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RIGGING INTERNATIONAL;
UNITED RIGGERS & ERECTORS,
INC.; INTERNATIONAL

ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE, COMPLAINT

STRUCTURAL, ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL,
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING
IRON WORKERS LOCAL 378;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING
IRON WORKERS LOCAL 433,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL,
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING
IRON WORKERS LOCAL 29;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
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BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL,
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING
IRON WORKERS LOCAL 86; and
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL,
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING
IRON WORKERS LOCAL 377,

Plaintiffs,
V.

INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE and
WAREHOUSE UNION, and certain of
its Local Unions, including
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE
AND WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL
10; INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE
AND WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL
8; INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE
AND WAREHOUSE UNION LOCAL
19; and INTERNATIONAL
LONGSHORE AND WAREHOUSE
UNION, LOCAL 13,
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COMPLAINT
COME NOW Plaintiffs, by counsel, and for their Complaint against

Defendants, state as follows;

Jurisdiction and Venue

1. Original jurisdiction as to the matters alleged herein is based on 28
U.S.C. Section 1331 (Federal Question), 28 U.S.C. Section 1337 (Civil Action
Arising Under an Act of Congress Regulating Commerce or Protecting Commerce
Against Restraints Upon Monopolies) 29 U.S.C. Section 185 and 29 U.S.C. Section
187 (breach of contract); 28 U.S.C. Sections 2201 through 2202 (Federal
Declaratory Judgment Act); 15 U.S.C. Section 15 (Antitrust); and 15 U.S.C.
Section 26 (Injunctive Relief).

2. This Court has jurisdiction over Defendants by virtue of 15 U.S.C.
Sections 1 and 2, and 15 U.S.C. Sections 12-27, portions of the Sherman Act and
the Clayton Act respectively, in that Defendant ILWU — and its affiliated local
unions (hereinafter when discussed together are referred to as “Defendants IL WU”)
have engaged in activities of an antitrust nature by restraining trade and attempting
to monopolize certain types of work described as the relevant work herein, which
activities of the Defendants ILWU are beyond the protections of the statutory labor
exemption and non-statﬁtory labor exemption of the Labor Management Relations
Act, as amended, as applied to the Sherman Antitrust Act and to the Clayton Act.

3. This Court also has jurisdiction pursuant to 29 U.S.C. Section 185 and
187, in that assertions of violations of 29 U.S.C. 158(e) are asserted in Count II
hereof.

4, Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. Section 1391 and
15 U.S.C. Section 22, insofar as Defendants ILWU reside in or conduct business
within this District.

1
/1

COMPLAINT

Maca Nln




Case; 2:14-cv-05604-BRO-SS Document 1 Filed 07/18/14 Page 4 of 32 Page ID #:18
1 Plaintiff Employer Parties
2 5. Plaintiff, Surf City Steel, Inc., is a corporation organized, existing and
3 || in good standing and doing business under the laws of the State of California, and is
4 || an employer within the meaning of 29 U.S.C. Section 152(2).
5 6. Plaintiff, Sarens USA, Inc., formerly known as Rigging International,
6 || is a corporation organized, existing and in good standing and doing business under
7|| the laws of the State of California, and is an employer within the meaning of 29
81| U.S.C. Section 152(2).
9 7. Plaintiff United Riggers & Erectors, Inc. is a corporation organized,
10| existing and in good standing and doing business under the laws of the State of
11| California, and is an employer within the meaning of 29 U.S.C. Section 152(2).
12 8. Plaintiff Employers perform work within the relevant market area as
13 || described herein and perform relevant work as described herein within that relevant
14| market area.
15 Plaintiff Labor Organization Parties
16 9. Plaintiff, International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental
17|| and Reinforcing Iron Workers (hereinafter the “International Association™), is an
18 || unincorporated association and a labor organization whose affiliated local unions
191] have memberé who perform relevant work within the relevant market area. The
20 || following affiliated Local Unions and the International Association are referred to
21|| as “Plaintiff Unions.”
22 10.  Plaintiff, International Association Local 378, is an unincorporated
23 || association and a labor organization whose members perform relevant work within
24| the relevant market area, to include the Oakland, California port facilities.
25 11.  Plaintiff, International Association Local 377, is an unincorporated
26 || association and a labor organization whose members perform relevant work within
27| the relevant market area, to include the San Francisco, California port facilities.
28
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12, Plaintiff, International Association Local 433, is an unincorporated
association and a labor organization whose members perform relevant work within
the relevant market area.

13.  Plaintiff, International Association Local 29, is an unincorporated
association and a labor organization whose members perform relevant work within
the relevant market area, to include the Portland, Oregon port facilities.

14.  Plaintiff, International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental
and Reinforcing Iron Workers Local 86, is an unincorporated association and a
labor organization whose members perform relevant work within the relevant
market area, to include the Seattle/Tacoma port facilities.

Defendant Labor Organizations

15.  Defendant, International Longshore and Warehouse Union (the
“ILWU”), is an unincorporated association and labor organization under 29 U.S.C.
152(5), which conducts activities as a labor organization at all ports on the West
Coast in the relevant market area. Defendant ILWU is engaged in interstate
commerce and its actions described herein affect interstate commerce.

16.  Defendant, ILWU Local 10 (“Local 10”), is an unincorporated
association and labor organization under 29 U.S.C. 152(5), which conducts
activities as a labor organization in a portion of the relevant market area, including
the San Francisco and Oakland, California ports. Defendant ILWU Local 10 is
engaged in interstate commerce and its actions described herein affect interstate
commerce.

