UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Michelle Burrell v. Pison Stream Solutions, et al.

Burrell - No. 1:24CV855 - Decided February 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio granted in part Michelle Burrell’s

motion for partial summary judgment against Pison Stream Solutions, Inc. and Joseph A. James on
liability. The court held that the defendants were liable under the FLSA, Ohio wage laws, the Ohio

Constitution’s minimum-wage provision, and the Ohio Prompt Pay Act, and also found liability on

Burrell’s equitable claims against James, while noting that claims against Pison were time-barred.

Damages, mediation, and the potential for double recovery remained for later proceedings.
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Plaintiff moved for partial summary judgment on liability under the
FLSA, Ohio wage statutes and constitutional wage provision, and
several equitable claims. The court granted the motion in part on

liability only.

Summary judgment is proper when the movant shows that no genuine
dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law. The court views facts and reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party; the nonmoving party may not rest on
the pleadings and must identify specific evidence creating a genuine

dispute.

Unknown; federal district court opinion and order with no reported

citation.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

. Whether Burrell was entitled to partial summary judgment on liability under the Fair Labor Standards

Act when defendants failed to assert or support an exemption defense.

. Whether the same analysis required summary judgment on liability under the Ohio Minimum Fair Wage
Standards Act and Article II, Section 34a of the Ohio Constitution.

. Whether defendants were liable under Ohio's Prompt Pay Act for unpaid wages that remained unpaid

beyond the statutory payment period.

4. Whether Burrell was entitled to summary judgment on her unjust-enrichment, promissory-estoppel, and
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quantum-meruit claims against James, notwithstanding the prior ruling that those claims against Pison

were time-barred.

OLDINGS

Burrell was entitled to summary judgment on liability under the FLSA because defendants did not
specifically assert or present clear and affirmative evidence establishing every element of an applicable

executive, administrative, or professional exemption.

. Burrell was entitled to recover against defendants under the OMFWSA because the statute incorporates

the FLSA's exemptions and defendants could not establish an applicable exemption.

. Burrell was entitled to summary judgment on liability under Article II, Section 34a of the Ohio
Constitution because defendants offered no argument against recovery and the provision adopts the
FLSA definitions of employer and employee.

. Defendants were liable under Ohio's Prompt Pay Act because Burrell's undisputed wages remained
unpaid beyond the statutory payment period; she was entitled to the statutory amount equal to six

percent of the unpaid amount or $200, whichever was greater.

. Burrell was entitled to summary judgment on liability against James on unjust enrichment, quantum
meruit, and promissory estoppel because the evidence showed uncompensated work, a benefit
knowingly received, and promises concerning continued employment and payment, and James offered

no contrary evidence or argument.

EY QUOTATIONS
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“Exemptions, “ ‘are to be narrowly construed against the employers seeking to assert them.’ ”” (5)



“Because Defendants utterly fail to make the necessary showing on an element upon which they have the

burden of proof, Plaintiff is entitled to summary judgment on liability under the FLSA.” (6)

“Although Defendants have not provided any evidence nor arguments to the contrary on these equitable
claims, and while it is proper to plead claims in the alternative, the Court cautions that Plaintiff is not entitled

to double recovery.” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Burrell worked for Pison as Vice President of Client Strategies from November 2, 2020, until her resignation on
August 11, 2023, at an agreed annual salary of $180,000. She allegedly received no compensation from June 12,
2022, through her resignation, despite repeated inquiries and assurances that she would be paid. Defendants
admitted that she worked during that period, that approximately $210,884.37 remained unpaid, and that the

nonpayment resulted from cash-flow difficulties rather than performance issues.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Burrell filed suit on May 13, 2024, asserting statutory wage, equitable, and corporate-veil claims. Defendants
moved for summary judgment, and Burrell filed her own partial-summary-judgment motion. In a January 29,
2026 order, the court entered judgment for Pison on several equitable claims as barred by a contractual six-
month limitations period, determined that James was an employer under the FLSA and Ohio statutes, and left the
statutory wage claims against Pison pending. The court then granted Burrell partial summary judgment on

liability and ordered the parties to propose dates for a damages and mediation hearing.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The parties must submit a joint written notice within ten days proposing agreed dates for a damages/mediation

hearing with Magistrate Judge James E. Grimes, Jr.
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