plan’s terms had been impermissibly amended. Thus, their first cause of action,
under Section 301 of the Labor Management ReiatAct, 29 U.S.C. § 185, asserts that the
amendment violated the parties’ Collective Baning Agreement and essentially asks the Court
to equitably reform the language of the Plasdaform with the pre-amendment terms. Second,
Plaintiffs argue that under these pre-amendmemstethey would have been entitled to receive
the Supplemental Benefits, so their second catiaetion, arising under ERISA, 29 U.S.C. §
1132(a)(1)(B), seeks recovery of those benefitsvéler, because the Court determines that the
amendment to the Plan does aotually affect the outcome tife ERISA claim, it addresses the
ERISA claim first.

The first question in analyzing the ERISA clasrwhat standard atview applies to the

plan administrator’s denial of &htiffs’ benefits. “Judicial reww of an ERISA administrator’'s



benefits determination is de novo unless the gltants the administrataiiscretionary authority
to determine eligibility for benefits or to construe the terms of the pHwirhstrom v. Metro.
Life Ins. Co, 615 F.3d 758, 766 (7th Cir. 2010). Howewghere an ERISA plan vests such
discretion in the administratdithe court applies a more fdeential standard, seeking to
determine only whether the administrasodiecision was ‘arbitrary and capricioudd’ (citing
Metro. Life Ins. Co. v. Glend54 U.S. 105, 111 (2008)enkins v. Price Warhouse Long Term
Disability Plan 564 F.3d 856, 860—61 (7th Cir. 2009)). Thbuweview under this deferential
standard does not turrcaurt into a “rubber stampid., a plan administrator’s interpretation will
only be overturned when it is “unreamable, and not merely incorreclérzberger v. Standard
Ins. Co, 205 F.3d 327, 329 (7th Cir. 200@&xclwards v. Briggs & Stratton Retirement Pladi39
F.3d 355, 360 (7th Cir. 2011) (“Put simply, amrawistrator’s decision viinot be overturned
unless it is downright unreasonable.”) (internal citations omitted). Thus, an administrator’s
decision will be upheld “as long &%) it is possible to offer aasoned explanation, based on the
evidence, for a particular outcome, (2) the deaiss based on a reasonable explanation of
relevant plan documents, or (3) the administrats based its decision on a consideration of the
relevant factors that encompass ith@ortant aspects of the problentdwards 639 F.3d at 360
(internal citations omitted).

There is no dispute here that the Plan exgbyegests such discretiary authority in the
Plan Administrator, which is Karl Schmidt i$m, Inc. [Plan § 8.02(e), DE 1-1 p. 47 (“[T]he
Administrator shall . . . haveetdiscretionary authority to deteine all claims filed pursuant
to . . . this Plan and shall hathe authority to determine issues of fact relating to such claim);
§ 8.01(a), DE 1-1 p. 44-45 (stating that the Ratent Committee, which decides appeals of

benefits determinations, “shall have the fullaxclusive discretionauthority to determine



all questions arising ithe administration, applitan and interpretation dhe plan including the
authority to correct any defeat reconcile any inconsistency ambiguity in the Plan and the
authority to determine a Member's . . . eligibilityreceive a benefit froitihe Plan.”)]. Plaintiffs
argue, however, that because there is a disputevdsat the Plan languagetually is, review of
the administrator’s decision should be de novo.

