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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts ruled on Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in Mathew Despins’s employment-related action against Knowledge AI, Inc. and
its officers. The court dismissed the breach-of-contract and implied-covenant claims as moot after
payment of earned wages, granted summary judgment on the common-law wrongful-termination
claim, and denied summary judgment on the Massachusetts wage-law claims concerning attorney fees
and retaliation.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment in an action asserting
breach of contract, breach of the implied covenant of good faith and
fair dealing, common-law wrongful termination, and violations of
Massachusetts wage laws.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact and that the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The court reviews the entire
record in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, draws
reasonable inferences in that party's favor, and does not credit
conclusory allegations, improbable inferences, or unsupported
speculation.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; persuasive
authority only
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PRACTICE AREAS

employment law wage and hour employment contracts civil procedure remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Despins's breach-of-contract and implied-covenant claims remained justiciable after
Defendants paid all wages and other damages recoverable under those theories.

2. Whether Massachusetts recognizes a separate common-law wrongful-termination claim when the
alleged retaliation for seeking unpaid wages is covered by Mass. Gen. Laws chapter 149, §§ 148A and
150.

3. Whether chapter 151 of the Massachusetts General Laws applied to Despins's allegations concerning
delayed wage payments and termination.

4. Whether Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Despins's claim for costs and attorney fees
under Mass. Gen. Laws chapter 149, § 150.

5. Whether Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Despins's statutory retaliation claim under
Mass. Gen. Laws chapter 149, § 148A.

HOLDINGS

1. The breach-of-contract and breach-of-implied-covenant claims were moot because Despins had received
all damages recoverable under those theories.

2. Massachusetts does not recognize a separate common-law wrongful-termination claim on these facts
because Mass. Gen. Laws chapter 149, §§ 148A and 150 provide a statutory prohibition and remedy for
retaliation against an employee seeking wages.

3. Mass. Gen. Laws chapter 151, including the provisions cited by Despins, was inapplicable to his
allegations because his $100,000 annual salary did not appear to violate those provisions.

4. Despins's claim for costs and attorney fees under section 150 survived summary judgment because
Defendants did not establish as a matter of law that the action failed to cause their payment of treble
damages.

5. Summary judgment was denied on Despins's statutory retaliation claim because genuine disputes existed
as to whether he engaged in protected conduct and whether Defendants terminated him because of that
conduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS



““[A]n at-will employee has a cause of action for wrongful termination only if the termination violates a
clearly established public policy.”” (7)

“Where damages are resolved by payment of lost wages prior to judgment, the test for whether a plaintiff is a
prevailing party entitled to attorney fees is whether the suit “act[ed] as a necessary and important factor in
causing the defendant to provide a material portion of the relief demanded in the plaintiff’s complaint.”” (9)

“Massachusetts courts interpret the words “any action” broadly, and the provision “certainly includes
complaints made to the management of the employer.”” (10-11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Despins began working for Knowledge AI as a sales director under an at-will offer letter providing for a
$100,000 annual salary, commissions, and a monthly draw. He repeatedly asked when he would be paid,
complained on June 12, 2024, that he had not been paid despite an assurance that payment would be made, and
was terminated five days later. Defendants subsequently paid him wages and attempted to pay treble damages
under the Massachusetts Wage Act, with the final payment made in January 2025. The court found a factual
dispute about whether the termination resulted from Despins's wage complaints or from alleged failures to
document his work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Despins filed the action in Massachusetts Superior Court on July 2, 2024. Defendants removed it to the United
States District Court for the District of Massachusetts on August 30, 2024, and answered on September 5, 2024.
The court denied Despins's motion for judgment on the pleadings and then ruled on Defendants' motion for
summary judgment, dismissing the contract and implied-covenant claims as moot, granting summary judgment
on the common-law wrongful-termination claim, and denying summary judgment on the statutory wage claims.
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