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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND 

STEPHEN DEL SESTO, AS RECEIVER AND 
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ST. JOSEPH 
HEALTH SERVICES OF RHODE ISLAND 
RETIREMENT PLAN, et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

PROSPECT CHARTERCARE, LLC, et al. 
Defendants. 

:
:
:
:
:
:
:
:
:
:

C. A. No. 1:18-cv-00328-WES-LDA 

 
JOINT OPPOSITION OF DEFENDANTS PROSPECT MEDICAL HOLDINGS, INC., 

PROSPECT EAST HOLDINGS, INC., PROSPECT CHARTERCARE, LLC, PROSPECT 
CHARTERCARE SJHSRI, LLC, AND PROSPECT CHARTERCARE RWMC, LLC TO 

FINAL APPROVAL OF PLAINTIFFS’ JOINT MOTION FOR SETTLEMENT AND 
CLASS CERTIFICATION (ECF NO. 77) 

 
NOW COME Prospect Medical Holdings, Inc., Prospect East Holdings, Inc., Prospect 

Chartercare, LLC, Prospect Chartercare SJHSRI, LLC, and Prospect Chartercare RWMC, LLC 

(collectively, the “Prospect Entities”), by and through their attorneys, and hereby submit this 

further Objection to the Joint Motion for Settlement and Class Certification filed in the captioned 

case by Plaintiffs and by Defendants Chartercare Foundation (“CCF”), St. Joseph Health Services 

of Rhode Island (“SJHSRI”), Roger Williams Hospital (“RWH”) and Chartercare Community 

Board (“CCCB,” together with CCF, SJHSRI and RWH, the “Settling Defendants”) (ECF No. 77, 

the “Settlement Motion”). 

FACTS 

 The Rhode Island Superior Court (“Superior Court”) appointed Stephen Del Sesto as 

permanent receiver (“Receiver”) of the St. Joseph Health Services Retirement Plan (the “Plan”).  

Subsequently, the Receiver, through his special counsel and invoking his title as the Plan’s 
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“Administrator” to provide him with the requisite statutory standing,1 filed a lawsuit in this Court 

(“Federal Court Litigation”) against a plethora of parties, including the Prospect Entities and the 

Settling Defendants.  While the Federal Court Litigation was pending, though, the Receiver 

invoked the powers conferred upon him by the Superior Court to negotiate a settlement of the 

claims that he asserted against the Settling Defendants. The centerpiece of the settlement 

agreement (ECF No. 77-2, “Settlement Agreement”) between the Receiver and the Settling 

Defendants is monetary: it calls for CCF to transfer $4.5 million to the Receiver “for deposit into 

the Plan assets.”  ECF No. 123 at 3.  In exchange, the Receiver, SJHSRI, CCCB, and RWH are to 

“release CCF and the Rhode Island Foundation from liability.”  Id. at 4.  Additionally, the Receiver 

is to transfer to CCF any rights that he holds in CCF.  Id.  However, after executing the Settlement 

Agreement and while seeking state and federal court approval of its terms, the Receiver, on April 

15, 2019, made and filed an election causing the Plan to be subject to the funding, fiduciary duty, 

and other provisions of both Title I and Title IV of ERISA,  effective July 1, 2017.  That election 

casts the Receiver’s settlement negotiations with the Settling Defendants in an entirely different 

light.   

On May 17, 2019, the Court issued an order granting preliminary approval of the 

Settlement Agreement without prejudice to several defendants’ objections (the “Decision”).  See 

ECF No. 123.  In the Decision, the Court ordered that a hearing on final approval of the Settlement 

                                                 
1   As a state court-appointed receiver, the Receiver lacked the legal standing needed to commence 
the Federal Court Litigation, because under Section 502(a) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974, as amended (“ERISA”), such lawsuits can only be brought by participants, 
beneficiaries, and plan fiduciaries.  See 29 U.S.C. § 1132(a). However, because the Receiver had 
been appointed by the Superior Court to serve as the Plan’s “Administrator”—one of the Plan’s 
named fiduciaries—that appointment provided him with the needed statutory authority to do so.    
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Agreement be held on August 29, 2019, and has allowed non-settling defendants to submit 

objections to final approval of the Settlement Agreement.      

