IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TULSA COUNTY STATE OF OKLAHOMA
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TOM REED,

Plaintiff vs.
LOGISTICA, INC.,
Defendant

)
).                     Case No. CJ-2023-3562
)
).                    Judge Joshua Wise
)
)
)
)
)




[bookmark: PLAINTIFF’S_RESPONSE_TO_DEFENDANT’S_MOTI]PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
Plaintiff, Tom Reed (“Reed”), files this Response to Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment under 12 O.S. § 2056 and District Court Rule 13 and asks the Court to deny Defendant’s Motion and allow Reed’s case to proceed to trial. In support of his Response, Reed would respectfully show the Court as follows:
[bookmark: Introduction]INTRODUCTION

This case arose from an employment dispute between Plaintiff, Tom Reed, and Defendant, Logistica. On January 10, 2024, a recruiter working for Logistica contacted Reed about a job opportunity with Logistica in Tulsa, Oklahoma. On April 11, 2024, Logistica sent Reed a written offer of employment to become the company’s Chief Engineer with a start date of May 6, 2024. After mutual correspondence discussing the terms of the offer, Reed orally accepted the offer and followed up by signing the April 11 offer letter. Logistica lost the client, Bullseye, for which Reed’s services were supposedly hired. Thus, Logistica chose to terminate its employment contract with Reed on May 6, 2024. On June 21, 2024, Reed filed suit against Logistica for breach of an implied contract and request for promissory estoppel.
Reed now requests that the court deny Logistica’s request for summary judgement because (1) there are genuine issues of fact by which a reasonable jury could find that Logistica made an implied promise sufficient to modify the at-will nature of Reed’s employment, and (2) Reed’s breach of implied contract and promissory estoppel claims should both succeed because he reasonably relied on a promise of future employment.

[bookmark: Summary_Judgment_Evidence]SUMMARY JUDGMENT EVIDENCE

Plaintiff has attached to this Response the following exhibit, and incorporates it by reference:
Exhibit A:	Defendant Logistica, Inc.’s Original Answer

Exhibit B:	Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request 
Exhibit C:	Logistica, Inc. Offer of Employment
Exhibit D:	Affidavit of Tom Reed



This evidence raises genuine issues of material fact precluding Defendants right to summary judgment as a matter of law.

[bookmark: Statement_of_Facts]STATEMENT OF FACTS

Logistica, Inc., is an Oklahoma corporation with its primary place of business in Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. Logistica develops and installs automation technology for use in the warehouse and distribution industries, with one of its key customers being Bullseye, a large national store that does an ever-increasing amount of business in the online retail space. (Pl. Tom Reed’s Pet. PP 3, 6). Reed specializes in designing fulfillment automation products using robotic and other conveying technologies. (Pl. Tom Reed’s Pet. P 5.) Although originally


from Oklahoma, Reed relocated to Houston, Texas a decade ago and has been contributing to the

state’s booming automation industry for the past ten years. Id.

On April 11, 2024, Don Lawless, Chief Executive Officer for Logistica, sent Reed a written offer of employment to become Logistica’s Chief Engineer. (Pl. Tom Reed’s Pet. P 9.) The offer contained the primary terms of the employment, including the job title, annual salary, annual bonus, and other benefits. Id. The written offer put Reed’s start date as May 6, 2024. Id. On April 15, 2024, Reed called Lawless about an understandable concern regarding his compensation in the offered role and the extreme costs of relocating to Oklahoma for the sole purpose of working for Logistica. Id. Lawless explained to Reed that although the company has a policy against covering the cost of relocation, Logistica would be able to pay Reed a large sign- on bonus after he had worked for the company for at least 30 days because, in the words of Lawless, Logistica is “like a family” and “takes care of each other.” Id. With the reassurance of the guaranteed sign-on bonus, Reed then orally accepted the offer and followed up by signing the April 11 offer letter. Id. Reed promptly put in the customary two-week’s notice with his job in Houston and relocated his entire life to Tulsa, Oklahoma on May 4, 2024. (Pl. Tom Reed’s Pet. P 11.)
As agreed, Reed arrived at Logistica headquarters on his planned start day, May 6, 2024. (Pl. Tom Reed’s Pet. P 12.) Upon his arrival, Reed was met in the building’s lobby by Lawless, who informed Reed that the company lost the client, Bullseye, for which Reed’s services were supposedly hired. Id. Lawless then chose to terminate its employment contract with Reed, even though Reed had fulfilled all his obligations. Id. Logistica never employed Reed, nor paid him the promised sign-on bonus, despite the promises and statements made by its representative, Lawless. Id.