17. -Defendant, ILWU Local 8 (“Local 8”), is an unincorporated
association and labor organization under 29 U.S.C. 152(5), which conducts
activities as a labor organization in a portion of the relevant market area, including
the Portland, Oregon port. Defendant ILWU Local 8 is engaged in interstate

commerce and its actions described herein affect interstate commerce.
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18.  Defendant, ILWU Local 19 (“Local 19”), is an unincorporated
association and labor organization under 29 U.S.C. 152(5), which conducts
activities as a labor organization in a portion of the relevant market area, including
the Portland, Oregon port. Defendant ILWU Local 19 is engaged in interstate
commerce and its actions described herein affect interstate commerce.

19.  Defendant, ILWU Local 13 (“Local 13”), is an unincorporated
association and labor organization under 29 U.S.C. 152(5), which conducts
activities as a labor organization in a portion of the relevant market area, including
the California ports, including the Los Angeles and Long Beach, California port
facilities. Defendant ILWU Local 13 is engaged in interstate commerce and its
actions described herein affect interstate commerce.

Relevant Market Area

20.  The “relevant market area” consists of those port facilities on the West
Coast of the United States within the States of California, Oregon and Washington,
including, but not limited to the Long Beach, California Port Facility; the Los
Angeles, California Port Facility; the Oakland, California Port Facility; the San
Francisco Port Facility; the Portland, Oregon Port Facility; and the Seattle/Tacoma,
Washington Port Facility.
Relevant Work

21.  The “relevant work” (sometimes also referred to as “relevant product”)

includes the non-operational structural maintenance and structural modification of
cranes and movement of cranes and all other work in connection therewith; and the
jacking, erection and modification of new cranes and of existing cranes and
movement of new cranes and existing cranes in connection therewith. This
includes the relocation of such cranes when such relocation or movement involves
either the installation of new cranes or the jacking, erection, and modification of
existing cranes, including the removal, wrecking and dismantling of such cranes

and rubber gantry cranes.
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1 Facts Generic to the Complaint
2 22.  Upon information and belief, Defendants ILWU have acted in concert
3 || and agreement with various contractors (who are not labor organizations), who
4! conduct business within the relevant market area, to prohibit and preclude the
5|| performance of the relevant work by Plaintiff labor organizations through their
6 {| members with Plaintiff employers and under the terms of their collective bargaining
7| agreements.
8 23.  There has long been a course of conduct in the relevant market area
9|| where Plaintiff Employers have bid on, received and performed the relevant work.
10 24. By way of one example, only, in approximately 2011, Bragg Crane
11{| and Rigging performed back reach crane modification extensions as a subcontractor
12 || to Marine Terminal Services, who had been awarded the work but could not
13 || perform it. In this instance, Bragg Crane and Rigging and Plaintiff International
141 Association Local Union 433 members were permitted to accept the subcontract
15}| and perform the work in question.
16 25.  Defendants ILWU historically have not generally sought to
17|} exclusively bid on, receive, or perform the relevant work in the relevant market
18| areas until the actions alleged in this Complaint.
19 26.  In 2008, Defendants ILWU amended their collective bargaining
20| agreement to reflect that Defendants ILWU do, in fact, claim to perform the
21| relevant work exclusively through its members and to ensure that viable bids may
22| be submitted for such work only by employers, contractors and sub-contractors who
23 || are signatory to the ILWU collective bargaining agreement.
24 27. By engaging in conspiratorial conduct with port owners, port lessors,
25 || port contractors, port operators and port managers signatory to Defendant ILWU’s
26| collective bargaining agreement to ensure the traditional scopes of work are altered
27|| so that only ILWU signatory contractors may effectively bid such contract work,
28|| and to ensure that traditional bid packages are altered with the same goal,
f::;%:ﬁ& COMPLAINT !
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Defendants ILWU have engaged in, and continue to engage in, conspiratorial illegal
conduct to restrain trade under the Sherman and Clayton Acts.

28.  The altered interpretation of work within the exclusive jurisdiction of
Defendants ILWU and its members and signatory contractors is being pressured
upon all contractors who desire to perform work within the port areas in question in
that Defendants ILWU are engaging in conspiratorial conduct with port owners,
port lessors, port contractors, port operators and port managers to prohibit Plaintiff
International Association and Plaintiff Local Unions signatory contractors from
bidding and being awarded the relevant work which they have historically
performed and thereby to prohibit Plaintiff Local Union members from performing
the work in question, and Defendants are, therefore, engaging in conspiratorial
conduct which results in an illegal restraint of trade.

29.  The altered interpretation of Defendants’ work jurisdiction in concert
with non-labor entities is an effort to restrain trade and monopolize relevant work
performance by prohibiting non-ILWU signatory contractors from bidding the
relevant work, and thereby prohibiting Plaintiff Local Union members from
performing the work which they have historically performed, even though said
contractors had been on or performed such work in the relevant market for many
years.

30.  In ports throughout the United States, Plaintiff United Riggers &
Erectors, Inc. has never used ILWU members, but instead, has always used
members of sister locals of Plaintiff International Association.

Purported Grievance and Arbitration Process

31. Defendants have entered into a collective bargaining agreement
sometimes described as the Pacific Coast Longshore Contract Document
(hereinafter “PCLCD”) for all of the work on the ports on the West Coast to include
Long Beach, Los Angeles, Oakland, Oregon, and Washington State. The contract
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in question expired in 2014, and was entered into in 2008, but Defendant ILWU
and its signatory contractors continued to work under said terms.

32.  Plaintiff United Riggers & Erectors, Inc. has performed relevant work
throughout the United States in many ports, inciuding in the relevant market area,
but is now prohibited from performing the relevant work in question in the relevant
market area, based on the position taken by Defendants ILWU and the efforts by
Defendants ILWU to coerce and insist through the purported grievance process in
which Plaintiff United Riggers is not permitted to participate and through other
activity including illegal picketing, strikes and job action, threats of violence and
coercion to bid the work in question.