An administrator’s discretion extends tnstruing the terms of the plan, but not to
deciding questions of lawVetzler v. Illl. CPA Soc’y & Found. Ret. Income RIa86 F.3d 1053,
1057 (7th Cir. 2009) (“An issue as to whether daiarterm as construed violates ERISA is a
guestion of law and as such, reviewed de novdlie question of whether the amendment to the
Plan violated the Collective Bargaining Agreemisrsolely a questioaf law under the LMRA,
and the Court therefore coneid that question de novo. Howeuhat does not deprive the
administrator of the discretiorested in it to construe thierms of the Plan. While an
administrator’s decision would lmverturned as unreasonable ib@ses its interpretation on the
wrong plansee Huss v. IBM Medical & Dental Pla#l8 F. App’x 498, 504 (7th Cir. 2011)
(holding that an administrator¢ged in an arbitrary and capiacis manner by failing to consider
the relevant document in her decision” where Based her decision on the wrong version of the
plan) (citingSpeciale v. Blue Cross & Blue Shield As&88 F.3d 615, 621 (7th Cir. 2008)
(noting that administrators’ decisions mbstbased on a reasonable explanatioelef/antplan
documents in order to be upheld)), the admiatst’s decision will be affirmed if it has
interpreted the terms that the Court concludes as a matter of law make up the Plan, if its
interpretation of those terms is reasonadde, Wetzles86 F.3d at 1057-58 (reviewing an
administrator’s interpretatiored pre- and post-amendment provisions deferentially before

analyzing as a matter of law whether #mendment improperly decreased benefits).



1. The Administrator Reasonablylnterpreted the Plan under Either
Construction of its Terms

Applying that standard of review here, Rl#fs’ argument as to which terms make up
the Plan becomes inconsequential because thedregftects that thadministrator addressed
both versions of the Plan, andit¢erpretation of both versiormd the provisions at issue was
reasonable. As to the version of the Plan aemrat the time of the denial of Plaintiffs’
Supplemental Benefits, there is no dispute thattiiministrator’s interpretation was reasonable.
The Plan required employees to have met the agshblds “as of the date of the termination of
their employment,” [DE 1-1 p. 35], so the admirasbr was reasonable in interpreting this as
meaning that an employee would not qualify if they met the required age and “retired” only after
their employment was terminated.

As to the pre-amendment language, for whichrBfés advocate, the record reflects that
the administratodid address and construe that langyagel the Court finds that the
administrator’s interptation of that language was reasoradhd not arbitrary or capricious.

The letters from the administratdenying Plaintiffs’ claims stated:

In your claim, you state that the cfge in the wording of Sections 5.03
(Supplemental Pension Benefit) and 2.39 (Supplemental Retirement Date) of the
2001 Plan document, as amended July 1, 2002, which required that a participant
meet the age and service requirements “dsi©fetirement date” in order to be
entitled to a Supplemental Pension Bénafd the equivalent Sections 5.03 and
2.42 of the 2006 Plan document, which reqtieg a participant meet the age and
service requirements “as of his date of termination of employment”, constitute a
violation of (1) the collective bargaining agreement between the Company and
UAW Local 2357 (the “union”), and (2) Section 204(g) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, as amended (“ERISA”).

First of all, the Retirement Plat@ommittee (the “Committee”) does not
believe that the change in wording madsubstantive change to the Plan. It has
always been the Committee’s understagdsince the age requirement was added
on July 1, 2002, that a paipant had to have satisfied both the age and service
requirement prior to termination of emgment in order to be eligible for a
Supplemental Pension Benefit. The Plan has always been administered in this
manner. For example, no one has ever been allowed to receive an Early

10



Retirement Benefit (Plan Section 4.05) esd they met both the age and service
requirements (age 60 and 10 years of sejyicior to termination of employment.
When the age requirement was first atlde Plan Section 5.03 effective July 1,
2002, the Union advised its members that thag to be age 58 with 30 years of
service when they terminated employment in order to be eligible for this benefit.

[DE 1-1 p. 110; 28-1 p. 9]In other words, the administratis interpreting the pre-amendment
language of the Plan as advanbgdPlaintiffs, as is its provae, and construing it as having the
same meaning as the amended language. Plaintiffs’ argument that the administrator’s decision
must be reviewed de novo and reversed becadse ritot interpret the correct language is thus
unsupported by the record. The administrattinésefore entitled tdeference as to its
interpretation of this language.