ARGUMENT 

For purposes of efficiency, the Prospect Entities will not rehash or reiterate their prior 

objections to the Settlement Motion, which they filed with the Court on January 18, 2019 (ECF 

No. 81).2  The Court already has been made aware of the Prospect Entities’ many concerns, 

including the obviously collusive nature of the pending settlement and the foreseeably prejudicial 

effect that the pending settlement will have on the Prospect Entities.   The Prospect Entities instead 

draw to this Court’s attention the significant impact that the Receiver’s April 15, 2019 “ERISA 

election” has had, and will continue to have, on the Plan, the Settling Defendants, and the 

Settlement Agreement.    

Simply, by irrevocably subjecting the Plan to ERISA’s funding and fiduciary duty 

requirements as of July 1, 2017, the Receiver not only put to rest all possible legal question(s) 

regarding ERISA’s application to the Plan from that date forward, but he also subjected each of 

the Settling Defendants to ERISA’s minimum funding requirements, including the potentially 

                                                 
2 The Prospect Entities initially objected to preliminary approval of the settlement agreement 
between the Receiver, CCCB, and RWH (“Settlement A”).  See ECF Nos. 75, 75-1.  The Prospect 
Entities then incorporated their objections to Settlement A into their objection to the Settlement 
Agreement between the Receiver, CCF, CCCB, SJHSRI, and RWH (“Settlement B”).  See ECF 
No. 81.  The Prospect Entities now re-incorporate by reference their objections to Settlement A 
and Settlement B herein.  In sum, those objections are that the Settlement Agreement should be 
denied because (1) the Plan is a retirement plan subject to ERISA; therefore no settlement can be 
effectuated without the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (“PBGC”), a necessary party to the 
Federal Court Litigation, and no settlement of any Plan-held claims should be effectuated without 
the PBGC; (2) federal courts have exclusive jurisdiction over ERISA plan fiduciaries’ activities 
and over the interpretation and enforcement of ERISA’s provisions; and (3) any actions the 
Receiver takes to compromise and settle the Plan’s ERISA-based claims against the Settling 
Defendants (e.g., failure to fund the Plan in accordance with ERISA’s requirements, etc.) are 
governed by ERISA, not state law, causing his attempt to settle those claims under state law to be 
wholly preempted and superseded—and therefore, contrary to federal law. 
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debilitating penalty tax provisions found in Section 4971 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 

(“IRC”) from that date forward, because each of the Settling Defendants is, or at least was, either 

a sponsor of the Plan or a contributing employer to the Plan during that period.   

That puts the Receiver in a position to demand and collect minimum required contributions 

from the Settling Defendants on a joint and several liability basis—contributions that, according 

to the Receiver, currently total $20,169,983 for that period.  See Exhibit A.3  This was recently 

brought to the Court and the Receiver’s attention in the Joint Supplemental Memorandum filed 

with the Court on June 14, 2019.  See ECF No. 127, at § III.A (explaining ERISA’s minimum 

required contribution obligation, and how IRC § 4971’s penalty provisions act as a significant 

motivator to prompt sponsors and contributing employers to honor their funding obligations).4   

In the context of the pending $4.5 million settlement, what it means is this: the Receiver 

did not need to engage in long, drawn-out settlement negotiations in state court with each of the 

Settling Defendants, nor did he have to incur millions of dollars in legal fees or—perhaps most 

notably—promise to release from liability each of the Settling Defendants and their countless 

current and former directors and officers (some of whom no doubt could still be pursued as Plan 

fiduciaries), in order to obtain all the Settling Defendants’ assets.  All the Receiver had to do is 

                                                 
3 This is the amount that the Receiver now is trying to elicit from the Prospect Entities (and likely, 
the other non-settling defendants), even though—as the relevant federal statutes make abundantly 
clear—the Receiver has no statutory or other legal basis for doing so because none of the Prospect 
Entities have ever been a sponsor of the Plan or a contributing employer to the Plan.  The Prospect 
Entities’ response to the letter attached as Exhibit A is attached as Exhibit B. 
4  The penalty tax imposed under IRC § 4971 begins at 10% of the minimum required contributions 
that fail to get made, see IRC § 4971(a) (the “initial tax”), and continue each year that failure 
persists.  Id. at § 4971(a)(1).  If non-payment persists, though, the penalty tax shifts to a virtually 
confiscatory 100% tax, see IRC § 4971(b) (the “additional tax”), thus incentivizing a plan sponsor 
or contributing employer to comply.  IRC § 4971(e) makes plain that the liability is imposed on 
the plan sponsor and/or employer responsible for making the required contributions, and any and 
all other organizations which are members of its controlled group.     
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what he now, finally, has done: he has elected to subject the Plan to ERISA and its minimum 