33.  Plaintiff Sarens USA, Inc., and Plaintiff Surf City Steel, Inc. have
historically performed relevant work in the relevant market area, but are now
prohibited from even bidding the relevant work in question based on the position
taken by Defendants ILWU and the efforts by Defendants ILWU to coerce and
insist through the purported grievance process in which Plaintiff Sarens USA, Inc.,
and Plaintiff Surf City Steel, Inc., are not permitted to participate, and through other
activity, including illegal picketing, strikes and job action, threats of violence and
coercion to bid to preclude Plaintiff Employers from performing said work.

34.  Through the grievance and arbitration procedures described, arbitrators
appear to be empowered purportedly to deny work to contractors who have already
been awarded the work in question and are already performing the work if those
contractors are non-ILWU signatories. (Exhibit 2). They in fact, as described
below, have ordered PCLCD signatories to cancel such contracts and to award such
work only to signatories to the PCLCD.

35.  In fact, non-signatory ILWU contractors, including Plaintiff
Employers and Plaintiff Unions have either no ability or a very limited ability to
participate in the arbitration procedure and present their case, and yet, their rights

are vitally affected.
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36. The purported grievance and arbitration mechanism described which
purports to remove work from non-ILWU signatory contractors through an
arbitration process which affords them little or no opportunity to participate, but yet

vitally affects their interest by effectively cancelling and rescinding their contracts

1
2
3
4
5| is part and parcel of the extraordinary process outside of a normal collective
6 || bargaining relationship employed by Defendants ILWU to deprive Plaintiffs

7| Unions, Plaintiffs’ members and Plaintiff contractors of the opportunity to bid on

8| and/or perform work which they have traditionally performed.

9 37. The grievance and arbitration mechanism described herein is not a true
10| collective bargaining grievance and arbitration mechanism in that it vitally affects
11| the rights of Plaintiff parties who are not signatory to the collective bargaining

12|| agreement in question. It affects those rights by eliminating the rights of Plaintiff
13| labor organization union members to perform the work in question, and eliminating
14| or severely restricting the rights of Plaintiff non-ILWU signatory contractors from
15|| performing work which they have historically performed as signatory contractors to
16 || Plaintiff International As.sociation collective bargaining agreements while

17 || simultaneously prohibiting Plaintiffs from effectively participating in the grievance
18 || and arbitration process.

19 38.  Furthermore, through coercion, threatened job actions and violence,
20| and expansion of Defendants ILWU work jurisdiction, in concert with non-labor

21|| entities, the Defendants are thereby engaging in conspiratorial conduct with port

22| owners, port lessors, port contractors, port operators and port managers in an effort
23 || to monopolize the relevant work in the relevant market area, in violation of federal
24| law.

25 39.  The following consists of a list, not all-inclusive, of examples of the
26|| conduct which consists of antitrust violations, unlawful secondary boycotts,

27| threatened job actions, violence, and breaches of AFL-CIO contractual
28
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1{| constitutional provisions committed by certain or all of Defendant labor
2 || organizations as explained herein.
3 40. In June of 2014, a letter was sent by Plaintiff International Association
41| to Defendant ILWU counsel listing the concerns which Plaintiffs have with the
5|| pattern, practice and mechanism described herein and to date, Defendant’s counsel
6 || has not responded to this letter. (Exhibit 3).
7 Los Angeles/L.ong Beach Port Facilities
8 41.  Throughout the Long Beach and Los Angeles, California port
9|| facilities, Plaintiff United Riggers, Inc. has not bid certain jobs involving relevant
10 || work which it has traditionally done using members of Plaintiff International
11|[ Association and Plaintiff Local 433, but has instead refused and refrained from
12} bidding said work due to the activities of Defendants in antitrust misconduct,
13 || unlawful secondary boycotts, threatened job actions and violence and use of a
14| grievance and arbitration machinery which, even if United Riggers, Inc. had been
15| awarded a job based on similar circumstances contained herein, they would not
16|| have been permitted to participate in the proceeding and the contract would have
17|| likely been rescinded.
18 Los Angeles/Wilmington, California Port, 2013
19 42. A project consisting of approximating $400 Million Dollars’ worth of
20| work involving the compartmentalization, erection, modification and movement of
21| cranes at the Los Angeles/Wilmington, California Port was considered for bid by
22|| Plaintiff Employers, which did not bid the work when Defendant ILWU Local 13
23 || agents and representatives coerced the Port Lessor into taking the position that it
24| must use only ILWU contractors and members to perform the work in question.
25| This is relevant work.
26 43.  Plaintiff Surf City Steel, Inc. and Plaintiff Sarens USA, Inc. also were
27|| precluded from bidding on the work in question because they do not historically
28|| and traditionally employ Longshoremen and are not signatory to collective
o 11
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1|| bargaining agreements with Defendants ILWU, but rather, are signatory to
2|| collective bargaining agreements with Plaintiff International Association and its
3 || affiliated Locals including Plaintiff Local Union 433, and instead employ Iron
4 || Workers to perform the work in question. Said work would have been performed
5|| by Plaintiff Local Union 433 members, had either Plaintiff Surf City Steel or
6 || Plaintiff Sarens USA been allowed to bid and been awarded the contractual work in
71| question.
8 Oakland, California Port
9 44.  Shanghai Zhenhua Port Machinery Company (“ZPMC”) has
10 || historically hired members of Plaintiff Unions, including Plaintiff Local 378, to
11 || perform relevant work in the Oakland, California Port.
12 45.  This work included preparing STS cranes for off-loading by laying out
13 || and placing temporary steel off-load tracks (with rails), as well as loading spreading
14| steel beams and mats on the dock, position and plumbing off-load equipment/jack
15| bogies and power units, wenches, blocks, ballasts and other items; and placing the
16 || cranes down onto the permanent dockside rails. This work is relevant work.
17 46. Since 2011, ZPMC has been coerced and forced to use contractors
18| who are signatory to the Defendant ILWU by agents and representatives of the
19 || Defendant ILWU for the performance of relevant work at the Oakland, California
20| Port.
21 47. ZPMC does not desire to use Longshoremen for this work and
22 || historically has not used ILWU members for this work, to include members of
23 || ILWU Local 10 and members of ILWU Local 13, due to their lack of skill and
24| ability. In fact, previously, ZPMC has used contractors who employed members of
25| Plaintiff Unions.
26 48. Had they been afforded the opportunity to do so, ZPMC would have
27| likely subcontracted portions of this work to Plaintiff Sarens USA, Inc., f/k/a
28
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1 {| Rigging International, and the work would have been performed by members of
2 || Plaintiff Local Union 378.
3 Unlashing and offloading of four hammerhead cranes at Los Angeles,
4 California, American President Line Approximately 2013
5 49.  The American President Line terminal in Los Angeles, California (on
6 || or about approximately Pier 300), San Pedro/Terminal Island, California,
7| contracted the off-loading of four Hammerhead cranes to Marine Terminal
8|| Services, a signatory to a collective bargaining agreement with Defendants, who
9|| subcontracted the work to Bragg Crane and Rigging, Inc., a Plaintiff Local 433
10 || signatory contractor. This is relevant work.
11 50.  After Bragg Crane and Rigging had commenced to perform the work
12| described in paragraph 40 above, the matter was pursued by Defendants ILWU and
13 || Defendant ILWU Local 13 through the purported grievance procedure to
14| arbitration.
15 51.  Representatives from Bragg Crane and Rigging, Inc. were not
16 || permitted to participate or testify in the proceedings in question. A representative
17}| of Plaintiff International Association Local Union 433 was permitted to offer very
18| limited testimony and was only permitted to testify that he did not represent
19| anybody who was signatory to an ILWU collective bargaining agreement, and that
20| the offloading of cranes was the work of Plaintiff Iron Workers Local 433
21|| members, but was not permitted to further provide any evidence or argument.
22 52.  With respect to the work at issue, Bragg Crane and Rigging had
23 || already commenced to perform the work at issue when they were ordered to cease
24 || work by the terminal operator.
25 53.  This instance is the first recorded time in which the off-loading of
26 || cranes was taken from Plaintiff International Association members and given to
27| Defendants ILWU members.
28 || /M
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The Replacement of Rails on Cranes at Pier J, Long Beach, California