On June 21, 2024, Reed filed suit against Logistica alleging breach of an implied contract and request for promissory estoppel. (Pl. Tom Reed’s Pet.) Reed now requests that the court deny Logistica’s request for summary judgement because (1) there are genuine issues of fact by which a reasonable jury could find that Logistica made an implied promise sufficient to modify the at-will nature of Reed’s employment, and (2) Reed’s breach of implied contract and promissory estoppel claims should both succeed because he reasonably relied on a promise of future employment.

[bookmark: Summary_Judgment_Standard]SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD

In considering a motion for summary judgment, the moving party must meet its burden to prove no genuine disputes exist regarding material facts. This principle aligns with the precedent in Hinson, which recognizes that implied contracts can alter at-will employment circumstances based on employer communications and actions. Hinson v. Cameron, 1987 OK 49, 742 P.2d 549. Reed's claims against Logistica hinge on whether he had reasonable expectations of job security influenced by Logistica's actions, indicating potential factual disputes that warrant trial. Oklahoma law emphasizes a comprehensive examination of employer conduct and policies to ascertain implied contract terms, and Logistica bears the burden of proof to demonstrate the absence of significant factual issues. Burk v. K-Mart Corp., 1989 OK 22, 770 P.2d 24. If Logistica fails to adequately refute Reed's claims, the court should deny the summary judgment motion, allowing the jury to resolve the issues at hand. Moreover, courts must view evidence in the light most favorable to the non-moving party, ensuring fairness and preventing premature dismissal of claims. Hinson v. Cameron, 1987 OK 49, 742 P.2d 549. This evidentiary standard is crucial for maintaining justice in employment-related disputes, particularly for employees like Reed, who may have reasonably relied on their employer’s assurances regarding

job security.


[bookmark: Argument_and_Authorities]ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES

When dealing with implied contract claims and at-will employment in Oklahoma, the courts have established a detailed framework that requires clear promises as the foundation for enforceability. In Thompson, the district court acknowledged the significance of a promise leading to reasonable reliance, laying groundwork for establishing promissory estoppel, critical in cases where employees assert claims against their employers for changed terms of employment. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 146641, 3 (W.D. Okla. 2013). Furthermore, the precedent set by Russell reinforces that personnel policy manuals can imply contractual obligations when they create expectations of benefits, thereby transcending mere at-will status. Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492, P 23. Therefore, Logistica’s assurances and the expectation of benefits accrued by Reed substantiate his claim, demonstrating that his reliance on the implied promise is reasonable under Oklahoma law, as well as emphasizing the unjust enrichment that could arise from denying such assertions in a contractual relationship. Langdon v. Saga Corp., 1976 OK CIV APP 65, P 10 (Okla. Ct. App. 1976). This complex legal context supports Reed’s claims against the defendant’s motion for summary judgment, requiring the courts to carefully consider the provided evidentiary support.
In current litigation, the procedure of summary judgment often raises substantial concerns regarding its potential to undermine the right to a jury trial. Those against summary judgment argue that this tool, while intended to help streamline judicial proceedings, inadvertently may prevent plaintiffs from having their rightful day in court. Specifically, the claim that no genuine issues of material fact exist can be misleading. Employer's state-law liability for withdrawing, or substantially altering, job offer for indefinite period before employee actually commences