The Court must therefore determine whetheradministrator was reasonable or acted
arbitrarily and capriciously in interpreting thee-amendment Plan as requiring employees to
have met the age threshold prior to the terminadiotheir employment in order to qualify for
the Supplemental Benefit. The pertinent pre-amendment provisions stated as follows:

Section 2.39 The term “Supplemental Retirement Date” shall mean, in
the case of a Member (i) who has complededkast thirty (30) years of Service

and Credited Service, (ii) who $iattained age fifty-eight (58)p of his retirement

date (iii) who retired on or after Jul{, 2002, and (iv) who elected to receive

Supplemental Pension benefits in acemmke with Section 4.08 of the Restated

Plan or Article V of this Plan, the firday of the month coincident with or

immediately following the date the Member elects to retire, but in no event prior
to April 1, 1974, or later than tidember’'s Normal Retirement Date.

! The only decision letters that are actualiyhe record—in this action to review the
administrator’s decisions—atlkose of Mr. Arambula and MwWoods. The parties have both
argued, however, that each of the Plaintifffdes was substantially the same, so the Court
considers the parties to havenceded for these purposes thabathe letters included this
language. [DE 1 1 16 (“A copy of the denial letter gerRlaintiff Arambulas attached hereto as
Exhibit E. The other Plaintiffs received a denial letter containing the same terms.”); 27 p. 12
(“[The Plan’s] denial of plaitiff Arambula’s appeal via a letter dated November 4, 2011 (Exhibit
E), is typical of the denials appeal of all plaintiffs excegaintiff Woods (his November 4,

2011 letter (Exhibit 4) is identical to Exhilic except for one omitted sentence in the second
paragraph).”].
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Section 5.03 Upon the written applicatioof the Member, a Member who
has attained age fifty-eight (58% of his retirement datend completed at least
thirty (30) years of Service and Ciedl Service shall beetired as of a
Supplemental Retirement Date. ThHdember shall receive an immediate
Supplemental Pension Benefit, determined as provided below.

[DE 1-1 pp. 77, 82 (emphasis addetlefendants defend the reasonableness of the
administrator’s interpretation by appealing te tommon meaning of “retire,” arguing that as
commonly understood, an employee must have somefsactive employment in order to retire
from it. See OxfordDictionaries.cqrhttp://english.oxforddictionags.com/definition/retire (last
visited October 4, 2013) (defining “retire” as‘teave one’s job and cease to work, typically
upon reaching the normal age for leaving employmeitigFreeDictionary.com
http://www.thefreedictionary.con®@tire (last visited October 2013) (defining “retire” as “To
withdraw from one’s occupation, business, or office; stop working”). Because an employee has
nothing left to retire from once their employméiats been terminated ethatest possible date
that can be considered their “retirement dadhe date their employent ends, they argue.
Plaintiffs first respond by argog that “there is nothing ithe Plan that prohibits a
Member from qualifying for the supplemental benéihe has attainethe required age ‘as of
his retirement date,” which they assume ttogse purposes can come after the date their
employment has been terminated [DE 36 p. 6atThay be so, but the question is not whether
the administratomusthave arrived at the conclusion it dimjt merely whether it was reasonable

in doing so. This argument is therefore inconsatakto whether the adinistrator would have

2 Other changes were also made at the tinteeotontested amendment, adding additional years
of service and age combinations that qualifytha benefits, which Plaintiffs do not contest.
Plaintiffs argue that the “as tfs retirement date” qualifier wadihave applied to each of those
age/service combinations rather than “akisfdate of termination of employment,” which
appears in the amended versiontrequestion remains whether iréasonable to conclude that
a “retirement date” cannot oacafter an employee’s “date tdrmination of employment.”
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been reasonable in interpreting the provision Wet unless something in the Plan contradicts
this interpretation anthakes it unreasonable.

