UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Padilla v. Western Traffic Control, Inc.

Padilla - No. 25-cv-07642-RS - Decided October 20, 2025

SUMMARY

The Northern District of California granted in part Western Traffic Control, Inc.’s motion to dismiss
claims brought by Elizabeth Padilla and Armando Bernal under California labor law and PAGA. The

court held that the plaintiffs’ overtime and meal- and rest-period claims were preempted under section

301 of the Labor Management Relations Act and dismissed them for failure to allege exhaustion of the

collective bargaining agreement’s grievance procedures. The court declined to dismiss the remaining

claims on preemption grounds and granted leave to amend.
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Plaintiffs filed a representative California Private Attorneys General
Act action and derivative Unfair Competition Law claim in California
Superior Court. Defendant removed the action to federal court and
moved to dismiss under the collective bargaining agreement's federal

preemption and grievance-arbitration provisions.

On a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)
(6), the court accepts factual allegations as true and construes the
pleadings in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, while
requiring sufficient factual allegations to state a plausible claim. The
same standard applies to a Rule 12(c) motion for judgment on the
pleadings.

Unpublished district court order; persuasive but not precedential
outside the case.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Plaintiffs' California labor-law claims were preempted under Section 301 of the Labor
Management Relations Act because they arose from or required interpretation of the collective

bargaining agreement.

. Whether the CBA satisfied California Labor Code section 514 so that the overtime and meal-and-rest-

period claims were governed by the agreement and subject to Section 301 preemption.

. Whether the CBA satisfied California Labor Code section 204 so that the timely-wage-payment claims

were governed by the agreement and preempted.
. Whether the preemption of certain PAGA claims extended to the entire PAGA action.

. Whether the preempted overtime and meal-and-rest-period claims had to be dismissed because Plaintiffs

failed to allege exhaustion of the CBA's mandatory grievance procedures.

OLDINGS

The claims concerning minimum wages, accurate wage statements, indemnification for necessary
expenditures, and interest on deposits were not preempted under Section 301 because they were based
on rights conferred by California law and Defendant identified no interpretive dispute requiring

construction of the CBA.

. The overtime and meal-and-rest-period claims were preempted under Section 301 because the CBA
expressly governed wages, hours, and working conditions, provided premium overtime rates, and
provided regular hourly rates exceeding 130 percent of the state minimum wage as required by

California Labor Code section 514.

. The timely-wage-payment and related penalty claims were not preempted because the CBA permitted

written alternative payment arrangements that might not satisfy California Labor Code section 204.

. Preemption of the overtime and meal-and-rest-period claims did not extend to the remaining PAGA

claims merely because all claims were brought in one PAGA action.

. The overtime and meal-and-rest-period claims had to be dismissed because Plaintiffs did not allege that

they attempted to exhaust the CBA's mandatory grievance and arbitration procedures.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Section 301 preempts a plaintiff’s state law claim only where the claim (1) “arises entirely from” a

collective bargaining agreement or (2) “requires interpretation of” the agreement.” (Section IV.A)

“Since Plaintiffs here fail to allege that they followed the required grievance procedures, their claims

regarding overtime pay and meal and rest periods must be dismissed.” (Section IV.B.ii)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs were former employees of Western Traffic Control, Inc., dispatched by a union to work as journeymen
and apprentices in 2024. Their employer and union were parties to a collective bargaining agreement containing
wage, hour, working-condition, grievance, and binding-arbitration provisions. Plaintiffs alleged violations
involving minimum and overtime wages, meal and rest periods, wage statements, timely wage payments and
penalties, expense indemnification, deposit interest, and related California labor-law claims, but did not allege

that they pursued the CBA's grievance procedures.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in California Superior Court on July 8, 2025. Defendant removed the action to the Northern
District of California on September 8, 2025, and moved to dismiss all claims. The court granted the motion in
part, dismissing the overtime and meal-and-rest-period claims with leave to amend while declining to dismiss

the remaining claims on Section 301 preemption grounds.
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