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SUMMARY

The Southern District of New York denied defendants’ motions to dismiss Leslie Ramirez’s claims
under the Fair Labor Standards Act, New York labor laws, and 27 U.S.C. § 7434. The court held that
Ramirez adequately alleged interstate commerce, a single integrated enterprise, unpaid overtime,
standing for wage-notice and wage-statement claims, and a willfully fraudulent information return.
The opinion addresses motions under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6).
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6), and filed a
supplemental motion to dismiss. The court denied the motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of alleging
facts demonstrating standing; at the pleading stage, general factual
allegations of injury are accepted as true and construed in the
plaintiff's favor, although conclusory assertions need not be accepted.
On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded facts as
true, draws reasonable inferences for the plaintiff, and asks whether
the complaint states a facially plausible claim. The court generally
considers the complaint, attached exhibits, and incorporated
documents, while permitting consideration of extrinsic evidence under
Rule 12(b)(1) when jurisdictional facts are disputed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown



TOPICS

flsa wage and hour motions to dismiss standing tax

PRACTICE AREAS

employment law wage and hour civil procedure tax

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint adequately alleged that defendants were engaged in interstate
commerce and met the FLSA enterprise revenue threshold.

2. Whether the amended complaint adequately alleged that the defendants constituted a single integrated
enterprise and could be treated as joint employers under the FLSA.

3. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged unpaid FLSA overtime wages.

4. Whether Ramirez alleged concrete injuries sufficient to establish Article III standing for claims
concerning New York wage notices and wage statements.

5. Whether the amended complaint stated a claim under 27 U.S.C. § 7434, as cited in the opinion, based on
an allegedly fraudulent Form 1099 that omitted cash payments.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint adequately alleged that defendants engaged in interstate commerce and satisfied
the FLSA's $500,000 annual gross-volume requirement.

2. The amended complaint adequately alleged that the defendants and twenty-eight laundromats operated
as a single integrated enterprise.

3. The amended complaint plausibly alleged that Ramirez worked more than forty hours in particular
workweeks and was not paid all required overtime wages.

4. Ramirez adequately alleged concrete injuries flowing from the alleged wage-notice and wage-statement
violations and therefore had Article III standing.

5. The amended complaint stated a claim based on the allegation that defendants willfully filed a Form
1099 that omitted cash compensation paid to Ramirez.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To state a plausible FLSA overtime claim, a plaintiff must sufficiently allege 40 hours of work in a given
workweek as well as some uncompensated time in excess of” (at 10)

“Regardless, Plaintiff's first two theories of injury suffice on their own to establish standing.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ramirez worked for the defendants' laundromat businesses from approximately July 2021 through May 14,
2023, performing manual work at two laundromats and additional back-office work from home. She alleged that
she regularly worked more than forty hours per week, including at least thirty additional minutes after shifts,



without compensation for all of that time, and identified three pay periods in which recorded hours exceeded
forty. She also alleged that the defendants operated twenty-eight affiliated laundromats as a single enterprise,
failed to provide an initial wage notice, issued inaccurate wage statements, and filed a Form 1099 that omitted
cash compensation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ramirez filed the action on March 8, 2024, asserting claims under the Fair Labor Standards Act, New York labor
laws, and 27 U.S.C. § 7434 as cited in the opinion. Defendants moved to dismiss; Ramirez then filed a first
amended complaint, after which defendants filed a supplemental motion. The court treated the first amended
complaint as operative and denied both motions.
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