UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
OKLAHOMA
Joseph E. Martin v. Armstrong Transfer & Storage Co.,

Inc./Armstrong Relocation Company

Martin - No. 26-CV-00030-GKF-CDL - Decided May 7, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denied Armstrong Transfer & Storage Co., Inc.’s motion to dismiss Joseph E. Martin’s Fair
Labor Standards Act overtime claim. The court held that the complaint did not establish an FLSA
exemption on its face and plausibly alleged that Martin worked more than 40 hours per week without

receiving required overtime compensation.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss plaintiff's FLSA overtime complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, disregards legal conclusions, and determines

whether the remaining allegations plausibly support an entitlement to

relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint could be dismissed at the pleading stage based on Armstrong's assertion that

Martin was a salaried, exempt employee.

2. Whether Martin plausibly alleged a claim for unpaid overtime under the FLSA without identifying

specific workweeks, dates, or numbers of overtime hours.

HOLDINGS

1. Dismissal based on Martin's alleged salaried, exempt status was improper because FLSA statutory
exemptions are affirmative defenses borne by the employer, and the complaint did not admit all elements

of an exemption.

2. Martin plausibly stated an FLSA overtime claim by alleging that he worked more than forty hours per
week, was not paid overtime or time-and-a-half for those hours, worked for an employer engaged in
commerce, and was owed approximately $70,000; the complaint was not required to identify particular

workweeks, dates, or exact overtime hours.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Statutory exemptions from the FLSA are affirmative defenses and the employer bears the burden of

establishing entitlement.”

“Thus, Mr. Martin has alleged sufficient facts to nudge his FLSA claim from conceivable to plausible,
although barely.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Martin alleged that he worked for Armstrong in its warehouse from 2022 through January 12, 2026. He alleged
that he worked numerous hours in excess of forty per week without being paid overtime or time-and-a-half
compensation and estimated that he was owed approximately $70,000. The complaint also alleged that
Armstrong was engaged in commerce within the meaning of the FLSA.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Joseph E. Martin filed an action alleging that Armstrong failed to pay him overtime compensation for hours
worked in excess of forty per week. Armstrong moved to dismiss, arguing that Martin was a salaried exempt
employee and that the complaint did not plausibly allege an FLSA violation. The district court denied the

motion.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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