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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Tracy Logistics LLC’s
motion to dismiss Donte Picou’s first amended wage-and-hour class action complaint and denies the
motion to strike. The court concludes that California Labor Code exemptions for employees covered
by qualifying collective bargaining agreements do not apply because the agreement did not satisfy the
required wage threshold for all covered employees. The court also concludes that the asserted claims
are not preempted under § 301 of the Labor Management Relations Act based on the record presented.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Dena Coggins

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

DECIDED April 30, 2025

DOCKET No. 2:24-cv-00526-DC-JDP

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the first amended complaint and alternatively moved under
Rule 12(f) to strike the proposed class definitions. The court granted
the motion to dismiss with leave to amend and denied the motion to
strike.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts material factual
allegations as true and construes them in the plaintiff's favor, but the
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a facially
plausible claim for relief. Leave to amend is required unless the
pleading cannot possibly be cured by additional facts. A Rule 12(f)
motion to strike is generally disfavored and is appropriate only for
redundant, immaterial, impertinent, or scandalous matter.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the 2021 collective bargaining agreement satisfied the California Labor Code exemptions from
overtime and paid-sick-leave requirements.

2. Whether Picou's wage-and-hour claims were preempted under section 301 of the Labor Management
Relations Act.

3. Whether the first amended complaint plausibly stated claims for minimum wages, overtime, reporting-
time pay, meal and rest breaks, vacation wages, paid sick leave, wage statements, payroll records, final
wages, expense reimbursement, UCL violations, and PAGA penalties.

4. Whether the proposed class definitions should be stricken as improper fail-safe definitions under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(f).

HOLDINGS

1. The section 514 exemption did not apply because the collective bargaining agreement did not provide a
regular hourly rate at least 30 percent above the California minimum wage for all employees covered by
the agreement during the relevant period.

2. The section 245.5(a)(1) exemption did not apply because the collective bargaining agreement did not
provide the required enhanced regular rate of pay for all employees covered by the agreement.

3. The challenged claims were not preempted under section 301 because neither the statutory exemptions
nor the asserted wage-and-hour rights required interpretation of the collective bargaining agreement.

4. The first amended complaint failed to state cognizable claims for minimum wages, overtime, reporting-
time pay, meal and rest breaks, vacation wages, paid sick leave, wage statements, payroll records, final
wages, expense reimbursement, UCL violations, and PAGA penalties.

5. The motion to strike the proposed class definitions was denied as premature and procedurally improper.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But calculating an employees’ straight-time rate because they worked in a freezer coupled with “other forms
of incentive compensation” doesn’t require interpretation of the 2021 CBA. Rather, this would require the
court to engage in simple math to determine the straight-time rate.” (at 13)

“dismissal of class allegations at the pleading stage should be done rarely and [ ] the better course is to deny
such a motion because the shape and form of a class action evolves only through the process of discovery.”



(at 26-27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Picou was formerly employed by Tracy Logistics as a non-exempt hourly employee at facilities in California. He
alleged that Tracy Logistics engaged in various wage-and-hour practices, including off-the-clock work, unpaid
overtime and minimum wages, missed meal and rest breaks, inaccurate wage statements, unpaid vacation and
sick leave, unreimbursed business expenses, and untimely final wage payments. Tracy Logistics had entered into
a 2021 collective bargaining agreement with General Teamsters Local #439 covering employees from June 1,
2021, through May 31, 2028. The agreement provided wage rates below the statutory 130-percent-of-minimum-
wage threshold for some covered employee categories during part of the relevant period.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Picou filed a putative class action in San Joaquin County Superior Court alleging California wage-and-hour and
unfair-competition violations. After Picou filed a first amended complaint, Tracy Logistics removed the action to
the Eastern District of California and moved to dismiss or strike. The court took the motion under submission,
dismissed the first amended complaint with leave to amend, denied the motion to strike, and gave Picou fourteen
days to file a second amended complaint or notify the court that he would not do so.
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