54.  On or about January of 2013, Bragg Crane and Rigging Company, Inc.
was awarded certain relevant work from contractor Marine Terminal Services at
Pier J, Long Beach, California. The work in question involved rails on cranes
being replaced on cranes no. 5 and no. 21 on Long Beach Pier J. Bragg Crane and
Rigging, Inc. had commenced performing the work in question when the grievance
process described above was initiated. An arbitration proceeding was ultimately
held in which Bragg Crane and Rigging, Inc. was prohibited from participating in
the process, as was Plaintiff International Association Local 433.

55.  Asaresult of the proceeding above, Bragg Crane and Rigging, Inc.
was ordered to cease performing its contract, and the contract which had already
been awarded and which Bragg Crane and Rigging, Inc. was already performing
was rescinded with Bragg Crane and Rigging, Inc. being permitted to perform no
further work on the relevant work covered by the contract in question. Members of
International Association Local 433 who were performing the work were ordered
off the job.

The Raising and Extending of Crane Legs at the TRAPAC Facility at the

Los Angeles TRAPAC Terminal, Wilmington, California
56. In 2013, TRAPAC retained PACECO, which employed members of

Plaintiff Unions, for a project involving the relocation, raising and modification of
existing Hammerhead Cranes at the TRAPAC Terminal, Wilmington, California.
This is relevant work.

57.  The matter was pursued by Defendants ILWU through the grievance
procedure to arbitration, in which the affected Plaintiffs again were not permitted to
participate, even though their rights were vitally affected in that the Arbitrator
ordered TRAPAC to cease using PACECO and to subcontract with an [LWU
signatory contractor to the exclusion of Plaintiff Local 433 members who had

historically performed the work in question.

14
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1 58.  The work at issue above which had been awarded to PACECO
2 || Corporation, was instead awarded as a result of the arbitration above, to Ocean
3 || Terminal Services, a Defendant ILWU signatory contractor.
4 Automatic Stacking Cranes Project at Los Angeles Terminal, 2014
5 59. Inlate 2013 or early 2014, Cargotec retained subcontractor PACECO
6 || for a project involving the erection of new automatic stacking cranes at the
7|1 TRAPAC port terminals location in Los Angeles, California. This is relevant work.
8 60. Cargotec originally contracted the work to Plaintiff International
9|| Association Local 433 subcontractor PACECO for this project.
.10 61.  Subsequent to the contract award, Defendant ILWU and ILWU Local
11| 13 pursued a process with port owners, port lessors, port contractors, port operators
12| and port managers to prohibit PACECO from performing the work in question.
13 {| PACECO is not signatory to Defendant ILWU or any of its affiliated ILWU local
14 || labor organizations, including Defendant ILWU Local 13.
15 62. As aresult of this process in which the affected Plaintiffs were not
16 || permitted to participate, the contract was taken from International Association
17| contractor PACECO and awarded to an ILWU signatory employer so that
18| International Association members could not perform the work in question.
19 63. The process described above was one in which affected Plaintiffs were
20 (] not permitted to participate.
21 64. Ocean Terminal Services obtained the work in question as a result of
22|} the procedure described above, even though they did not want the work because
23| they did not have workers to perform the work, and did not have qualified workers
24| in any event for the work in question.
25 65.  Ocean Terminal Services, due to its inability to perform the work with
26 || its existing work force after having been awarded said work, recruited and used
27 || now former Iron Workers, including Plaintiff International Association Local 433
28 || members to perform the work in question to reset the automatic stacking cranes.
fg%%;g& COMPLAINT =
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1 Portland, Oregon Port Facility
2 66. At the Portland, Oregon, port facility, Defendants ILWU and certain of
3|| Defendant ILWU Locals, including Defendant ILWU Local 8, have recently
4|| attempted on an outside construction project, to coerce and restrain through
5|| intimidation and other non-collective bargaining tactics, port owners, port lessors,
6 || port contractors, port managers and port operators to assert that only ILWU
7|| contractors and ILWU members may perform the work in question. This
8 || construction work has always been performed by construction trades unions.
9 67. While the relevant work in question has not been performed in recent
10| years at the Portland, Oregon facility to any great extent, it is anticipated that if
11}| performed, the same scenarios that have recently occurred in California will occur
12}| in Portland, Oregon.
13 Seattle/Tacoma, Washington Port Facility
14 68.  On an outside construction project, at the Seattle/Tacoma, Washington
15 || Port Facility, on other work than relevant work, said work has been demanded by
16 || Defendants ILWU and Defendant ILWU Local 19, and attempts have been made to
17| coerce and intimidate port owners, port lessors, port contractors, port managers and
18| port operators in non-collective bargaining tactics such as illegal job actions and
19| threatened violence to prohibit non-IL WU signatory contractors and non-IL WU
20 [| members from performing the work in question, in spite of the fact that this work
21| has traditionally been performed by construction trades unions and not by ILWU
22| Local Union members.
23 69. While the relevant work in question has not been performed in recent
24| years at the Seattle/Tacoma port facility to any great extent, it is anticipated that if
25|| performed, the same scenarios that have recently occurred in California will occur
26| in Seattle/Tacoma, Washington.
274
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Recent Activity

