UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Carlos Ayala v. Tapestry, Inc., et al.

Ayala - No. 24-cv-1052-BAS-BJW - Decided January 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants Defendants’ motion for
partial summary judgment in Carlos Ayala’s California wage-and-hour action against Tapestry, Inc.
and related defendants. The court holds that Ayala was exempt from the California Labor Code as an
executive employee, concluding that he could hire employees, exercised discretion and independent
judgment, and performed primarily exempt duties. The court also addresses several disputes

concerning the calculation and classification of Ayala’s work time.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for partial summary judgment on most of Plaintiff's

California wage-and-hour claims, asserting that Plaintiff was exempt
from the California Labor Code as an executive employee. The court
granted the motion after oral argument; Plaintiff's reimbursement

claim was not included in the motion and remained for trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the moving party shows that
there is no genuine dispute of material fact and that it is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. Because Defendants asserted an
affirmative exemption defense on which they bore the burden of
persuasion, they had to establish every essential element of the
executive exemption beyond controversy. The evidence was viewed in
the light most favorable to Plaintiff, with credibility determinations

and weighing of evidence reserved for the factfinder.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants established as a matter of law that Plaintiff satisfied the California executive-
employee exemption, including the requirements concerning hiring authority or recommendations,

discretion and independent judgment, and primary engagement in exempt duties.

2. Whether Plaintiff's brand-ambassador activities and competitor-shopping activities were exempt

managerial work.

3. Whether summary judgment was proper for claims against Kate Spade, LL.C and Stuart Weitzman IP,
LLGC, entities that did not employ Plaintiff.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff satisfied the element because he admitted that he hired sales associates without approval and
that his hiring recommendations received substantial weight; the regulation's use of "or" does not require
authority to both hire and fire.

2. Plaintiff satisfied the discretion-and-independent-judgment element as a matter of law.

3. Defendants established as a matter of law that Plaintiff primarily engaged in exempt duties during a

workweek.

4, Plaintiff's brand-ambassador work and weekly competitor-shopping activities were directly and closely

related to managerial duties and could be counted as exempt work.

5. Summary judgment was proper for Kate Spade, LLC and Stuart Weitzman IP, LL.C because Plaintiff did

not work for those entities and did not identify a triable claim against them.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court thus appropriately grants summary judgment if the moving party shows that there is no genuine

issue of material fact and entitlement to judgment as a matter of law.” (p. 2)

“The statute relies on the employee’s authority to “hire or fire other employees,” using the expansive

conjunction “or.”” (p. 4)

“Accepting Plaintiff s admissions and construing reasonable inferences in Plaintiff’s favor, Defendants have

established as a matter of law that Plaintiff primarily engaged in exempt duties in a workweek.” (p. 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff worked for Coach, a Tapestry brand, from 2015 until June 2023 and served as store manager from

December 2019 until his departure. He was the highest-ranking employee at the store, earned approximately



$80,000 annually plus bonuses, directed the work of store employees, hired sales associates, managed store
operations, and exercised responsibility over a store generating approximately six million dollars in annual
revenue. His duties also included business strategy, employee supervision, brand-ambassador activities,

communications, and competitor research.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed nine California Labor Code claims in state court in May 2024. Defendants removed the action to
federal court based on diversity jurisdiction, and Plaintiff voluntarily dismissed his minimum-wage and unfair-
competition claims. Defendants then moved for partial summary judgment, while Plaintiff separately moved for

class certification; the court resolved summary judgment first and granted Defendants' motion.
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