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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California considers Amazon Defendants’
motion to dismiss and strike in a putative California wage-and-hour class action. The court denies
dismissal based on group pleading, finds the plaintiff sufficiently pleaded alter ego liability and claims
for overtime, minimum wages, meal periods, and rest breaks, and grants or denies other portions of the
motion as specified in the remainder of the order. The motion to strike is denied as moot.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss a removed California wage-and-hour class action and moved
under Rule 12(f) to strike the class allegations.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations as
true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, and
determines whether the complaint states a plausible claim for relief
under Rules 8(a) and 12(b)(6). Legal conclusions and conclusory
allegations are not presumed true. Class allegations may be dismissed
at the pleading stage when the complaint lacks factual allegations
making the class claims plausible. A Rule 12(f) motion to strike is
discretionary and generally disfavored.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status unknown

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

employment law wage and hour civil procedure class actions

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint impermissibly grouped the defendants together and failed to provide fair notice
of the claims.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged joint-employer liability against the Amazon Defendants and
Anane.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged alter-ego liability sufficient to permit collective pleading.

4. Whether the overtime and minimum-wage claims satisfied the pleading standard under Landers.

5. Whether the meal-period and rest-break claims plausibly alleged violations without identifying a
specific calendar week.

6. Whether the waiting-time penalties claim was adequately pleaded where Plaintiff did not allege that she
had been discharged or had quit.

7. Whether the wage-statement claim was adequately pleaded through allegations of underlying wage
violations and knowing or intentional conduct.

8. Whether the untimely-payment, vacation-pay, and business-expense claims were adequately pleaded.

9. Whether the UCL claim was barred by the availability of an adequate remedy at law and lacked
sufficient allegations of economic injury or standing.

10. Whether the putative class allegations plausibly alleged commonality and a common policy or practice.

11. Whether the class allegations should be stricken under Rule 12(f).

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint's collective references to the defendants did not require dismissal because Plaintiff
alleged alter-ego and joint-employer theories under which collective allegations could be appropriate.
Although the joint-employer allegations were insufficiently factual, the alter-ego allegations were
sufficient at the pleading stage.

2. The complaint did not sufficiently allege joint-employer liability because it failed to provide facts
showing how each defendant exercised joint authority over the terms and conditions of Plaintiff's
employment or establishing the totality of the working relationship.

3. The complaint sufficiently pleaded alter-ego liability against Anane and the Amazon Defendants.



4. The complaint plausibly alleged overtime and minimum-wage claims and did not need to identify a
particular calendar week, exact dates, or mathematically precise unpaid hours.

5. The complaint plausibly alleged meal-period and rest-break violations without identifying a particular
calendar week or pleading the hours worked with mathematical precision.

6. The waiting-time penalties claim was inadequately pleaded because Plaintiff did not allege that she had
been discharged or had quit; the claim was dismissed with leave to amend.

7. The wage-statement penalties claim was adequately pleaded and survived dismissal.

8. The business-expense reimbursement claim was inadequately pleaded because Plaintiff did not allege
facts showing when or how the expenses were incurred, Defendants' knowledge of them, or a willful
refusal to reimburse; the claim was dismissed with leave to amend.

9. The untimely-payment claim and the claim for unused and vested vacation wages were dismissed
without leave to amend because Plaintiff conceded the dismissal by failing to address the claims in
opposition.

10. The UCL claim was dismissed without leave to amend because Plaintiff had an adequate legal remedy
for the alleged unpaid wages and failed to allege the required basis for equitable relief; the alleged sick-
leave theory also lacked allegations of actual loss of money or property.

11. The complaint did not plausibly allege that all putative class members were subject to the same unlawful
policy or suffered the same violations; the class allegations were dismissed with leave to amend.

12. The motion to strike the class allegations was denied as moot and premature, without prejudice to
renewal after an operative complaint and discovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Landers standard has been applied differently by different district courts in this circuit.” (at 12)

“The Court clarifies now that it also “rejects a hypertechnical reading of Landers that would require
plaintiffs to pinpoint specific dates to survive a motion to dismiss.”” (at 14)

“A plaintiff need only allege facts demonstrating that there was at least one workweek in which they worked
more than forty hours and were not paid overtime wages.” (at 15)

“The necessary prerequisite for a court to award equitable remedies is the absence of an adequate remedy at
law.” (at 22)

“Commonality is generally satisfied where . . . the lawsuit challenges a system-wide practice or policy that
affects all of the putative class members.” (at 25)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that she worked for Defendants from approximately June 2022 through the filing of the
complaint, performing package-sorting, loading, and delivery work. She alleged that Defendants required her
and other non-exempt employees to perform uncompensated pre-shift and post-shift work, work during meal
periods, don and doff uniforms or safety equipment, attend meetings, and make work-related calls. She also



alleged failures involving overtime, minimum wages, meal and rest periods, wage statements, waiting-time
penalties, business-expense reimbursement, vacation pay, and unfair competition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a putative class action in San Joaquin County Superior Court alleging California wage-and-hour
violations against Anane Enterprise LLC and Amazon-related defendants. Amazon Defendants removed the
action to the Eastern District of California and moved to dismiss and strike. The court denied dismissal of the
group-pleading theory and Claims One, Two, Three, Four, and Six; dismissed Claims Seven, Nine, and Ten
without leave to amend; dismissed Claims Five and Eight with leave to amend; dismissed the class allegations
with leave to amend; and denied the motion to strike as moot and premature.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff may file an amended complaint within thirty days of the electronic filing date of the order.
Amazon Defendants must file a responsive pleading within twenty-one days after the amended complaint. If
Plaintiff does not amend, the case proceeds on the remaining claims.
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