As to that issue, Plaintiffs cite the defioni of “Early Retirement Date” as evidence that
the Plan distinguishes between an employediteneent date and the termination of their
employment. The Plan defines an empley “Early Retirement Date” based dhé later of
(a) the date such Member shall leave the empldlgeoEmployer . . . or (b) the date the Member
directs in writing shall be his Early Retirem@&wte.” [DE 1-1 p. 13 (emphasis added)]. Noting
that an employee’s Early Retirement Date coulpially occur later thawhen they “leave the
employ of the Employer,” Plaintiffs argue thiae Plan contemplates that an employer can
“retire” after their employment has been teratad, which would contracli the administrator’s
interpretation. Plaintiffs’ argument falls shamgwever, because it fails to show that the
administrator was unreasonablalgclining to apply this alteative method of qualifying for
Early Retirement to Supplemental Retirement Baten “Early Retirement Date” is one of five
categories of retirement dates defined in tlEPand is the only one that provides this
alternative. “Supplemental RetirenteDate,” in contrastis based only on “the date the Member
elects to retire.” [DE 1-1 p. 19]. It would nbé unreasonable to suppose that where an Early
Retirement Date expressly provides this altivesbut a Supplemental Retirement Date does
not, the Plan does not intend foisthlternative to apply to éhSupplemental Retirement Date.

This is further supported by the fact that Seppental Benefits are spifically tied to the
Supplemental Retirement Date and not thdyHetirement Date: “A Supplemental Pension
Benefit payable under therms of this Articleshall only be paido a Member who retires on a
Supplemental Retirement Date. .” [DE 1-1 p. 35 (emphasadded)]. Plaintiffs argue around

this by trying to equate the Early Retiremantl Supplemental Retirement Dates. Anyone who
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gualifies for Supplemental Benefits also qualifiesEarly Retirement Benefits, and because an
Early Retirement Date can be based on thetii@tenember directs in writing as his Early
Retirement Date, an employee’s Supplemental &agnt Date can be as well, so they argue.
This conclusion does not follow, however. Even assuming that all employees who qualify for
Supplemental Benefits also qualify for Early Rathent Benefits, that does not mean that all
employees who qualify for Early Retirement B&isemust also qualify for Supplemental
Benefits. It would be in no way @onsistent for Supplemental Benetibsbe more restricted than
Early Retirement Benefits even where all empky that qualify for Supplemental Benefits also
qualify for Early Retirement Benefits.

Further, the fact that the age threshodatains any qualifieat all supports the
administrator’s interpreten. The clause states that an emyple must have “attained age fifty-
eight (58)as of his retirement dateUnder the interpretation Plaiffs advance, under which the
employee would only need to reach the minimum lag the time they begin receiving benefits,
the “as of his retirement date” clause could just as well be omitted entirely. Similarly, the age
threshold is measured “astué retirement date,” and nas of his Supplemental Retirement
Date, indicating that “retirement date” could mesamething other than simply the date an
employee desires to start recaiyithe benefits, as Plaintiffsgue, such as the date their
employment terminates, as the administrator interpreted it.

On the whole, there is simply no basis for concluding that the administrator acted
arbitrarily or capriciously in interpreting the Plaa requiring an employee to reach the relevant
age threshold before the termination of theipyment (whether by retirement or otherwise) in

order to qualify for Supplemental Benefits. fhe contrary, the administrator’s decision was
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based on a reasonable explanation of relevant plan documents, so its interpretation will not be
disturbed.