70.  Defendants, in their current collective bargaining posture, have
insisted and continue to insist, that any and all work performed on the port in a new
collective bargaining agreement be assigned exclusively to employers who are
signatory to Defendant Unions, and that such employers exclude any performance
of work on the ports by members of any other union, in spite of historical
precedence to the contrary.

71.  Defendant ILWU and its respective Locals have a collective
bargaining agreement coVering work throughout the relevant market area on the
West Coast ports.

72.  The applicable ILWU collective bargaining agreement expired on July
1, but it has been extended. A copy of pertinent portions of said collective
bargaining agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

73.  Historically, in spite of the PCLCD and its predecessor agreements,
Plaintiff International Association members and other crafts have performed the
relevant work based on the expertise of their members, traditional custom and
practice and the experience, expertise and cost effectiveness of their contractors.

74.  Assertions of Defendants’ misconduct, illegal threats and coercion in
violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Clayton Act, and breaches of AFL-
CIO Constitutional provisions were made in writing by letter in June of 2014 to
counsel for certain of Defendant labor organizations and no response has been
received by counsel. See Exhibit 3.

75. Additionally, and in recent months, Defendants ILWU have attempted
on the Long Beach, California Port, and elsewhere, to assert that outside
construction work, which they have never performed in the past, is their work and
their work exclusively, pursuant to their interpretation of work jurisdiction under

their collective bargaining agreement.
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76.  For example, in the Long Beach, California Port area, Defendant Local
Union 13 Business Agents informed Operating Engineers and Laborers performing
sewer work in the Port area, that such work was exclusively the work of the
Defendants ILWU under the PCLCD.

77.  Similarly, on construction of the new Gerald Desmond Terminal
Island Bridge, connecting Terminal Island, which performs only Port facility work,
Defendants have claimed that the entire bridge construction is their work only and
that employers who are not signatory to the ILWU may not bid the work in
question on a bridge construction project.

COUNT1

COME NOW Plaintiffs and for Count I of their Complaint, herein
incorporate Paragraphs 1-77 as if fully set out herein.

78.  This conduct constitutes a violation of Sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman
Act, in that it consists of an attempt by the Defendants, port owners, port lessors,
port contractors, port operators and port managers beyond the statutory and non-
statutory exemptions for activities of labor organizations, in concert and conspiracy
with Defendants’ signatory contractors and port operators to restrain trade and
monopolize relevant work on the relevant market area ports by prohibiting
contractors who are not signatory to Defendants, but are signatory to Plaintiff Tron
Worker Local Unions from being awarded and performing work which they have
traditionally performed with Plaintiff Labor Organizations’ members and without
Defendant Labor Organizations’ members in the relevant market area.

79.  The conduct described above by Defendants is in violation of Sections
1 and 2 of the Sherman Act.

80.  Said conduct is beyond the scope of the statutory and non-statutory
exemptions, in that it consists of labor organization conduct with an employer,
including Defendants ILWU and Defendant ILWU labor organizations, which

conduct is outside the collective bargaining process and otherwise, to expand work
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jurisdiction to work not traditionally performed by Defendants in the relevant
market area, and therefore, such conduct constitutes a contract in restraint of trade
and an attempt to monopolize relevant work in the relevant market area ports in
violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Clayton Act. Such conduct is
furthermore a wrongful exclusionary act by Defendants ILWU through its attempts
designed to enforce Defendant collective bargaining agreements in a new and
expansive manner over Plaintiff Unions’ traditional work jurisdiction and Plaintiff
Unions’ signatory contractors by prohibiting them from bidding and performing
work which they have traditionally performed within the relevant market area.

81.  There is no legitimate business purpose to justify the aforesaid anti-
competitive conduct and restraint of trade by Defendants.

82.  The conduct is intended not to protect the collective bargaining
process in traditional collective bargaining work jurisdiction of Defendants ILWU,
but instead is intended to vitally impact Plaintiff International Association and its
affiliated Local Labor organizations, Plaintiff International Association affiliated
labor organization members and Plaintiff International Association and its signatory
contractors by depriving said contractors of work and Plaintiff International
Association affiliated labor organization members of work that they have
traditionally performed on the ports.