employment, 1 A.L.R.5th 401. In many cases, such as Reeds claim against Logistica, the complexities of an implied contract can only be fully appreciated through a nuanced examination of the evidence—a task ill-suited for the rigid structure of summary judgment proceedings. Moreover, the reliance on vague assurances can create reasonable expectations that deserve true judicial scrutiny rather than dismissal. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 146641, 3 (W.D. Okla. 2013). Therefore, dismissing claims under these circumstances could sidestep critical assessments of the implied covenant of good faith and the principle of promissory estoppel, ultimately impairing the fundamental tenets of justice and fairness in the legal process.
The boundaries of at-will employment and implied contracts are significantly illuminated by recent case law. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 14664 (W.D. Okla. 2013); Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492. In Thompson, the court affirmed a promissory estoppel claim, emphasizing that reasonable reliance on a clear promise— despite the at-will nature of employment—raises substantial questions regarding the enforceability of assurances made by employers. Id. at 3. This decision is significant because it encourages employees to trust the explicit promises made by their employers, holding those employers accountable for commitments that might not usually fall under the traditional at-will employment structure. This finding complements the principles established in Russell, which addressed the implications of implied agreements within municipal employment contexts. Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492, P 23. The Russell decision illustrates that employee handbooks or policies may establish mutual obligations, potentially altering at- will determinations. Id. Particularly, the court there recognized that what may be seen as informal guidelines or procedures could, under certain circumstances, become legally binding
commitments when employees can demonstrate a reasonable expectation based on those assurances. When juxtaposed with Thompson, it becomes evident that the reliance on unambiguous assurances by employers can give rise to an implied contract that modifies the traditional at-will framework by integrating elements of reliance and fairness into employment relationships. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 146641, 3 (W.D. Okla. 2013). Therefore, the cumulative effect of these rulings indicates a change in recognizing employee rights and interests in a way that respects the complexities of modern employment relationships. This shift highlights the need for employers to ensure clarity and consistency in their employment promises and policies to prevent unforeseen liabilities arising from implied contracts inferred from their statements and actions. Overall, these cases point to a significant change that may provide better protection for employees against unfair termination and promote a fairer work environment in the state of Oklahoma.
Reed's case shows how promissory estoppel is important for protecting employees in job-related disputes, pointing out the delicate balance of trust in employer-employee relationships. The doctrine serves to protect employees who reasonably rely on an employer's promise, a reality that is illustrated by Reed’s major life choices, such as his relocation and extensive preparation for his unambiguously promised role as Chief Engineer at Logistica If promissory estoppel is not enforced, situations like Reed’s allow employers to retract job offers without facing any real consequences, which harms individual careers and erodes trust that is crucial for healthy employment relationships. It is important to understand that the impacts of broken promises reach beyond the individual, creating a wider effect that can disrupt the entire trust dynamic in the workplace. This critical perspective aligns with findings in Thompson, which acknowledged the necessity for strong legal protections when promises lead to significant reliance, affirming

that	employees	deserve	recourse	when	placed	in	precarious	positions	due	to	an employer's broken assurances. Id. The court’s decision shows a clear recognition of how harmful unfulfilled promises can be for employees, especially when those promises involve major commitments of time, resources, and emotional energy. For plaintiffs like Reed, the failure of an employer to fulfill a promise can leave an employee feeling isolated, both emotionally and professionally after make life-changing choices based on the expectation of stable employment.
	Furthermore, the precedent established in Russell, underscores the principle that employers may incur liability when their actions induce employees to forgo alternative employment opportunities based on a promise, they believed to be secure. Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492. Judicial interpretations such as this strengthen the idea that applying promissory estoppel is not just about the law but is essential for fair treatment of employees like Reed, who have acted in good faith upon the assurances and promises provided by employers. This framework clearly indicates that employers have a responsibility to their employees, meaning that their promises should not be given lightly or withdrawn without careful thought. The significance of this is substantial, highlighting that businesses must understand that their promises can’t simply be ignored without repercussions. By supporting this doctrine, the court protects employee rights and helps foster a job market that is fair and trustworthy, where commitments made are commitments fulfilled. This effort encourages a workplace that values integrity and commitment while discouraging exploitative practices, thereby building a system where both employers and employees can succeed in an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect.
The rules central to the denial of summary judgment hinge on a lack of factual disputes between the parties. First and foremost, Oklahoma law recognizes implied contracts, particularly when an employee’s reliance on assurances creates a reasonable expectation of continued

employment. Id. In Thompson, the court emphasized that sufficient indicators of a promise can lead to binding agreements even in at-will situations. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 146641 (W.D. Okla. 2013). Furthermore, the defendant’s representations and the plaintiff’s actions exhibit not only inducement but also detrimental reliance, which warrant an analysis under promissory estoppel. The Court’s ruling in Russell put forth that when employees exhibit reliance on established practices or policies that indicate benefits or compensation, their legal standing is fortified. Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492. Moreover, the court recognized that personnel policy manuals can engender contractual obligations, demonstrating that employee benefits accrued during service manifest mutual agreement. Id. Reed’s reliance on Logistica’s assurances corresponds with the criteria for promissory estoppel; he engaged in significant reliance by relocating and forgoing other employment opportunities based on Logistica’s explicit promises, thereby satisfying the doctrines requirements and accruing benefits through fulfilling his obligations. Employer's state- law liability for withdrawing, or substantially altering, job offer for indefinite period before employee actually commences employment, 1 A.L.R.5th 401. Thus, the existence of genuine issues of material fact surrounding the implied contract and promissory estoppel claims substantiates the case for denying summary judgment, compelling the matter to proceed to trial.
The decision in this case carries significant implications for future employment disputes, especially regarding the recognition of implied contracts in at-will employment situations. The court’s reliance on established precedents, such as that in Thompson, underscores the necessity of explicit, unambiguous promises in modifying at-will employment, emphasizing that vague assurances are not sufficient to create binding obligations. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 146641, 3 (W.D. Okla. 2013). Moreover, the ruling aligns with the