2. Plaintiffs’ Employment Terminated on December 29, 2009

Plaintiffs next argue that their employmelid not actually terminate on December 29,
2009, when the plant at which they workedswgald. Citing the arbiator’s ruling, the
administrator stated in the deniatters that “you would have haal. . . have met the applicable
age and service requirement of Section 5.03 of the Plan on or before that date [December 28,
2009], in order to be entitldd a Supplemental Pension B&hé[28-1 p. 9]. December 28,
2009 was the last date the arbitrateld an employee could amgo the Supplemental Benefits,
given that Karl Schmidt Unisia sold the plant thext day, effectively terminating all employees’
employment at the plant. Plaiifié make only a limited effort to contest this finding. They are
correct in arguing that the att@tor only addressed the eropées’ rights under the Collective
Bargaining Agreement, and did naterpret or rule on theirghts under the Plan. However,
though they argue that the arbitid$ decision was not binding @dhe administrator, they cannot
suggest that the administratorssarbitrary or capricious faoncluding that their employment
terminated on December 29, 2009, given the faetiskKharl Schmidt Unisia sold the plant at
which they worked on that date, and that theteator concluded thahe collective bargaining
relationship terminated on thdate. Therefore, because ipisssible to offer a reasoned
explanation, based on the evidence, for this pdaimutcome, the admstrator’'s conclusion as
to the date Plaintiffs’ employment terminated was not arbitrary or capricious.

3. Only Mr. Woods Met the Age and Serice Thresholds at the Time of His
Retirement

All that is left, then, is to determine whetlezrch of the Plaintiffs met the age and service

thresholds at the time of the termination of their employment so as to qualify for the
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Supplemental Benefits they seek. All of the Rtiffis except for Mr. Woods concede that as of
December 28, 2009, they had not yet reached the applicable age minimums for the Supplemental
Benefits. [DE 1 {1 14, 15]. Accordingly, theyddiot qualify for the Supplemental Benefits

under the Plan, and the administrator’s denidheir claims was not arbitrary or capricious.

Their claims under ERISA must therefore be denied.

The parties agree, however, that Mr. Woodfact met both the age and service
requirements at the time his employment was terminated. [DE 10 § 14]. Upon reaching the age
threshold to qualify for Supplemental Benefitr, Woods submitted his retirement papers on
December 17, 2009. Pursuant to the Plan, a MemBepplemental Retirement Date is “the first
day of the month coincident with or immediaté&jlowing the date the Member elects to retire.”
[DE 1-1 p. 19]. In Mr. Woods’ case, thabuld be January 1, 2010. Thus, even though
Defendants admit that Mr. Woods met both theaggservice thresholds in order to qualify for
Supplemental Benefits, they denied his clairsdobon the fact that his Supplemental Retirement
Date would not have been until after Karl Schmidt Unisia sold its Fort Wayne plant.

However, Defendants draw no connectioratgloever betweenithevent and its
supposed significance to Mr. Woods’ entitlementhi benefits for which he was eligible under
the Plan. Defendants do not citgygrovision in the Plan that atiutes any meaning to the fact
that the plant was sold betwettre time Mr. Woods submitted his retirement papers and the date
his benefits would have begun.f®edants instead resort to aashed interpretation of the
arbitration decision tqustify this position. The holding dhe arbitration was that employees
who met both the age and service requiremiemtSupplemental Benefits as of December 29,
2009, the day the plant was sold reventitled to the Supplemen&énefits under the collective

bargaining agreement, even if they only readhedage requirement while they were on “layoff”
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status. The arbitrator based ¢tenclusion that the employeeshployment was terminated on
December 29, 2009 on the fact that the plant wiakteat day, which the arbitrator interpreted

as resulting in the termination of the collective bargaining relationship. Because the collective
bargaining relationship had terminated by diate when Mr. Woods would have begun to
receive his Supplemental Benefits, Defendards@rhe is not entéd to receive them.

