UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Peter Leverman v. Honeywell International Inc.

Leverman v. Honeywell - No. 2:25-cv-04768-WLH-RAOQO - Decided September 9, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California denied Peter Leverman’s motion

to remand a putative California wage-and-hour class action removed under the Class Action Fairness

Act. The court held that Defendant established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in

controversy exceeded $5 million, accepting certain workweek, unpaid-wage, overtime, and wage-

statement penalty assumptions while rejecting an inflated overtime estimate as unsupported.
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Plaintiff moved to remand a putative class action removed from
California state court under the Class Action Fairness Act. The district

court denied the motion.

When removal jurisdiction is factually challenged, the court
determines by a preponderance of the evidence whether the amount-in-
controversy requirement is satisfied. A defendant may rely on a chain
of reasoning containing reasonable assumptions grounded in the

complaint and supported by evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Honeywell established by a preponderance of the evidence that the amount in controversy
exceeded CAFA's $5 million jurisdictional threshold.

2. Whether Honeywell's assumptions concerning the number of relevant workweeks, unpaid straight-time
on-call wages, and unpaid overtime wages were reasonable and sufficiently grounded in the complaint

and evidence.

3. Whether attorney's fees could be included in the amount-in-controversy calculation and reasonably
estimated at 25 percent of the recovery.

HOLDINGS

1. The amount-in-controversy requirement was satisfied because reasonable estimates of unpaid on-call
wages, unpaid overtime, attorney's fees, and some amount of wage-statement penalties established an

amount in controversy of at least $5,079,984.38.

2. Honeywell reasonably calculated the relevant workweeks by using employment records and the hire and

termination dates of putative class members.

3. Honeywell could reasonably assume one unpaid straight-time on-call hour and one unpaid overtime hour
per workweek because those assumptions were grounded in the complaint's pattern-and-practice

allegations.

4. Attorney's fees were properly included in the amount-in-controversy calculation and could reasonably be
estimated at 25 percent of the recovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff’s Motion is DENIED for the reasons stated herein.” (at 2)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Plaintiff's Motion to Remand.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Peter Leverman, a former Honeywell employee, alleged that Honeywell required him and other California non-
exempt employees to provide 24/7 on-call support while failing to pay all regular and overtime wages owed. He
also alleged inaccurate wage statements and sought unpaid wages, statutory penalties, and attorney's fees on
behalf of a putative class. Honeywell submitted employment-record evidence concerning the number of
employees and workweeks, and used assumptions based on the complaint to estimate unpaid wages, overtime,

wage-statement penalties, and attorney's fees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Leverman filed a putative class action in the Superior Court of California alleging unpaid wages, unpaid

overtime, inaccurate wage statements, and related violations. Honeywell removed the action under CAFA,



asserting that the amount in controversy exceeded $5 million. After supplemental briefing and additional
evidentiary submissions concerning workweeks and alleged violation rates, the district court denied the motion

to remand and ordered Honeywell to file a responsive pleading within 14 days.
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