principles outlined in Russell, wherein the courts determined the importance of genuine material facts in establishing wrongful termination claims under similarly ambiguous circumstances. Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492. By stressing the importance of actual reliance on promises, this ruling may increase attention on employee handbooks and verbal agreements, possibly affecting how businesses express job expectations and alter employment conditions in the future. As such, the delineation between implied contracts and at- will employment remains critical for both employers and employees navigating the complexities of labor relations.
A critical examination of summary judgment motions reveals a pressing need for Oklahoma courts to meticulously assess the complexities surrounding implied contracts. In at- will employment situations, implied contracts can play a big role in how employee rights are understood, especially in cases of implied contract breaches and promissory estoppel claims. Notably, the ruling in Thompson depicts that an implied contract can arise from clear assurances and mutual understandings that exist outside formal documentation. Thompson v. DynCorp Int'l, LLC, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 146641, 9 (W.D. Okla. 2013). Courts should carefully evaluate manuals and personnel policies, as seen in Russell, which established that employee handbooks might create binding expectations that must not be dismissed prematurely in summary judgment motions. Russell v. Bd. of Cty. Comm'rs, 1997 OK 80, 952 P.2d 492, P 2. By thoroughly exploring the details of implied contracts, courts can better protect employee rights while also making sure that employers’ intentions are understood and honored, thus promoting fair legal standards that reflect the true nature of employment relationships.
.

[bookmark: Conclusion]CONCLUSION

In reviewing Reed's claims against Logistica, Oklahoma law underscores that an at-will

employment designation does not entirely shield an employer from liability when implied contractual obligations or reasonable reliance are present. Case law, including rulings on implied contracts from employer conduct or statements, demonstrates that when an employee relies on promises—such as Reed did regarding relocation support—there may be grounds for promissory estoppel and implied contract claims. Logistica’s attempt to dismiss the case on summary judgment overlooks these reasonable expectations and the need for trial-level fact assessment on implied agreements and employee reliance. The importance of a trial here is supported by Oklahoma precedent, which emphasizes the role of juries in resolving complex fact patterns around implied job security and promises made during hiring. For the reasons discussed above, Plaintiff, Tom Reed, respectfully requests this Court to deny Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment.
Respectfully submitted,
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By:	 Oklahoma Bar No. 12345678
Hetfield & Rose, L.L.P. 2519 E. 6th St., Tulsa, OK 74104 Phone (918) 587-
0050
Fax (918) 587-0051
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF TOM REED

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, SierraLynn Anderson, certify that on November 23, 2024 a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was served on all counsel of record via certified mail, return receipt requested as follows:


Via Certified Mail RRR# 1212 2323 3434 4545 5656 Junior Associate
Hetfield & Rose, L.L.P.
2519 E. 6th St., Tulsa, OK 74104
Attorney for Plaintiff Tom Reed
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SierraLynn Anderson


IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TULSA COUNTY STATE OF OKLAHOMA

	TOM REED,

Plaintiff
vs.
LOGISTICA, INC.,
Defendant
	)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
	Case No. CJ-2023-3562
Judge Joshua Wise





[bookmark: ORDER]ORDER

On this day, this Court considered Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment. After considering the Motion and Brief in Support, the Response, and the applicable authorities, this Court DENIES the Motion.
Signed on this	day of 	, 20  .




Presiding Judge

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TULSA COUNTY STATE OF OKLAHOMA

	TOM REED,
	)

	
	)	Case No. CJ-2023-3562

	Plaintiff
	)

	
	)	Judge Joshua Wise

	vs.
	)

	
	)


LOGISTICA, INC.,	)
)
Defendant	)



[bookmark: DEFENDANT_LOGISTICA,_INC.’S_ORIGINAL_ANS]DEFENDANT LOGISTICA, INC.’S ORIGINAL ANSWER

Defendant, Logistica, Inc., files this its Original Answer to Plaintiff’s Original Petition.