This line of reasoning straysrfanough away from the plain language of the Plan as to
easily justify the conclusion that this positiis arbitrary, caprious, and “downright
unreasonable.” Mr. Woods met the only two requeata in the Plan to be eligible for the
Supplemental Benefits prior toshietirement. In denying his claibgefendants essentially try to
graft an additional eligibility rguirement into the Plan, requiring that the collective bargaining
agreement also be in effect on the Supplem&eatirement Date when the employee begins to
receive his benefits. The Plan states thatraegnber that meets the eligibility requirements—
age and years of service-sHall be retired as of a Supplemtal Retirement Date” andglall
receive an immediate Supplemental Pension #en®E 1-1 p. 35 (emphasis added)]. The
Supplemental Retirement Date is the first dathe month “following the date the Member
elects to retire.” [DE 1-1 p. 19]. There is no geden from which the adinistrator could have
reasonably interpreted a requiremtrat the plant not be sold tirat the collective bargaining
relationship not be interrupted between thaetthe Member has met all the eligibility
requirements and taken all of the action requaktthem, and the time their benefits begin
coming due.

Therefore, Defendants canndibsy that it is possible toffer a reasoned explanation,
based on the evidence, for this particular onrte, that the decision was based on a reasonable

explanation of relevant plan documents, at tihhe administrator Isad its decision on a
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consideration of the relevaradtors that encompass the impottaspects of the problem. As a
result, its decision was arlatly and capricious, and must overturned. Mr. Woods is
accordingly entitled to receive his [falemental Benefits under the Plan.

Finally, Plaintiffs requested an award“ahreduced basic benefits under the Pension
Plan” in their motion for summary judgmeE 24]. However, the briefing on the motions
focuses exclusively on Supplemental Benefits, as tloe complaint. There is also nothing in the
record indicating whether Plaiff§ applied for or received “unreduced basic benefits,” and the
Plaintiffs’ appeals to the administrator and gdministrator’s decign letters only refer to
Supplemental Benefits. Therefore, without any ewvegein the record or briefing as to this issue,
the Court declines to address this request.
B. Plaintiffs’ Claims under the Labor Management Relations Act

As previously discussed, Phiffs’ Labor Management Relations Act count encompasses
two separate claims. The claim relating todlegedly improper amendment of the Plan fails
because, as addressed previously, the amendndembidnake a substantive change to the Plan
or affect any of the Plaintiffs’ rights. Additiolyg, because this was not a substantive change, the
Plan expressly authorizes Karl Schmidt Untsianake such changes. Specifically, the Plan
permits the employer to amend the Plan at ang 80 long as it does fadn pertinent part,
“eliminate or reduce an early retinent benefit or eliminate ordace a subsidy withespect to a
Member who satisfies (either before or afte¥ amendment) the preamendment conditions for
the subsidy.” [DE 1-1 p. 57]. Because the amegninat issue did not reduce or eliminate any
benefit or subsidy, the amendnevas wholly authorized and wan compliance with the terms

negotiated through the collective bargaining process.
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As to Mr. Woods’ claim to enforce the arlaition award under the collective bargaining
agreement, however, he has proven his entigrno the “Thirty and Out” benefits. The
arbitrator held as follows:

Therefore, laid off employees who did nose seniority pursuant to Section 6.02

of the collective bargaining agreememidavho met the service requirement for
“30-and out” under Section 13.01 of the collective bargaining agreement but who
only met the age requirement for “add-out” under 13.01 of the collective
bargaining agreement while on layoff awto retired only after meeting the age
requirement are entitled to receive supplemental benefits pursuant to Section
13.01 of the collective bargaining agment. The Company violated the
collective bargaining agreemdny denying supplemental benefits to such laid off
employees.

[DE 1-1 p. 106-07]. The arbitrataccordingly ordered that:
[T]he Company shall commence paying seppéntal benefits to retirees under
the collective bargaining agreement where laid off and who met the service
requirement for “30-and-out” under Siem 13.01 of the collective bargaining
[sic] prior to layoff but who met the agequirement for “30-and-out” under
Section 13.014ic] the collective bargaining agreemt after the layoff and on the
date of retirement, whose seniority didt terminate pursuantd Section 6.02 of

the collective bargaining agreementdavho retired on or before December 28,
2009.