83.  Plaintiff Labor Organizations and Plaintiff Employers have been
damaged through the act of restraints of trade and attempts to monopolize engaged
in herein and Plaintiff Employers seek compensatory damages for all damages
actually incurred and for treble said damages pursuant to 15 U.S.C. Section 15,
Plaintiff Organizations seek damages to them as entities and damages for their
members, including lost wages and benefits. All Plaintiffs, including Plaintiff
Labor Organizations and Plaintiff Employers seek declaratory relief pursuant to 15
U.S.C. Sections 2201 and 2202.

19
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1 84.  Such conduct constitutes a restraint of trade and an attempt to
2 || monopolize relevant work in the relevant market area and is in violation of the
3|| Sherman Antitrust Act. Such conduct is furthermore a wrongful exclusionary act
4|1 by Defendant labor organizations through its attempts to'unlawﬁllly extend its work
5|| Jjurisdiction over work which it has not previously performed and to preemptively
6|| exclude Plaintiff Employers, Plaintiff labor organizations and their members from
7|| performing relevant work on the ports which they have traditionally performed.
8 85.  The intent of the conduct of Defendant labor organizations, in
91| conspiracy with port owners, port lessors, port contractors, port operators and port
10| managers, is to prohibit Plaintiff International Association signatory contractors
11| from effectively bidding and performing work which they have traditionally
12 || performed for decades within the relevant market area on the ports.
13 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for an order of this Court declaring that the
14| conduct of Defendants as described herein violates the Sherman Act and Clayton
15] Act as described above, in that said conduct goes beyond the traditional collective
16 || bargaining relationship between employers and labor organizations and restrains
17]| trade and attempts to monopolize work on the relevant market area ports by
18| prohibiting and precluding Plaintiff labor organizations, the individual members of
19| Plaintiff employer associations, Plaintiff employers and Plaintiff labor organization
20 || members from competing in the relevant market area to perform relevant work
21 || which they have traditionally performed in the relevant market area; and further
22| declaring such conduct should cease and desist immediately; and for a further order
23 || prohibiting Defendants from engaging in said conduct which has a direct
24 || detrimental effect on Plaintiffs and Plaintiff labor organization members; and for
25|| such damages as have been incurred herein trebled as required by the Sherman Act
26| and Clayton Act; and for proven damages in an amount in excess of Ten Thousand
27| Dollars ($10,000.00); and for their attorneys’ fees and costs and for such other
28 || relief as is deemed appropriate in the premises.
oS 20
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COUNT II

COME NOW Plaintiff Labor Organizations and for Count II of their
Complaint, hereby incorporate and re-allege Paragraphs 1-85 as if fully set forth
herein.

86.  This Count II is directed against Defendant ILWU. Prior to September
2013, Defendant at all times pertinent hereto, was affiliated with the American
Federation of Labor-Congress of International Organizations (hereinafter “AFL-
CIO”). Plaintiff Iron Workers were also affiliated with the AFL-CIO.

87. As aresult of said affiliation with the AFL-CIO, Defendant ILWU was
bound contractually to the terms of the AFL-CIO Constitution then in existence.
The AFL-CIO Constitution is a contract between labor organizations within the
meaning of 29 U.S.C. Section 185.’

88. Article XX, Section 3 of the AFL-CIO Constitution states:

“Bach affiliate shall respect the established work relationship of every

other affiliate. For purposes of this Article, an ‘established work

relationship’ shall be deemed to exist as to any work of the kind that

members of an organization have customarily performed at a

particular plant or work site, whether their employer is the plant

operator, a contractor, or other employer. No affiliate shall by

agreement or collusion with any employer or by the exercise of

economic pressure, seek to obtain work for its members as to which

an established work relationship exists with any other affiliate, except

with the consent of such affiliate.”

89. By attempting to prohibit employers signatory to Plaintiff Labor
Organizations, which labor organizations are affiliated with the AFL-CIO,
Defendant ILWU breached its commitment under Article XX of the AFL-CIO
Constitution not to raid work traditionally performed by members of other

organizations, including Plaintiff Iron Workers.
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90. In September of 2013, Defendant ILWU withdrew from the AFL-CIO
and thereby precluded Plaintiff International Association from pursuing its
remedies under the AFL-CIO Constitution for breaches of that Constitution and
contractual obligations previously undertaken by Defendant ILWU. Plaintiff
International Association is precluded from the Article XX procedures described in
the AFL-CIO Constitution to resolve such matters by virtue of the fact that
following the actions of breach undertaken by Defendant ILWU, it withdrew from
the AFL-CIO.

91.  Plaintiff International Association therefore, has, as its sole and only
remedy for breach of the contractual obligations under the AFL-CIO Constitution
of Defendant ILWU, this action in Federal Court.

92.  Plaintiff International Association has been deprived of the benefit of
per capita international dues from members who would have otherwise worked on
the ports in the instances in question, and therefore, seeks compensation for the
breach of contract by Defendant ILWU in an amount in excess of $10,000.00.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff International Association of Bridge, Structural,
Ornamental and Reinforcing Iron Workers seeks against Defendant ILWU its
damages incurred in the amount of in excess of Ten Thousand Dollars
($10,000.00), and for its attorney’s fees and costs incurred here.

AND WHEREFORE, the exact amount of damages being difficult, if not
impossible, to ascertain, Plaintiff International Association of Bridge, Structural,
Ornamental and Reinforcing Iron Workers further seeks injunctive and declaratory
relief enjoining Defendants from engaging in conduct which seeks to undermine the
protections afforded by the AFL-CIO Constitution, Article XX, and for such other
relief as is deemed just and appropriate in the circumstances.

"
/1
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COUNT III '

COME NOW Plaintiff Unions and Plaintiff Employers, and for Count III of
their Complaint, hereby incorporate and re-allege Paragraphs 1-92 as if fully set
forth herein.