A) [bookmark: A)_ADMISSIONS_AND_DENIALS]ADMISSIONS AND DENIALS

1. Defendant generally denies all the allegations in Plaintiff’s Original Petition, except for those specifically admitted to in this Original Answer.
2. Defendant is without sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition, therefore it must deny.
3. Defendant admits to the allegations in Paragraph 3 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition.
4. Defendant admits to the allegations in Paragraph 4 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition.
5. Defendant is without sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph 5 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition, therefore it must deny.
6. Defendant admits to the allegations in Paragraph 6 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition.

7. Defendant admits to the allegations in Paragraph 7 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition.

8. Defendant is without sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph

8 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition, therefore it must deny.


9. Defendant admits to the allegations in Paragraph 9 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition.

10. Defendant admits that Plaintiff called Defendant to accept the offer and followed up by signing the letter, but it denies all remaining allegations in paragraph 10.
11. Defendant is without sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition, therefore it must deny.
12. Defendant admits to the allegations in Paragraph 12 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition.

13. Defendant admits that it never employed Plaintiff and that it never paid Plaintiff the signing bonus, but it denies all remaining allegations in paragraph 13.
14. Defendant is without sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph 14 of Plaintiff’s Original Petition, therefore it must deny.
15. Paragraphs 15, 18, and 21 do not contain any allegations to which Defendants need to admit or deny.
B) [bookmark: B)_PRAYER]PRAYER

16. Defendant demands a jury trial.

17. Defendant asks the Court to render judgment that Plaintiff take nothing on his claims, assess costs against Plaintiff, and award all other relief to which Defendant is entitled.

Respectfully submitted, OXFORD & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
By:	Junior Associate

Junior Associate
Oklahoma Bar No. 23456789 Oxford & Associates, P.C.
423 N. Main Street
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104


(918) 743-2100
(918) 743-2101 (FAX)

[bookmark: ATTORNEY_FOR_DEFENDANT_LOGISTICA,_INC.]ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT LOGISTICA, INC.





CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Jerry Oxford, certify that on July 19, 2024, a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was served on all counsel of record via certified mail, return receipt requested as follows:



Via Certified Mail RRR# 1212 2323 3434 4545 5656 Junior Associate
Hetfield & Rose, L.L.P.
2519 E. 6th St., Tulsa, OK 74104
Attorney for Plaintiff Tom Reed






Junior Associate___________________________________

_
Junior Associate
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[bookmark: Case_No._CJ-2023-3562]Case No. CJ-2023-3562
Judge Joshua Wise

LOGISTICA, INC.,	)
)
Defendant	)


[bookmark: PLAINTIFF’S_RESPONSE_TO_DEFENDANT’S_FIRS]PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT’S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
To: Logistica, Inc. (“Logistica”) by and through its attorney of record Junior Associate at Oxford & Associates, P.C. at 423 N. Main Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104.
Plaintiff, Tom Reed (“Mr. Reed”), serves the following responses to Defendant’s First

Request for Production of Documents:
Request 1: Produce all documents between Logistica and Mr. Reed relating to the terms of Mr. Reed’s employment with Logistica.
Response: In response to this request, Mr. Reed has produced the letter, dated April 11, 2024, from Don Lawless to Tom Reed.
[The remainder of the requests and responses are not relevant to this assignment.]
Respectfully submitted, HETFIELD & ROSE, L.L.P.
By:	Junior Associate

[bookmark: Junior_Associate]Junior Associate
Oklahoma Bar No. 12345678 Hetfield & Rose, L.L.P.
2519 E. 6th St., Tulsa, OK 74104 Phone (918) 587-0050
Fax (918) 587-0051
[bookmark: ATTORNEY_FOR_PLAINTIFF_TOM_REED]ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF TOM REED


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[bookmark: I,_Junior_Associate,_certify_that_on_Sep]I, Junior Associate, certify that on September 21, 2024, a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was served on all counsel of record via certified mail, return receipt requested as follows:

Via Certified Mail RRR# 1212 2323 3434 4545 6565 Junior Associate
Oxford & Associates, P.C. 423 N. Main Street Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104
Attorney for Defendant Logistica, Inc.