[DE 1-1 pp. 107-08]. The arbitratorrther ordered that all su@mployees be made whole for
any Thirty and Out benefits they shainave received already. [DE 101 p. 108].

The Defendants do not contéisat Mr. Woods met the ajapable years of service
requirement and that he retired only after nmeggthe age requirement, even though he met that
requirement while on layoff. [DE 10 § 14]. Hoves, they refused to pay Mr. Woods his
supplemental benefits undeetharbitration award since undée Plan’sdefinition of
“Supplemental Retirement Date,” Mr. Woods fret” as of January 1, 2010—the first day of
the month following the date he electeddtre—which was after December 28, 2009. As
Plaintiffs correctly point out, however, there isindication that the arbitrator used the term

“retire” in the arbitration award according ts definition in the Plan. Rather, his decision was
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strictly limited to the collective bargaining agreement, andxpgessly disavowed any reliance
on or interpretation of the Plan. [DE 1-1 p. 99KUs, this Opinion and Award will be limited to
interpreting the colldéove bargaining agreement.”), 1Q&fusing to interpret the word
“termination” as used in the Plan)]. In doing so, he also expressly rejected the company’s
argument that the Plaintiffs’ entittlement to supplemental benefits was governed only by the Plan.
[DE 1-1 p. 99]. Plaintiffs’ interpretation of the arbitration decision is further supported by the
fact that it references employees who retireddr before December 28, 2009.” [DE 1-1 p. 107-
08 (emphasis added)]. If the arbitrator was in feartsposing the Plan’s retirement date into the
collective bargaining agreement, referenangtirement “on” December 28, 2009 would have
been extraneous, as it is only pbssito retire as of the firgtf a month under the Plan. [DE 1-1
p. 18].

The Defendants justify their refusal toypdr. Woods these benefits based on their
interpretation of the arbittimn award as meaning that “after December 29, 2009, when it comes
to the CBA, all bets are off.” [B 35 p. 14]. This is not an acate reading ofhe decision. The
decision based whether employees could naetaging into the supplemental benefits on
whether they retained their serity under the collecti bargaining agreement. Thus, the impact
of the termination of the collective bargainingat®nship was that emplegs no longer retained
their seniority after that time and therefore cbibt continue aging intthe benefits, not that
they lost all of their rights undéne agreement. In any event, erbitrator did not hold that the
collective bargaining agreement itsedfminated on the date of the sale of the plant, just that the
employee—employer relationship between théigmrceased since the employees’ employment at

the Fort Wayne plant would not continu¢eafthat date. [DE 1-1 p. 106]. As Defendants
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admitted, the term of the collective bargainagyeement itself continued until June 2011, [DE
10 1 7] which was well after Mr. Woods’ benefits should have commenced.

In conclusion, Mr. Woods had already aged into the supplemental benefits and met the
years of service requirement a¢ttme he retired, so he is entitled to receive the Thirty and Out
benefits under the agreement—the same berafilss Supplemental Benefits under the Plan—
pursuant to the hitration award.

IV. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, both PlaintiffsgR24] and Defendants’ [DE 26] motions for
summary judgment are GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. Summary judgment is
GRANTED in favor of the Defendants and agamech of the Plaintiffs EXCEPT for Lane
Woods. However, summary judgntas GRANTED in favor of Lane Woods and against Karl
Schmidt Unisia, Inc., as to Count |, and indaof Lane Woods and against the Karl Schmidt
Unisia, Inc. Zollner Division Hourly Pensidplan as to Count Il. In addition, the Court
ACCEPTS the parties’ stipulation as to the auticéy of the exhibits [[E 29]. Finally, since the
parties’ filings sufficiently addressed the issuased by the motions and resolved herein, there
is no need to have an oral argument, and tbexethe Court DENIES Plaintiffs’ Motion for Oral
Argument [DE 37].

SOORDERED.

ENTERED: __ October 21, 2013

/s/ JON E. DEGUILIO
Judge
Uhited States District Court
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