funding and fiduciary duty rules, and put ERISA’s provisions, and related federal tax provisions, 

to work for him and for the Plan’s participants and beneficiaries.   

Now that the Plan is subject to ERISA, the Receiver should scuttle the pending settlement, 

and with it the many releases that have been promised to each of the Settling Defendants and their 

current and former directors and officers, and simply demand that they jointly and severally honor 

their contribution obligations to the Plan for the plan years ending June 30, 2018 and June 30, 

2019.  And to help each of the Settling Defendants with their decision(s), he can bring to the 

attention of the Internal Revenue Service the fact that each is subject to the assessment of 

debilitating federal excise taxes so long as they continue to resist or delay.  All without releasing 

anyone from liability.  In this way, the Court’s denial of the Settlement Agreement would actually 

assist the Receiver.     

Moreover, by pressing forward and seeking final approval for the pending settlement while 

acting as the Plan’s Administrator and named fiduciary, the Receiver places himself at some 

personal peril for having needlessly released the Plan’s sponsors and contributing employers from 

all liability, along with other potential defendants.  It bears remembering that in the May 15, 2019 

letter that the PBGC sent to the Receiver when responding to his request for guidance as the Plan’s 

Administrator (ECF No. 117, Ex. 4), the PBGC made clear that if and when (we submit, when) 

the PBGC steps in to take over the Plan in termination, the PBGC takes over the right to assert all 

of the Plan’s claims and causes of action: 

For your information, when PBGC does become trustee of a 
terminated plan, it succeeds to a plan’s claims and causes of action, 
including any ongoing litigation.  And PBGC may bring litigation 
on behalf of a terminated plan for at least three years after the date 
PBGC becomes trustee. 
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ECF No. 117, Ex. 4. 

  That could include asserting breach-of-fiduciary duty claims against prior Plan fiduciaries 

found to have carelessly misplayed or squandered the Plan’s rights.  The Court can assist the 

Receiver by denying the Settlement Motion and putting him in a position to more easily and 

efficiently empty the Settling Defendants’ coffers using ERISA’s minimum funding rules (and 

related federal tax rules).  

Lastly, and perhaps most important, the Receiver asks the Court to approve a settlement 

that he entered into without proper authority.  The irrevocable election that the Receiver made and 

filed on April 15, 2019, which retroactively subjected the Plan to all of ERISA’s provisions as of 

July 1, 2017, strips the Receiver of the authority under which he purported to act.  Because ERISA 

irrefutably began to apply to the Plan as of July 1, 2017, all of the Receiver’s fiduciary activities 

after July 1, 2017, need to be wholly consistent with ERISA, including the discretion—and 

discretionary authority—the Receiver clearly exercised when he unilaterally decided to settle and 

compromise the Plan’s ERISA-based claims against the Settling Defendants.  Review and approval 

of that decision, what motivated it, and whether it constitutes the prudent and diligent  exercise by 

the Receiver of his fiduciary responsibilities under ERISA, should have come exclusively from a 

federal court, as ERISA § 502(e)(1) makes plain.  See 29 U.S.C. § 1132(e)(1).  Because that did 

not occur here, the Settlement Motion should be denied. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Settlement Motion should be denied. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

PROSPECT MEDICAL HOLDINGS, INC. and  
PROSPECT EAST HOLDINGS, INC. 
 
By their attorneys, 
/s/ Ekwan E. Rhow, Esq. 
/s/ Thomas V. Reichert, Esq.   
Ekwan E. Rhow, Esq., Pro Hac Vice 
Thomas V. Reichert, Esq., Pro Hac Vice 
BIRD, MARELLA, BOXER, WOLPERT, NESSIM 
DROOKS, LINCENBERG & RHOW, P.C. 
1875 Century Park East, 23rd Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-2561  
T: 310-201-2100 
erhow@birdmarella.com 
 
/s/ Preston W. Halperin, Esq.   
Preston W. Halperin, Esq. (#5555) 
Dean J. Wagner, Esq. (#5426) 
Christopher J. Fragomeni, Esq. (#9476) 
SHECHTMAN HALPERIN SAVAGE, LLP 
1080 Main Street 
Pawtucket, RI 02860 
T: 401-272-1400  
phalperin@shslawfirm.com 
 
/s/ John J. McGowan, Esq.   
John J. McGowan, Esq., Pro Hac Vice 
BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP 
Key Tower 
127 Public Square, Suite 2000 
Cleveland, OH 44114 
T: 216-861-7475 
jmcgowan@bakerlaw.com  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the 15th day of August 2019, the foregoing document has been filed 

electronically through the Rhode Island ECF system, is available for viewing and downloading, 

and will be sent electronically to the counsel who are registered participants identified on the 

Notice of Electronic Filing.  

/s/ Preston Halperin, Esq.   
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PIERCE ATWOODl

Stephen Del Seslo

Onc l:inancial Plaz!
26th t"loor
Providcnce. Rl l)2901

P t0l..l90.t1tJ
F d0t.58li.i r66
sdclscslo.i p ierccat\rood. c or u

picrceal$o0d.c(rnl

Admi[ed in: Rl, lvlA

July 22.2019

Via cerlified mail, rclurn receipl requesled and
Firsl closs n qil, Doslage ore-oaid

Prospect CharterCare. LLC et. sl.
c/o Preston Halperin. Lsq.
Shechtman Halperin Savage. [.LP
1080 \,lain Street
I)au,lucket. Rhode lsland 02860

Re'. Demand tbr Payment of Minimum Required Contribulion by the Prospect
Entities to the St. Joseph Health Sen'ices ofRhode lsland Retirement Plan

Dear lvladam. Sir irnd Attomel [[alperin:

As you know, I am the Court-appointed Receiver and Administrator (the
"Adrrinistrator") ofthe St. Joseph Health Services of Rhode Island Retirement Plan (the ''Plan'').

Prospect Chartercare, LLC. Prospect Chartercarc SJ HSRI, LLC. Prospect Charlercarc RwlvlC,
LLC, l'rospect Medical Holdings. Inc.. and Prospect East Holdings. lnc. (collectively. the
"Prospecl [lntities") are liable to the Plan to make minimum required contributions ("N{RC'') due

to the Plan, pursuanr to Section 302 ofthe Employee Retirement lnconre Security Act of 1974. as

amended C'ER[SA) and Seclion 430 of the Internal Revenue Codr"'of 1986, as amended (the

"Code").

'Ihe Coun-approved Plan actuar.r'has calculated the MRC due to the Plan as tollorvs:

2017-2018 Plan Year: $10,367.603

2018-2019 Plan Year:

poPiLA\D lrf BO5T(rN. MA pORTSUOUTH Nll PROVTDITICE RI AL6usIA Mt SIOCXHOLM 5E V/ASHINCTON' Dc
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Lt. tt' Ronkn, Cotholi( Eishot, ol Protil .y !t. al.
Jll.t 2:. 2019

Ql: (due 10/15/18) $2,450,595

Q2: (due l/15/19) $2,450.595

Q3: (due 4/15/t9) 52.450.595

Q4: ldue 7/15/19) $2,450,595
"Catch-up paymenl" (due 3/15/20) $4.143,961

In ml capacity as Administrator, I hereby demand that the Prospect Entities make pa)'menl to rhe
Plan in the amout of $20,169.983, represcnting the value of the total MRC due for the plan year
that ended on June 30, 2018 and for the quarterly pavments due for the plan year that ended June
i0. 201-q. The Prospect F.ntities shall remit that amount no later than August 6. 2019. This
payment is in addition to lhe Prospect F-ntities'other ongoing or luture obligations to the Plan.

Sincerel1".

Stephen ['. Del Sesto. Esq.
As and only as the Receiver and Administrator
fbr the Plan

cc: Jeliiey Cohen, Iisq. (via elecronic mail onl;")
Max Wistow, Esq. (via electronic mail onll )

Stephen Sheehan. Esq. (via electronic mail onll')
Benjamin Ledsham. Esq. (r'ia electronic me il onll )
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August 9.2019

Vle Cerdlied lltell & Elcctrooic Meil
sdelsesf o@oierceatwood. com

Stephen F. Del Sesto
Receiver and ,{dminisrraror for the
St. Jos€ph Hqrlth Services of Rhode lsland Retircment Plan
One Financial Plaza. 266 Floor
Pmvidence. Rl 02903

RE:   Your Lん●er Datod July 22,2019,EX"nanding Papcnt orCatin Minin輌
Rcquむ■d Conmbutions on bchalfo「 the St Joscph Hcalth Serviccs ofRhodc lsiand

Retit―tPhn(畿 “Plm"〕       _

Dear Mr. Del Sesto:

The captioned letter. which you directod ar Prosp€cl Chaflercare LLC. Prospecr CharterCare
SJHSRI. LLC. Prospect Chartercare RWMC. LLC, Pmspect Medical Holdings. Inc.. and Prospecl
East Holdings. Inc. (altematively, thc "Prospect Companics" or "Prospoct"). in your capacity as the
Adminisraror of thc captioned Plan, has been refened to me for an appropriate responsc.

Prospeo rejects 1,our dernand. which you make without statutory or regularory support and
in the face of conrrary facE, rogethcr with your assenion thst lhe Prosp€ct Companies (or any of
them) are liable under Section 302 of the Employee Retiremmt Income Saurity Act of 1974. as
amendcd ("ERiSA"), and/or undcr Scction 430 ofthc lntcmal Rcvenue Codc of 1986, as amended
(thc 'Code") to make minimum requircd contributions ("MRC") to the Plan - cithcr for the Plan's
2017-201E fiscal ycar or for the Plan's 201t-2019 fiscal year.

Stransers to the Plan

Prospcct's rr8sons for doing so are simplc and straightforward. First. nonc of thc Prospcct
Companies has, or ever has had. any sort of rclationship with the Plan. None ofthe Pmspecl
Companies has eter sponsored the Plan; or contributed to the Plan (or made any commitrnent to
contribute to the Plan); or directly or indirectly administered the Plan: or directly or indirectly sa
thc Plan's terms: or directly or indircctly appointcd thc Plgn's fiduciarics: or causcd thc Plan to
recognize the crnployment service provided to any of the Prospect Companics by their respective
employees. lndecd, as the Pmsp€cl Companies all along have maintained and as you well know,
each ofthe Px'spect Companies is a complele stranger lo the Plan.

10801嗜饉nヽ日に1

R¬日rket Rhode isind 0286(〕

″401.272,14)()/401.272.:44B

●■■.3h● l●●fli m.CO m

¶
"Lヽ

 7ご LL ■10“  ご115 7355 52

Certified Artic:e Number

SENDER S RECORD
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Second. the thrce entities lhat actually gp have such a rclationship with the Plan arc wcll-
known to you; tlxrse entilics scrved continuously as thc Plan's sponsor, or as a contributing
employer whose ernployees wcre accnring bcncfits urder thc PlarL long bcforc Pmspect purchased
business assas from tlrcrn in 2014 and for several years afterwards: thc ChartcCare Community
Bosrd ('CCCB"). St. Joscph Hcrhh Scliccs of Rhode lsland, lnc. ('SJHSRI"). and Rogcr
Williams Hospital (*RWH"). As thc Plan's indcpadart euditors rrccrttly dcscribcd thc rclcvant
events:

Between 2009-2014, [St. Jos€ph Hcalth Serviccs of Rhode lsland] cngaged in a scries of
corporate transactions transferring owncrship of the hospitals. SJHSRI coDdDucd to
opcrrte thc PhB followlag tte dclng of Grcb trrlrction. During 201?, SJHSRI initisred
a proceeding in the Rhode lsland Superior Coun roquesting thc appointrnant of a Receivcr to
managc the Plan [ ] .

Notcs to Plan's Auditcd Finerrcial Statmcots, Notc l. p. 2. appendcd to 201 7 Form 5500 filcd April
I 5, 2019 (crnphasis mirc).

ERJSA Points at CCCB. SJHSN aod RWH

The fact that thcsc furding obligations only arisc now, ycars aftcr the Pmspcct Companies
complcted their business dealings with CCCB. SJHSRI ard RWH. simply undcrscores the broader
point being made: you plainly are casting about for other pockas to pick. rrcw that 1ou app€ar to
havc succcssfirlly claimcd all of0E esscrs thc Plan's actual sponso(s) and contributing cmployc(s)
had leff. Moreover, it sccms clcar that fuding for thc Plan is readily availablc o you, ar least for
now. fiom CCCB. CCCB has alreody paid you $400,fiX) to fund the receivcrship, and has agrecd to
tum over million-s of dollars !o you which you could use to fund the Plan.

As Plan Administntor. you know (or should krrcw) that ERISA Title I imposcs the
obligation to fund a delined bcrrfit pasirm plan like thc Plan on thc "anployer resoonsible for
making [such] contributions." ERISA 9302(bXl), psri of ERISA Title l and codifrcd sl 29U.S.C.
$ 1082(aX I ). mates this clear:

(bXl) lN (;ENERAT.

Exccll as proyided in paragraph (2 ) [pcnaining to such an enrplover's controlled group. il'
anr,l. the amount ol anv contribution raluired by this section ( including any required
inslallnrents under paragraphs 13)and (4)o[section lOtl3(j ) of this title or under section
I0lt5a( r) of rhis rirle) shall he paid by the emplover responsible for mrking contributions
to or urrder lhe plan.

ERISA $3(5), rn turn. dcfines an "cmploycr" for ERISA Titlc I purposcs as any person acring
directly as an employer, or indirectly in the interest ofan anployer. in relation to a ptan:

n u n.shslawfirm.com
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(5) | he rcmr "enrpl()\,cr" means any person acting dlrectlt. ss !n employer, or indirecllt
in the intrrest ofsn emplo!,er, in rehtion to rn employec benefit plan: and includes a

gxrup or asxrialion of employen acling for an employer in such capacity.

29 U.S.C. $1001(5) (emphasis added). As the operative statule and rlr€ slaturory definirion make
plain particulady whan read togaher. the obligation falls squarely - and solely - on the person(s)
'hcting dircctly as the anploycC', or "indircctly in thc intcrest of thc cmployer in rclation ro" thc
plan in question . Here, none of the Pmspoct Companics has cver acred ggg!! whca it came to how
CCCB. SJHSRI and RWH neglected their funding obligations towards rhe Plan in 2014, and from
201 5 through 2{)18, wen as they allowed the Plan to be run inro the ground.

The Code Points Nowhere At All

We onll briefly respond to )Dur contention that rhe Pnxpccr Companies have an obligation
io fund the Plan under Code 9430, simply because the Code does nor explicitly or wen implicitly
confer a private right of action upon anyone - not ever an ERISA plan fiduciary -- lo sue I private
pafly. E.9., Rosenlrcrg t Blue Cross Blue Shield o.f Fla, /nc.,2019U.S. Disr. LEXIS l5,46l (MD
FL; Jan. 3l ) (holding no private right ofaction exists; explaining the stardad for dacrmining under
Cort I Ash.422lJ.S. 66 ( 1975) whaher a private right of aclion can be implidl olso. Ro,nolds r.
de SrAu. 2010 tJ.S. Dist. LEXIS 18040 (SDNY: Feb. 24) (same conclusioni collecting cases).

Congress' dccision to cnact a parallcl ptovision (ERISA 9302) copable of bcing cnforccd
against ccrtsin specificd partics, such as a plan's contrihting cmploycrs or thc plan fiduciarics that
looked the other way while the contributing ernployers failcd to make contributions as and when
duc, linkcd that rcquircmcnt io ERISA's rcmcdial provisions (found at 6S502(aX2) and j02(aX3))
strongly reinforces this conclusion.

As Plan Administrator. rather than casling around for inverlive ways to bring claims against
third parties that border on the specious while wasting Plan Lsscts in the proccss, you would be far
better scrved by conscrving the Plan's asscts so thcy rcrnain availablc for distribution to the Plan's
pEnicipants and benefi ciaries.

Sincerely.

滋 篠

Preston W. Halperin

n n n.s hshwfirm.conr
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