Junior Associate

Junior Associate
































Logistica, Inc.
[bookmark: Offer_of_Employment]Offer of Employment

Prospective Employee: Tom Reed	Offer Date: April 11, 2024

Job Title: Chief Engineer	Start Date: May 6, 2024
Logistica, Inc. is pleased to offer you an employment opportunity. Immediately upon beginning work, you will be classified as a full-time salaried, exempt employee. Employment will be based upon terms and conditions defined by the Employee Manual. Should you accept this offer of a new employment, you will serve and be employed by Logistica, Inc. for so long as each of us agrees to such service and neither you nor Logistica, Inc. has the right to the continuation of the relationship for a particular time. The employment relationship constitutes at-will employment under the following terms:
Annual Salary: Logistica will pay you a base salary of $150,000 per year commencing on the Start Date, pro-rated for a partial year of employment, and to be paid in equal payments on the 1st and 15th day of each month.

Bonus Plan:	Providing Logistica, Inc. achieves its Earning Target (defined in the Employee Manual) you will be a participant in the Logistica, Inc. bonus program. Your annual bonus target is 30% of your annual salary, adjusted based upon company performance and pro-rated for any partial year of employment.
Insurance:	Paid by company for employee only
Paid Time Off:	20 days, plus holidays as outlined in the Employee Manual 401k:	Yes, with 5% matching by company_________





[bookmark: Company_Signature:__Employee_Signature:_]Company Signature:	 Don Lawless_________________________


	Date:_

4/11/24

________

Employee Signature:_ __________________________


Tom Reed
[bookmark: Date:_]
	Date:_

4/15/2



TOM REED,



vs.

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TULSA COUNTY STATE OF OKLAHOMA

)
)	Case No. CJ-2023-3562
Plaintiff	)
)	Judge Joshua Wise
)
)


LOGISTICA, INC.,	)
)
Defendant	)



[bookmark: AFFIDAVIT_OF_TOM_REED]AFFIDAVIT OF TOM REED

Before me, the undersigned notary, on this day personally appeared Tom Reed, who, after being duly sworn, stated as follows:

1. “My name is Tom Reed. I am at least 18 years of age, of sound mind, and capable of making this affidavit. I have personal knowledge of each of the matters stated herein.

2. I have a dual degree in computer science and electrical engineering from Oklahoma State University. Although originally from Oklahoma, for the past ten years I worked in Houston, Texas in the automation industry. I specialize in designing fulfillment automation products using robotic and other conveying technologies.
3. On January 10, 2024, a recruiter working for Defendant contacted me about a job opportunity with Defendant in Tulsa, Oklahoma. Although I was happy with my job in Houston, I was excited by the prospect of moving back to Oklahoma to be near family.
4. On April 15, 2024, while I was in negotiations for employment with Defendant, Logistica, Inc., I called Don Lawless, Logistica CEO. I told Mr. Lawless that the offered compensation structure would put me at a significant hardship because of the upfront expenses associated with moving. Mr. Lawless said, “Defendant has a policy against paying for relocation expenses, but I could give you a signing bonus.” I responded that when I moved to Houston ten years ago, it cost me almost $25,000, but with skyrocketing inflation, my moving expenses could easily be $30,000-
$35,000. Mr. Lawless then said, “That is about what I would expect. Don’t worry, Logistica is a family, and we take care of each other. But I can’t give you the signing bonus until you’ve worked here for 30 days. We got burned

by an employee who had us pay for his moving expenses and then quit after only working at Logistica for a few days.” With this reassurance, I orally accepted the offer and followed up by signing the April 11 offer letter.
5. I put in the customary two-weeks’ notice with my Houston employer on April 22, 2024, and I moved to Tulsa on May 4, 2024. Despite fulfilling all of my obligations, Defendant never employed me, and it never paid me the promised signing bonus.
6. I am currently a Senior Engineer employed by Quick Sortation, L.L.C. in Tulsa, Oklahoma. My employment with Quick Sortation began on June 2, 2024. My annual salary is now $135,000 per year, and I had to take money out of my retirement savings to pay for my moving expenses to Oklahoma.
7. The above facts are within my personal knowledge and are true and correct. I am competent to testify to such facts and would so testify if I appeared in court as a witness at the trial of this matter.”__________________

_
Tom Reed

Tom Reed

STATE OF OKLAHOMA	)
)
COUNTY OF TULSA	)
Sworn to and subscribed before me this  23rd		day of _ September		,_______

20 24		, by _ Tom Reed		.
.
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Petra Jordan, Notary Public My Commission Expires:________________





9/17/2029

Signer’s identity verified in the following manner: [ ] Personally Known
[ ] Credible Witness (if allowed)
[X] Produced Satisfactory Identification Type of ID:__________________________
_
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