93.  The conduct of Defendants ILWU violates 29 U.S.C. Section 158(e) in
that this in an effort to expand and acquire work jurisdiction. It is not an effort to
preserve work jurisdiction by maintaining and enforcing a collective bargaining
agreement whereby signatory employees to the PCLCD cease or refrain from doing
business with Plaintiff employers and others who are signatory to an agreement
with Plaintiff Unions.

94.  The conduct of Defendants ILWU violates 29 U.S.C. Section 158
(b)(4)(B) in that Defendants seek to force or require PCLCD signatory employers to
cease doing business with other persons, particularly other employers who are
signatory to an agreement with Plaintiff Unions.

95.  Pursuant to 29 U.S.C. Section 187, Plaintiffs bring this action seeking
damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for an order of this Court declaring that the
conduct of Defendants as described herein is violative of 29 U.S.C. 158(e) and 29
U.S.C. 158(b)(4)(B), in that Defendants seek to force or require PCLCD signatory
employers to cease or refrain from doing business with Plaintiff Employers and
others who are signatory to an agreement with Plaintiff unions, and for such other
relief as is deemed just and proper in the premises. Plaintiffs seek damages for the
lost work as a result of Defendants’ actions.

1
/1
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1 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request the relief described herein and for such
2| other and further relief as this Court deems proper.
3
41| Dated: July 18, 2014 Respectfully submitted,
5 WEINBERG, ROGER & ROSENFELD
6 A Professional Corporation
7 W [zl
By: © DAVID A. ROSENFELD
8 LISL R. DUNCAN
800 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1320
9 Los Angeles, California 90017
Tel: (213) 380-2344
10 Fax: (213) 443-5098
E-Mail: drosenfeld@unioncounsel.net
11 lduncan@unioncounsel.net
12
13 HARTNETT GLADNEY HETTERMAN,
LLC
14
15 /s/ Ronald C. Gladney
16 RONALD C. GLADNEY, No. Z8T60MO
PAUL C. HETTERMAN, No. 27126 MO
17 4399 Laclede Avenue
St. Louis, Missouri 63108
18 Tel: (314) 531-1054
Fax: (314) 531-1131
19 E-Mail: rgladney@hghlic.net
20 phetterman(@hghllc.net
21 Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
for the

Central District of California

SURF CITY STEEL, INC, et al.

Plaintifi(s)

. V. jvil Action No.
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE and WAREHOUSE ‘ ﬁ V 1 2} = 5 6 0 4 049, ’%S's

UNION, and certain of its Local Unions, et al.

Defendani(s)

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

To: (Defendant’s name and address)

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received it) — or 60 days if you
are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ.
P. 12 (a)(2) or (3) — you must serve on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or plaintiff’s attorney,

whose name and address are: David R. Rosenfeld Ronald C. Gladney
Lisl R. Duncan Paul C. Hetterman
Weinberg' Roger & Roenfeld Hartnett GladnEY Hettermn, LLC

800 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1320 4399 Laclede Avenue
Los Angeless, CA 90017 St. Louis, Missouri 63108

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.
You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

JUL 18 2014

Date:
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CAPTION:

SURF CITY STEEL, INC.; SARENS USA, INC,,
formerly known as RIGGING INTERNATIONAL;
UNITED RIGGERS & ERECTORS, INC.;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE,
STRUCTURAL, ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE,
STRUCTURAL, ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS LLOCAL 378;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE,
STRUCTURAL ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS LOCAL 433;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE,
STRUCTURAL, ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS LOCAL 29;
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE,
STRUCTURAL, ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS LOCAL 86; and
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE,
STRUCTURAL,ORNAMENTAL AND
REINFORCING IRON WORKERS LOCAL 377,

Plaintiffs

v

INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE and WAREHOUSE
UNION, and certain of its Local Unions, including
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE AND
WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL 10;
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE AND
WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL 8; INTERNATIONAL
LONGSHORE AND WAREHOUSE UNION LOCAL
19; and INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE AND
WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL 13,

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

Defendants
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12) Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No.

PROOF OF SERVICE
(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (1))

This summons for (name of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date)

O I personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) ;or

O I left the summons at the individual’s residence or usual place of abode with (name)

, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual’s last known address; or

O I served the summons on (hame of individual) , who is

designated by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ; or
O I returned the summons unexecuted because ; or
O Other (specify):
My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of $ 0.00

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:

Server’s signature

Printed name and title

Server’s address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
CIVIL COVER SHEET

VIIl. VENUE: Your answers to the questions below will determine the division of the Court to which this case will be initially assigned. This initial assignment is subject
to change, in accordance with the Court's General Orders, upon review by the Court of your Complaint or Notice of Removal.

QUESTION A: Was this caseremoved| = = IS
from state court? @3%595 ._ ‘;Vg;%,
D Yes E No £ 5 E T At i P PR R AR e = £ o

] Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, or San Luis Obispo Western

If "no, " skip to Question B. If "yes," check the

box to the right that applies, enter the (] Orange | Southern

zorresponding division in response to . -

Question E, below, and continue from there, [[] Riverside or San Bernardino Eastern

R A e AT e ; e e e L e o TR L
QUESTION B: Is the United States, or |B.1. Do 50% or more of the defendants who reside in YES. Your case will initially be assigned to the Southern Division.
ane of its agencies or employees, a  |the district reside in Orange Co.? [[] Enter “Southern” in response to Question E, below, and continue
PLAINTIFF in this action? check one of the boxes to the right - from there.

[0 Yes [x] No [J NO. Continue to Question B.2.

B.2. Do 50% or more of the defendants who reside in

LI . home YES. Your case will initially be assigned to the Eastern Division.
F*no, “ skip to Question C. if "yes," answer lthe district reside in Riverside and/or San Bernardino m Y 9 sion

Enter "Eastern” in response to Question E, below, and continue

uestion B.1, at right. Counties? (Consider the two counties together.) from there.
check one of the boxes to the right NO. Your case will initially be assigned to the Western Division.
- ' [J Enter"Western" in response to Question E, below, and continue

from there.

