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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Honeywell International
Inc.'s motion to transfer venue under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a). The court concluded that the District of
Arizona was more appropriate because the plaintiff primarily lived and worked there, the dispute
principally arose there, Arizona was more familiar with potentially applicable law, and the District of
Arizona had a less congested docket. The court ordered the action transferred to the District of Arizona
and directed the clerk to close the case after forwarding the filings.
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DISPOSITION transferred

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Motion to transfer venue under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a)

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished

TOPICS

venue forum non conveniens civil procedure employment law

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure employment law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the case should be transferred to the District of Arizona under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) for
convenience of parties and witnesses and in the interest of justice



HOLDINGS

1. The motion to transfer venue is granted because Arizona is the state most familiar with the governing
law, plaintiff's choice of forum is accorded little weight, Arizona is more convenient for witnesses, has
greater local interest, and is less congested.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a), 'a district court may transfer any civil action to any other district or
division where it might have been brought' for the convenience of parties and witnesses and in the interest of
justice.” (at 1)

“Because Arizona is the state most familiar with the governing law, plaintiff's choice of forum is accorded
little weight, the District of Arizona is more convenient for the identified witnesses, Arizona has a greater
interest in having the local controversy decided at home, and the District of Arizona is less congested than
this court, and despite the convenience of the parties and the parties' contacts favoring denial of transfer, the
court will grant defendant's motion to transfer venue to the District of Arizona.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Daniel Nash worked for defendant Honeywell International Inc. since 2015. After a new Vice President
arrived, tensions increased. Plaintiff announced retirement but agreed to extend service until August 2nd. During
extended period, work environment became hostile with expense report refusals. Plaintiff was abruptly
terminated on July 29th for alleged misuse of documents, then pressured with threats of criminal prosecution if
he didn't sign legal documents.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed action in Placer County Superior Court; defendant removed to federal court based on diversity
jurisdiction. Defendant moved to transfer venue to the District of Arizona.

DISPOSITION

transferred

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk of the Court for the Eastern District of California is ordered to forward all filings to the United States
District Court for the District of Arizona and close the case upon completion of transfer.
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