Pserons

UESTIONC: Is e T nited States, or |C.1. Do 50% or more of the plaintiffs who reside in t

Pl : SE NS

2 . 7700 A YES. Your case will initially be assigned to the Southem Division.
e of its agencies or employees, a  |district reside in Orange Co.? [ Enter "Southern" in response to Question E, below, and continue
JEFENDANT in this action? from there,
check one of the boxes to the right =)
0 Yes [x] No [[] NO. Continue to Question C.2.
€.2. Do 50% or more of the plaintiffs who reside in the YES. Your case will initiall ;
P . _ o ) B TE : . y be assigned to the Eastern Division.
no, * skip to Question D. If“yes," answer  Idistr ict reside in Riverside and/or San Bernardino [] Enter "Eastern” in response to Question E, below, and continue
westion C.1, atright. Counties? (Consider the two counties together.) from there.
check one of the boxes to the right =) NO. Your case will initially be assigned to the Western Division.
[] Enter "Western” in response to Question E, betow, and continue

from there,

wdicate the location(s) in which 50% or more of plaintiffs who reside in this district
sside. (Check up to two boxes, or leave blank if none of these choices apply.)

idicate the location(s) in which 50% or more of defendants who reside in this
?strlict reside. (Check up to two boxes, or leave blank if none of these choices
oply.

D.1. Is there at least one answer in Column A? D.2, Is there at least one answer in Column B?

[]Yes [x]No [Jyes [x]No

If "yes,” your case will initially be assigned to the If "yes,” your case will Initially be assigned to the
SOUTHERN DIVISION. EASTERN DIVISION.
Enter "Southern” in response to Question E, below, and continue from there. Enter "Eastern” in response to Question E, below.
If "no," go to question D2 to the right. —) If "no,” your case will be assigned to the WESTERN DIVISION.

Enter "Western” in response to Question E, below.

) 50% or more of plaintiffs or defendants in this district reside in Ventura, Santa Barbara, or San Luis Obispo counties?
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL COVER SHEET
IX(a). IDENTICAL CASES: Has this action been previously filed in this court? [Z] NO [] YES
If yes, list case number(s):
IX(b). RELATED CASES: Is this case related (as defined below) to any cases previously filed in this court? [¥] NO [] YES

if yes, list case number(s):

Civil cases are related when they:

[] A. Arise from the same or closely related transactions, happening, or event;

[] B. Call for determination of the same or substantially related or similar questions of law and fact; or

[[] C. For other reasons would entail substantial duplication of labor if heard by different judges.

Check all boxes that apply. That cases may involve the same patent, trademark, or copyright is not, in itself, sufficient to deem cases

related.

(. SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY
OR SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANT):

DA/m/ W DATE:  July 18, 2014

lotice to Counsel/Parties: The submission of this Civil Cover Sheet is required by Local Rule 3-1, This Form CV-71 and the information contained herein
ieither replaces nor supplements the filing and service of pleadings or other papers as required by law, except as provided by local rules of court. For
nore detailed instructions, see separate instruction sheet (CV-071A).

ey to Statistical codes relating to Social Security Cases:

Nature of Suit Code

861

862

863

863

864

865

HIA

BL

DIWC

bDww

SSID

RSI

Abbreviation

Substantive Statement of Cause of Action
All claims for health insurance benefits (Medicare) under Title 18, Part A, of the Social Security Act, as amended. Also,
include claims by hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, etc., for certification as providers of services under the program.
(42 U.S.C. 1935FF(b))

All claims for "Black Lung” benefits under Title 4, Part B, of the Federal Coal Mine Heaith and Safety Act of 1969. (30 U.S.C.
923)

Al claims filed by insured workers for disability insurance benefits under Title 2 of the Social Security Act, as amended; plus
all claims filed for child's insurance benefits based on disability. (42 U.5.C. 405 (g))

All claims filed for widows or widowers insurance benefits based on disability under Title 2 of the Social Security Act, as
amended. (42 U.S.C. 405 (g))

All cla(ijmé for supplemental security income payments based upon disability filed under Title 16 of the Social Security Act, as
amended.

All claims for retirement (old age) and survivors benefits under Title 2 of the Social Security Act, as amended.
(42 US.C. 405 (@)
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ADDITIONAL ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS:

Ronald C. Gladney, Bar No. 28160

Paul C. Hetterman, Bar No. 27160

HARTNETT GLADNEY HETTERMAN, LLC

4399 Laclede Avenue

St. Louis, Missouri 63108

Tel: (314) 531-1054

Fax: (314) 531-1131

E-Mail: rgladney@hghllc.net
phetterman@hghllc.net

CAPTION:

SURF CITY STEEL, INC.; SARENS USA, )
INC., formerly known as RIGGING )
INTERNATIONAL; UNITED RIGGERS & )
ERECTORS, INC.; INTERNATIONAL )
ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL, )
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON )
WORKERS; INTERNATIONAL )
ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL, )
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON )
WORKERS LOCAL 378; INTERNATIONAL )
ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL )
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON )
WORKERS LOCAL 433; INTERNATIONAL )
ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL, )
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON )
WORKERS LOCAL 29; INTERNATIONAL )
ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL, )
ORNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON )
WORKERS LOCAL 86; and )
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF )
BRIDGE, STRUCTURAL,ORNAMENTAL )
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AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS
LOCAL 377,

Plaintiffs

V.

INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE and
WAREHOUSE UNION, and certain of its Local
Unions, including INTERNATIONAL
LONGSHORE AND WAREHOUSE UNION,
LOCAL 10; INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE
AND WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL 8;
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE AND
WAREHOUSE UNION LOCAL 19; and
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHORE AND
WAREHOUSE UNION, LOCAL 13,

Defendants

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv




