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Plaintiff, Lajos “Lali” Hugyetz, alleges, as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

This is an action by plaintiff, Lajos “Lali” Hugyetz (“plaintiff” or “Hugyetz”), whose 

employment with defendants Equinox Holdings, Inc. (“Equinox Holdings”), Equinox 

Group (“Equinox Group”), Equinox Group Fitness Company (“Equinox Group Fitness”), 

Equinox Fitness Clubs (“Equinox Fitness Clubs”), Equinox Sports Club Los Angeles 

(“Equinox L.A.”), and Sports Club Company, Inc. (“Sports Club Company”) (collectively, 

“Equinox” or the “entity defendants”) was wrongfully terminated on February 23, 2022.   

Hugyetz—a former five (5) time world champion kick boxer and seven (7) time 

European champion kick boxer—was actively recruited to work for defendants at their 

premier training gym, which defendants alternatively call “Sports Club Los Angeles” and 

“Equinox Sports Club”1 at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 

90025.  Hugyetz was hired to work as a physical trainer for defendants’ clientele in April 

of 2017 and performed his job in an exemplary manner until his employment was 

terminated, while he was on protected CFRA leave and FEHA disability leave to care for 

his mother, who was suffering from depression and physical ailments, having lost her 

husband of 42 years in December of 2021, as well as to care for his own disability in 

getting PRP injections.   Defendants discharged Hugyetz for not violating express medical 

restrictions that defendants were aware Hugyetz had because of an orthopedic condition 

from which he suffered.  That violated express mandates against disability discrimination 

in FEHA, as well as fundamental public policies recognized in California.   

Hugyetz brings this action against defendants for economic, non-economic, 

compensatory, and punitive damages pursuant to Civil Code section 3294, pre-judgment 

interest pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 3291, and costs and reasonable 

 
 1 Attached as Exhibit 4 and incorporated herein by reference are true copies of excerpts from 
defendants’ web site showing these alternative names defendants use to refer to the gym facility where 
plaintiff Hugyetz worked for defendants. 
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attorneys’ fees pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b) and Code of Civil 

Procedure section 1021.5. 

THE PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff:  Plaintiff Hugyetz is, and at all times mentioned in this Complaint was, 

a resident of the County of Los Angeles, California.  Hugyetz is a former five-time world 

champion kick boxer and seven-time European champion kick boxer who competed 

internationally from 1982 through 2000 as a professional kick boxer. 

2. Hugyetz won five world champion kick boxer titles, including those in 1990 in 

Venice, Italy; in 1991 in London, England; in 1992 in Atlantic City, New Jersey; and in 

1995 in Stuttgart, Germany.  Hugyetz’s seven European champion kick boxer titles include 

those won in 1987 in Hamburg, Germany; in 1991 in Madrid, Spain; in 1992 in Varna, 

Bulgaria; in 1994 in Helsinki, Finland; in 1994 in Lisbon, Portugal; and in 1996 in Caorle, 

Italy.  Attached as Exhibit 1 and incorporated by reference is a photograph of a Hugyetz 

professional fight. 

3. Hugyetz trained extensively both before and after his professional career, edu-

cating himself in multiple sports modes throughout the years.  Following his fighting 

career, Hugyetz has seriously dedicated his professional life to training others in various 

athletics, including boxing, kick boxing, weight lifting, weight training, body building, 

numerous cardiovascular exercises, stretching, and related activities. 

4. Defendants: 

a. Defendant Equinox Holdings is, and at all times mentioned in this Complaint 

was, authorized to operate by the State of California and the United States government 

and authorized and qualified to do business in the County of Los Angeles.  At all times, 

defendant operated a gym at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 

90025.  Defendant is headquartered in the State of New York, at 31 Hudson Yards, New 

York, New York 10001. 

b. Defendant Equinox Group is, and at all times mentioned in this Complaint 
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was, authorized to operate by the State of California and the United States government 

and authorized and qualified to do business in the County of Los Angeles.  At all times, 

defendant operated a gym at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 

90025.  Defendant is headquartered in the State of New York, at 31 Hudson Yards, New 

York, New York 10001. 

c. Defendant Equinox Group Fitness is, and at all times mentioned in this 

Complaint was, authorized to operate by the State of California and the United States 

government and authorized and qualified to do business in the County of Los Angeles.  At 

all times, defendant operated a gym at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, 

California 90025.  Defendant is headquartered in the State of New York, at 31 Hudson 

Yards, New York, New York 10001. 

d. Defendant Equinox Fitness Clubs is, and at all times mentioned in this 

Complaint was, authorized to operate by the State of California and the United States 

government and authorized and qualified to do business in the County of Los Angeles.  At 

all times, defendant operated a gym at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, 

California 90025.  Defendant is headquartered in the State of New York, at 31 Hudson 

Yards, New York, New York 10001. 

e. Defendant Equinox L.A. is, and at all times mentioned in this Complaint was, 

authorized to operate by the State of California and the United States government and 

authorized and qualified to do business in the County of Los Angeles.  Defendant’s place 

of business, where the following causes of action took place, was and is in the County of 

Los Angeles, at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90025. 

f. Defendant Sports Club Company is, and at all times mentioned in this 

Complaint was, authorized to operate by the State of California and the United States 

government and authorized and qualified to do business in the County of Los Angeles.  

Defendant’s place of business, where the following causes of action took place, was and 

is in the County of Los Angeles, at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, 

California 90025. 
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g. Defendant Sadie Huang (“defendant” or “Huang”) is, and at all times 

mentioned in this Complaint was, a supervisor with defendants.  Defendant Huang is, and 

at all times mentioned in this Complaint was, a resident of Los Angeles County, California. 

h. Defendant Joseph Hannant (“defendant” or “Hannant”) is, and at all times men-

tioned in this Complaint was, a supervisor with defendants.  Defendant Hannant is, and at all 

times mentioned in this Complaint was, a resident of Los Angeles County, California. 

5. Doe defendants:  Defendants Does 1 to 100, inclusive, are sued under fictitious 

names pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 474.  Plaintiff is informed and believes, 

and on that basis alleges, that each of the defendants sued under fictitious names is in some 

manner responsible for the wrongs and damages alleged below, in so acting was functioning 

as the agent, servant, partner, and employee of the co-defendants, and in taking the actions 

mentioned below was acting within the course and scope of his or her authority as such 

agent, servant, partner, and employee, with the permission and consent of the co-defendants.  

The named defendants and Doe defendants are sometimes hereafter referred to, collectively 

and/or individually, as “defendants.” 

6. Relationship of defendants:  All defendants compelled, coerced, aided, and/or 

abetted the discrimination, retaliation, and harassment alleged in this Complaint, which 

conduct is prohibited under California Government Code section 12940(i).  All defendants 

were responsible for the events and damages alleged herein, including on the following 

bases:  (a) defendants committed the acts alleged; (b) at all relevant times, one or more of 

the defendants was the agent or employee, and/or acted under the control or supervision, 

of one or more of the remaining defendants and, in committing the acts alleged, acted 

within the course and scope of such agency and employment and/or is or are otherwise 

liable for plaintiff’s damages; (c) at all relevant times, there existed a unity of ownership 

and interest between or among two or more of the defendants such that any individuality 

and separateness between or among those defendants has ceased, and defendants are the 

alter egos of one another.  Defendants exercised domination and control over one another 

to such an extent that any individuality or separateness of defendants does not, and at all 
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times herein mentioned did not, exist.  Adherence to the fiction of the separate existence 

of defendants would permit abuse of the corporate privilege and would sanction fraud and 

promote injustice.  All actions of all defendants were taken by employees, supervisors, 

executives, officers, and directors during employment with all defendants, were taken on 

behalf of all defendants, and were engaged in, authorized, ratified, and approved of by all 

other defendants. 

7. The entity defendants both directly and indirectly employed plaintiff Hugyetz, as 

defined in the Fair Employment and Housing Act (“FEHA”) at Government Code section 

12926(d). 

8. In addition, the entity defendants compelled, coerced, aided, and abetted the 

discrimination, which is prohibited under California Government Code section 12940(i). 

9. Finally, at all relevant times mentioned herein, all defendants acted as agents of 

all other defendants in committing the acts alleged herein. 

VENUE 

10. All actions at issue in this case occurred in the State of California, County of Los 

Angeles.  Under the California Fair Employment and Housing Act, this case can 

alternatively, at plaintiff Hugyetz’s choice, be filed: 

[I]n any county in the state in which the unlawful practice is alleged 
to have been committed, in the county in which the records relevant 
to the practice are maintained . . . or in the county in which the 
aggrieved person would have worked or would have had access to the 
public accommodation but for the alleged unlawful practice, but if the 
defendant is not found within any of these counties, an action may be 
brought within the county of the defendant’s residence or principal 
office . . . 

California Government Code § 12965(b). 

11. Here, the discrimination and failure to accommodate and failure to engage and 

retaliation all occurred in the County of Los Angeles.  Likewise, plaintiff Hugyetz would 

have worked in the County of Los Angeles but for the discrimination and failure to 

accommodate and failure to engage and retaliation.  Accordingly, venue is proper in this 
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Court, the Los Angeles Superior Court, Central District. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

12. Plaintiff’s hiring:  Defendants hired plaintiff Lajos “Lali” Hugyetz in April of 

2017, as a fitness trainer to work at their premiere Los Angeles, California fitness facility, 

at 1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90025.  Defendants actively 

recruited Hugyetz and promoted him for his success as a professional kick boxer.  

Attached as Exhibit 2 and incorporated by reference is a photograph of Hugyetz at 

defendants’ facility, displaying various kick boxing trophies.  Prior to the pandemic, 

Hugyetz performed numerous training sessions per month for defendants and defendants’ 

members.  Hugyetz continued to work for defendants at all times defendants had their 

facilities open and did so, at times, at great risk of exposure to COVID-19. 

13. Plaintiff’s job performance:  At all times, plaintiff Hugyetz performed his job 

duties in an exemplary manner. 

14. Plaintiff’s protected status and activity: 

a. Plaintiff Hugyetz suffers from a disability, an orthopedic condition in his hip, 

which has at times limited his ability to work in some functions.  Plaintiff also associated 

with his mother, who suffers from disabilities, including clinical depression and a tumor 

on her spine. 

b. Plaintiff Hugyetz requested accommodation for his disability in late 2021. 

c. In January and February of 2022, plaintiff Hugyetz requested and took CFRA 

medical leave and FEHA disability leave to care for his mother, who was suffering from 

depression after the death of her husband in December of 2021, as well as a non-cancerous 

tumor that had to be removed from her back, and also to care for himself for his hip 

disability. 

15. Defendants’ adverse employment actions and behavior: 

a. Hugyetz was always considered a full-time employee of defendants. 

b. In October of 2021, after being diagnosed with an orthopedic condition in his 
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hip, Hugyetz gave Equinox disability restrictions for the first time.  His orthopedic hip 

joint condition included extensive arthritis.  The restrictions, in writing, limited him to not 

standing continuously for more than one hour without a break and included a lifting 

restriction. 

c. Hugyetz could still train clients in various modes in which he had been training 

them for defendants for the previous four years.  However, he could not do floor duty a form 

of marketing unrelated to his essential job functions—for more than one hour withut a break.  

Despite these minimal restrictions, which defendants knew about through written 

communications, Equinox continuously pushed Hugyetz to do two-hour floor shifts without 

interruption, in directly conflict with his documented disability restrictions. 

d. On January 18, 2022, Hugyetz’s supervisor, defendant Huang, threatened to 

fire Hugyetz for the first time in his career as a result of his physical disability.  On January 

24, 2022, Huang threatened Hugyetz with potential employment termination as a result of 

his disability. 

e. While Hugyetz was on disability leave in Hungary, getting orthopedic hip 

treatments and taking his mother for treatment for her tumor and for psychological treatment, 

he still took online training for seven to eight hours.  At no time have defendants paid or 

offered to pay Hugyetz his wages for those hours of online training.  Personal training 

manager defendant Huang caused her co-defendants to violate California wage laws. 

16. Defendants’ termination of plaintiff’s employment: 

a. On February 23, 2022, Huang terminated Hugyetz’s employment while he 

was on family medical leave and disability leave for his own medical condition and to 

attend to his mother for her depression (her husband of 43 years died in December of 2021) 

and the removal of a non-cancerous tumor on her back. 

b. Defendants’ stated reason for their decision to discharge Hugyetz were per 

se discriminatory, i.e., his not working a shift that violated his doctor’s express disability 

restrictions.  Defendants’ chief people officer, David Ard, approved of, ratified, and 

authorized the illegal employment termination, falsely asserting Hugyetz had “made the 
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decision to leave” his employment. 

17. Economic damages:  As a consequence of defendants’ conduct, plaintiff has 

suffered and will suffer harm, including lost past and future income and employment 

benefits, damage to his career, and lost wages, overtime, unpaid expenses, and penalties, 

as well as interest on unpaid wages at the legal rate from and after each payday on which 

those wages should have been paid, in a sum to be proven at trial. 

18. Non-economic damages:  As a consequence of defendants’ conduct, plaintiff has 

suffered and will suffer psychological and emotional distress, humiliation, and mental and 

physical pain and anguish, in a sum to be proven at trial. 

19. Punitive damages:  Defendants’ conduct constitutes oppression, fraud, and/or 

malice under California Civil Code section 3294 and, thus, entitles plaintiff to an award 

of exemplary and/or punitive damages. 

a. Malice:  Defendants’ conduct was committed with malice within the meaning 

of California Civil Code section 3294, including that (a) defendants acted with intent to 

cause injury to plaintiff and/or acted with reckless disregard for plaintiff’s injury, in-

cluding by terminating plaintiff’s employment and/or taking other adverse job actions 

against plaintiff because of his disability, association with someone with a disability, age, 

and/or good faith complaints, and/or (b) defendants’ conduct was despicable and 

committed in willful and conscious disregard of plaintiff’s rights, health, and safety, 

including plaintiff’s right to be free of discrimination, harassment, retaliation, abuse of the 

requirements of accommodation and engaging in the interactive process, and wrongful 

employment termination. 

b. Oppression:  In addition, and/or alternatively, defendants’ conduct was com-

mitted with oppression within the meaning of California Civil Code section 3294, including 

that defendants’ actions against plaintiff because of his disability, association with someone 

with a disability, age, and/or good faith complaints were “despicable” and subjected 

plaintiff to cruel and unjust hardship, in knowing disregard of plaintiff’s rights to a work 

place free of discrimination, harassment, retaliation, abuse of the requirements of 
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accommodation and engaging in the interactive process, and wrongful employment 

termination. 

c. Fraud:  In addition, and/or alternatively, defendants’ conduct, as alleged, was 

fraudulent within the meaning of California Civil Code section 3294, including that 

defendants asserted false (pretextual) grounds for terminating plaintiff’s employment 

and/or other adverse job actions, thereby to harm plaintiff and deprive him of legal rights. 

20. Attorneys’ fees:  Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and 

attorneys’ fees. 

21. Exhaustion of administrative remedies:  Prior to filing this action, plaintiff ex-

hausted his administrative remedies by filing a timely administrative complaint with the 

Department of Fair Employment and Housing (“DFEH”) and receiving a DFEH right-to-

sue letter.  Attached as Exhibit 3 and incorporated by reference are true copies of said 

DFEH charges and DFEH right-to-sue letters. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Failure to Accommodate Disability (Government 

Code § 12940(a), (i), (m), (n)) in Violation of FEHA—

Against Entity Defendants and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

22. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

23. At all times herein mentioned, FEHA, Government Code section 12940(a), (i), 

(m), and (n), was in full force and effect and was binding on defendants.  This statute 

requires defendants to provide reasonable accommodations to known disabled employees.  

Prior to filing the instant Complaint, plaintiff filed a timely administrative charge with the 

DFEH and received a right-to-sue letter. 

24. Defendants failed to attempt any reasonable accommodation of plaintiff’s known 

disabilities.  Instead, defendants terminated plaintiff’s employment in part because of his 

disabilities. 
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25. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional miscon-

duct, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain substantial losses of earnings and 

other employment benefits. 

26. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional miscon-

duct, plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emotional distress, and 

mental and physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum according to proof. 

27. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees.  

Pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b), plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs (including expert costs) in an amount according to proof. 

28. Defendants’ misconduct was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudulent, 

and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages against 

defendants. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Discrimination on the Basis of Disability and Family 

Medical Leave in Violation of FEHA and CFRA 

(Government Code § 12900, et seq.)—Against Entity 

Defendants and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

29. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

30. At all times herein mentioned, FEHA and CFRA, Government Code section 

12940, et seq., was in full force and effect and was binding on defendants.  This statute 

requires defendants to refrain from discriminating against any employee because the 

employee has an actual, perceived, and/or history of disability or because the employee is 

associated with a person with a disability or for taking medical leave to care for himself 

or a family member, including his mother. 

31. Plaintiff’s actual, perceived, and/or history of disability, association with a person 

with a disability, and/or other characteristics protected by FEHA, Government Code 
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section 12900, et seq., and medical leave protected by CFRA were substantial motivating 

factors in defendants’ decision to terminate plaintiff’s employment, not to retain, hire, or 

otherwise employ plaintiff in any position, to harass plaintiff, and/or to take other adverse 

job actions against plaintiff. 

32. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional discrimi-

nation against plaintiff, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain substantial losses 

of earnings and other employment benefits. 

33. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional discrimi-

nation against plaintiff, plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emo-

tional distress, and mental and physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum 

according to proof. 

34. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees.  

Pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b), plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs (including expert costs) in an amount according to proof. 

35. Defendants’ discrimination was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudu-

lent, and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages against 

defendants. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Hostile Work Environment Harassment on the Basis 

of Disability (Government Code § 12900, et seq.)—

Against All Defendants and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

36. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

37. At all times herein mentioned, FEHA, Government Code section 12940, et seq., 

was in full force and effect and was binding on defendants.  This statute requires defen-

dants to refrain from harassing any employee because of that employee’s disability, 

association with a person with a disability, or other protected characteristics. 
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38. Plaintiff was subjected to harassing conduct through a hostile work environment, 

in whole or in part on the bases of plaintiff’s disability, association with a person with a 

disability, or other protected characteristics.  Specifically, defendants Huang and Hannant 

repetitively threatened to discharge plaintiff Hugyetz for not violating his express, written 

medical restrictions. 

39. On multiple occasions, despite knowing plaintiff Hugyetz’s disability restric-

tions, defendant Huang, in her capacity as a manager for defendants, threatened to termi-

nate Hugyetz’s employment for not violating those restrictions.  Defendant Huang knew 

about plaintiff Hugyetz’s disability and the physical limitations that disability placed on 

plaintiff, yet she continually directed him to violate his restrictions—under threat of being 

discharged. 

40. Pursuant to Government Code section 12923(b), even a single incident of 

harassing conduct is sufficient to create a hostile work environment if the harassing 

conduct has unreasonably interfered with plaintiff’s work performance or created an 

intimidating, hostile, or offensive working environment.  Such occurred here on multiple 

occasions under threats of termination multiple times – as a result of Hugyetz’s disability. 

41. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional harassment 

of plaintiff, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain substantial losses of earnings 

and other employment benefits. 

42. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional harassment 

of plaintiff, plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emotional distress, 

and mental and physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum according to proof. 

43. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees.  

Pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b), plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs (including expert costs) in an amount according to proof. 

44. Defendants’ harassment was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudulent, 

and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages against 

defendants. 
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Retaliation on the Basis of Disability and Family 

Leave in Violation of FEHA and CFRA 

(Government Code § 12900, et seq.)—Against 

Entity Defendants and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

45. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

46. At all times herein mentioned, FEHA and CFRA, Government Code section 

12940, et seq., was in full force and effect and was binding on defendants.  This statute 

requires defendants to refrain from retaliating against any employee for taking disability 

and/or medical leave, making complaints of or opposing discrimination, harassment, or 

retaliation or otherwise engaging in activity protected by FEHA and CFRA, including for 

seeking to exercise rights guaranteed under FEHA and/or for assisting or participating in 

an investigation, opposing defendants’ failure to provide rights, including the right to 

assist or participate in an investigation, or opposing defendants’ failure to provide rights, 

including the right to complain and the right to assist in a lawsuit, and the right to be free 

of retaliation. 

47. Plaintiff’s seeking to exercise rights guaranteed under FEHA and CFRA by taking 

medical leave and disability leave and/or opposing defendants’ failure to provide such rights, 

including the right to be free of discrimination, harassment, and retaliation in violation of 

Government Code section 12940(h), were substantial motivating reasons for defendants’ 

decision to terminate plaintiff’s employment, not to retain, hire, or otherwise employ plaintiff 

in any position, and/or to take other adverse employment actions against plaintiff. 

48. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional retaliation 

against plaintiff, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain substantial losses of 

earnings and other employment benefits. 

49. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional retaliation 

against plaintiff, plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emotional 
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distress, and mental and physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum according 

to proof. 

50. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees.  

Pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b), plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs (including expert costs) in an amount according to proof. 

51. Defendants’ retaliation was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudulent, 

and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages against defendants. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Failure to Engage in the Interactive Process 

(Government Code § 12900(a), (i), (m), (n))—Against 

Entity Defendants and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

52. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

53. At all times herein mentioned, FEHA, Government Code section 12940(a), (i), 

(m), and (n), was in full force and effect and was binding on defendants.  This statute 

requires defendants to engage in a timely, good faith interactive process to accommodate 

known disabled employees.  Prior to filing the instant Complaint, plaintiff filed a timely 

administrative charge with the DFEH and received a right-to-sue letter. 

54. Defendants failed to engage in a timely, good faith interactive process with 

plaintiff to accommodate his known disabilities.  Instead, defendants terminated plaintiff’s 

employment in part because of his disabilities. 

55. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional miscon-

duct, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain substantial losses of earnings and 

other employment benefits. 

56. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional miscon-

duct, plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emotional distress, and 

mental and physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum according to proof. 
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57. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees.  

Pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b), plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs (including expert costs) in an amount according to proof. 

58. Defendants’ misconduct was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudulent, 

and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages against 

defendants. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Failure to Prevent Discrimination, Harassment, and 

Retaliation (Government Code § 12900, et seq.)—Against 

Entity Defendants and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

59. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

60. At all times herein mentioned, FEHA, Government Code section 12940(k), was 

in full force and effect and was binding on defendants.  This statute states that it is an 

unlawful employment practice in California for an employer “to fail to take all reasonable 

steps necessary to prevent discrimination and harassment from occurring.” 

61. During the course of plaintiff’s employment, defendants failed to prevent their 

employees from engaging in intentional actions that resulted in plaintiff’s being treated 

less favorably because of his disability, CFRA family medical leave, association with a 

person with a disability and/or other protected. 

62. Plaintiff believes that he was subjected to discrimination, harassment, and 

retaliation because of his disability, association with a person with a disability, age, and/or 

other protected status and/or activity. 

63. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional miscon-

duct, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain substantial losses of earnings and 

other employment benefits. 

64. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional miscon-
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duct, plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emotional distress, and 

mental and physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum according to proof. 

65. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees.  

Pursuant to Government Code section 12965(b), plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs (including expert costs) in an amount according to proof. 

66. Defendants’ misconduct was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudulent, 

despicable, and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages 

against defendants. 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 

(Hughes v. Pair (2009) 46 Cal.4th 1035)—Against 

All Entity Defendants, Defendant Huang, 

and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

67. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

68. On multiple occasions, despite knowing plaintiff Hugyetz’s disability restric-

tions, defendant Huang, in her capacity as a manager for defendants, threatened to 

terminate Hugyetz’s employment for not violating those restrictions.  Defendant Huang 

knew about plaintiff Hugyetz’s disability and the physical limitations that disability placed 

on plaintiff, yet she continually directed him to violate his restrictions—under threat of 

being discharged. 

69. Defendants’ discriminatory, harassing, and retaliatory threats and actions against 

plaintiff constituted severe and outrageous misconduct and caused plaintiff extreme 

emotional distress.  Defendants were aware that treating plaintiff in the manner alleged 

above, including depriving plaintiff of his livelihood while he was suffering from an 

actual, perceived, and/or history of disability, would devastate plaintiff and cause him 

extreme hardship. 
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70. As a proximate result of defendants’ extreme and outrageous conduct, plaintiff 

has suffered and continues to suffer severe emotional distress.  Plaintiff has sustained and 

continues to sustain substantial losses of earnings and other employment benefits as a 

result of being emotionally distressed. 

71. As a proximate result of defendants’ extreme and outrageous conduct, plaintiff 

has suffered and continues to suffer humiliation, emotional distress, and mental and 

physical pain and anguish, all to his damage in a sum according to proof. 

72. Defendants’ misconduct was committed intentionally, in a malicious, fraudulent, 

and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to punitive damages. 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Failure to Pay Wages (Labor Code § 200, et seq.))—

Against Entity Defendants, Defendant Huang, 

and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

73. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

74. At all times herein mentioned, Labor Code sections 200 through 300 were in full 

force and effect and were binding on defendants.  These statutes require defendants to pay 

all wages owed to an employee promptly upon employment termination. 

75. Defendants violated these laws by failing to provide plaintiff’s last paycheck 

promptly and failing to pay penalties, including additional wages, interest, and fees. 

76. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional failure to 

pay all of the wages owed to plaintiff, plaintiff has sustained and continues to sustain 

economic losses. 

77. Defendants’ failure to pay all of the wages due to plaintiff was done intention-

ally, in a malicious, fraudulent, and/or oppressive manner, and this entitles plaintiff to 

punitive damages. 

78. Plaintiff has incurred and continues to incur legal expenses and attorneys’ fees in 
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sums according to proof. 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Failure to Provide Personnel File and Payroll Records 

(Labor Code §§ 226, 432, 1198.5))—Against Entity 

Defendants, and Does 1 to 100, Inclusive) 

79. The allegations set forth in the preceding paragraphs are re-alleged and incorpo-

rated herein by reference. 

80. Plaintiff requested copies of his personnel files and all documents that Plaintiff 

signed from Defendants pursuant to the provisions of the California Labor Code section 

226(a) on or around July 15, 2022. 

81. California Labor Code section 226(a) requires all California employers to 

maintain an accurate itemized statements of an employee's (1) gross wages earned, (2) 

total hours worked by the employee, (3) the number of piece-rate units earned and any 

applicable piece rate if the employee is paid on a piece-rate basis, (4) all deductions, 

provided that all deductions made on written orders of the employee may be aggregated 

and shown as one item, (5) net wages earned, (6) the inclusive dates of the period for 

which the employee is paid, (7) the name of the employee and only the last four digits of 

his social security number or an employee identification number other than a social 

security number, (8) the name and address of the legal entity that is the employer and (9) 

all applicable hourly rates in effect during the pay period and the corresponding number 

of hours worked at each hourly rate by the employee, for a period of at least three years. 

Pursuant to California Labor Code Section 226(b) and (c), upon written or oral request, an 

employee has the right to inspect or copy records identified in California Labor Code 

Section 226(a) within 21 calendar days from the date of the request to the employer. 

82. California Labor Code section 1198.5 requires employer to make available for 

inspection to current and former employees, or their representatives, a copy of the 

complete personnel records of the employee(s) not later than 30 calendar days from the 
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date employer receives a written request for such inspection. 

83. California Labor Code section 432 requires an employer to furnish a copy of any 

and all instruments signed by an employee or applicant upon request. 

84. Defendants did not produce any documents by the deadline. To date, Defendants 

have failed to produce any and all documents requested by Plaintiff. 

85. Defendants knowingly and intentionally violated its legal obligations under 

California Labor Code, failing to timely furnish and make available the aforementioned 

documents and instruments, subjecting defendant to civil penalties under California law 

and reasonable attorney's fees and costs for Plaintiff to enforce his rights under the 

California Labor Code. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, plaintiff, Lajos “Lali” Hugyetz, prays for judgment against defen-

dants as follows: 

1. For general and special damages according to proof; 

2. For exemplary damages according to proof; 

3. For pre-judgment and post-judgment interest on all damages awarded; 

4. For reasonable attorneys’ fees; 

5. For costs of suit incurred; 

6. For declaratory relief; 

7. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 

ADDITIONALLY, plaintiff, Lajos “Lali” Hugyetz, demands trial of this matter by 

jury.  The amount demanded exceeds $25,000.00 (Government Code § 72055). 

Dated: August 15, 2022  SHEGERIAN & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

By:  
Anthony Nguyen, Esq. 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
LAJOS “LALI” HUGYETZ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA | Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT & HOUSING
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100 I Elk Grove I CA I 95758
(800) 884-1684 (Voice) I (800) 700-2320 (TTY) | California’s Relay Service at 711
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov I Email: contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov

KEVIN KISH, DIRECTOR

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

July 17, 2022

Carney Shegerian
11520 San Vicente Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90049

RE: Notice to Complainant’s Attorney
DFEH Matter Number: 202207-17616318
Right to Sue: Hugyetz / Equinox Holdings, Inc. et al.

Dear Carney Shegerian:

Attached is a copy of your complaint of discrimination filed with the Department of Fair
Employment and Housing (DFEH) pursuant to the California Fair Employment and
Housing Act, Government Code section 12900 et seq. Also attached is a copy of your
Notice of Case Closure and Right to Sue.

Pursuant to Government Code section 12962, DFEH will not serve these
documents on the employer. You must serve the complaint separately, to all named
respondents. Please refer to the attached Notice of Case Closure and Right to Sue for
information regarding filing a private lawsuit in the State of California. A courtesy "Notice
of Filing of Discrimination Complaint" is attached for your convenience.

Be advised that the DFEH does not review or edit the complaint form to ensure that it
meets procedural or statutory requirements.

Sincerely,

Department of Fair Employment and Housing



STATE OF CALIFORNIA | Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT & HOUSING
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100 I Elk Grove I CA I 95758
(800) 884-1684 (Voice) I (800) 700-2320 (TTY) | California’s Relay Service at 711
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov I Email: contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov

KEVIN KISH, DIRECTOR

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

July 17, 2022

RE: Notice of Filing of Discrimination Complaint
DFEH Matter Number: 202207-17616318
Right to Sue: Hugyetz / Equinox Holdings, Inc. et al.

To All Respondent(s):

Enclosed is a copy of a complaint of discrimination that has been filed with the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) in accordance with Government
Code section 12960. This constitutes service of the complaint pursuant to Government
Code section 12962. The complainant has requested an authorization to file a lawsuit. A
copy of the Notice of Case Closure and Right to Sue is enclosed for your records.

This matter may qualify for DFEH’s Small Employer Family Leave Mediation
Pilot Program. Under this program, established under Government Code
section 12945.21, a small employer with 5 -19 employees, charged with violation
of the California Family Rights Act, Government Code section 12945.2, has the
right to participate in DFEH’s free mediation program. Under this program both
the employee requesting an immediate right to sue and the employer charged
with the violation may request that all parties participate in DFEH’s free
mediation program. The employee is required to contact the Department’s
Dispute Resolution Division prior to filing a civil action and must also indicate
whether they are requesting mediation. The employee is prohibited from filing a
civil action unless the Department does not initiate mediation within the time
period specified in section 12945.21, subdivision (b) (4), or until the mediation is
complete or is unsuccessful. The employee’s statute of limitations to file a civil
action, including for all related claims not arising under section 12945.2, is tolled
from the date the employee contacts the Department regarding the intent to
pursue legal action until the mediation is complete or is unsuccessful. You may
contact DFEH’s Small Employer Family Leave Mediation Pilot Program by
emailing DRDOnlinerequests@dfeh.ca.gov and include the DFEH matter
number indicated on the Right to Sue notice.

Please refer to the attached complaint for a list of all respondent(s) and their contact
information.

No response to DFEH is requested or required.

Sincerely,



STATE OF CALIFORNIA | Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT & HOUSING
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100 I Elk Grove I CA I 95758
(800) 884-1684 (Voice) I (800) 700-2320 (TTY) | California’s Relay Service at 711
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov I Email: contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov

KEVIN KISH, DIRECTOR

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

Department of Fair Employment and Housing



STATE OF CALIFORNIA | Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT & HOUSING
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100 I Elk Grove I CA I 95758
(800) 884-1684 (Voice) I (800) 700-2320 (TTY) | California’s Relay Service at 711
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov I Email: contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov

KEVIN KISH, DIRECTOR

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

July 17, 2022

Lajos ''Lali'' Hugyetz
C/O 11520 San Vicente Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90049

RE: Notice of Case Closure and Right to Sue
DFEH Matter Number: 202207-17616318
Right to Sue: Hugyetz / Equinox Holdings, Inc. et al.

Dear Lajos ''Lali'' Hugyetz:

This letter informs you that the above-referenced complaint filed with the Department of
Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) has been closed effective July 17, 2022 because
an immediate Right to Sue notice was requested.

This letter is also your Right to Sue notice. According to Government Code section
12965, subdivision (b), a civil action may be brought under the provisions of the Fair
Employment and Housing Act against the person, employer, labor organization or
employment agency named in the above-referenced complaint. The civil action must be
filed within one year from the date of this letter.

This matter may qualify for DFEH’s Small Employer Family Leave Mediation
Pilot Program. Under this program, established under Government Code section
12945.21, a small employer with 5 -19 employees, charged with violation of the
California Family Rights Act, Government Code section 12945.2, has the right to
participate in DFEH’s free mediation program. Under this program both the
employee requesting an immediate right to sue and the employer charged with
the violation may request that all parties participate in DFEH’s free mediation
program. The employee is required to contact the Department’s Dispute
Resolution Division prior to filing a civil action and must also indicate whether
they are requesting mediation. The employee is prohibited from filing a civil
action unless the Department does not initiate mediation within the time period
specified in section 12945.21, subdivision (b) (4), or until the mediation is
complete or is unsuccessful. The employee’s statute of limitations to file a civil
action, including for all related claims not arising under section 12945.2, is tolled
from the date the employee contacts the Department regarding the intent to
pursue legal action until the mediation is complete or is unsuccessful. Contact
DFEH’s Small Employer Family Leave Mediation Pilot Program by emailing
DRDOnlinerequests@dfeh.ca.gov and include the DFEH matter number
indicated on the Right to Sue notice.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA | Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT & HOUSING
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100 I Elk Grove I CA I 95758
(800) 884-1684 (Voice) I (800) 700-2320 (TTY) | California’s Relay Service at 711
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov I Email: contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov

KEVIN KISH, DIRECTOR

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

To obtain a federal Right to Sue notice, you must contact the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) to file a complaint within 30 days of receipt of this
DFEH Notice of Case Closure or within 300 days of the alleged discriminatory act,
whichever is earlier.

Sincerely,

Department of Fair Employment and Housing



-1-
Complaint – DFEH No. 202207-17616318

Date Filed: July 17, 2022

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

COMPLAINT OF EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION
BEFORE THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING
Under the California Fair Employment and Housing Act

(Gov. Code, § 12900 et seq.)

In the Matter of the Complaint of
Lajos ''Lali'' Hugyetz

Complainant,
vs.

Equinox Holdings, Inc.
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Group
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Group Fitness Company
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Fitness Clubs
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Sports Club Los Angeles
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Sports Club Company, Inc.
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Joseph Hannant
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Sadie Huang
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Respondents

DFEH No. 202207-17616318
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1. Respondent Equinox Holdings, Inc. is an employer subject to suit under the California Fair
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) (Gov. Code, § 12900 et seq.).

2.Complainant is naming Equinox Group business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Equinox Group Fitness Company business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Equinox Fitness Clubs business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Equinox Sports Club Los Angeles business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Sports Club Company, Inc. business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Joseph Hannant individual as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Sadie Huang individual as Co-Respondent(s).

3. Complainant Lajos ''Lali'' Hugyetz, resides in the City of Los Angeles, State of CA.

4. Complainant alleges that on or about February 23, 2022, respondent took the
following adverse actions:

Complainant was harassed because of complainant's disability (physical or mental), family
care or medical leave (cfra).

Complainant was discriminated against because of complainant's disability (physical or
mental), family care or medical leave (cfra) and as a result of the discrimination was
terminated, denied any employment benefit or privilege, denied reasonable accommodation
for a disability, other, denied work opportunities or assignments, denied family care or
medical leave (cfra).

Complainant experienced retaliation because complainant reported or resisted any form
of discrimination or harassment, requested or used a disability-related accommodation,
requested or used family care or medical leave (cfra) and as a result was terminated, denied
any employment benefit or privilege, denied reasonable accommodation for a disability,
other, denied work opportunities or assignments, denied family care or medical leave (cfra).

Additional Complaint Details: The facts include but are not limited to discrimination,
harassment, and retaliation from management and coworkers on the basis of the following
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protected categories, which include but aren’t limited to: disability and medical leave in
violation of FEHA and CFRA, retaliation on the basis of disability and medical leave in
violation of FEHA and CFRA, engagement in protected activity, and other. That, among
other things, formed the underlying basis for complainant’s termination and/or subjected
complainant to additional adverse employment action.

Additional harms include but aren’t limited to failure to prevent discrimination, harassment,
and/or retaliation, denied a work environment free of harassment, discrimination and/or
retaliation, failure to engage in a good faith interactive process, failure to offer reasonable
accommodations and retaliation for engaging in protected activity.



-4-
Complaint – DFEH No. 202207-17616318

Date Filed: July 17, 2022

Form DFEH-ENF 80 RS (Revised 02/22)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

VERIFICATION

I, Iris Salem, am the Attorney in the above-entitled complaint. I have read the
foregoing complaint and know the contents thereof. The matters alleged are based
on information and belief, which I believe to be true.

On July 17, 2022, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Los Angeles, California
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Carney Shegerian
11520 San Vicente Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90049

RE: Notice to Complainant’s Attorney
DFEH Matter Number: 202207-17616318
Right to Sue: Hugyetz / Equinox Holdings, Inc. et al.

Dear Carney Shegerian:

Attached is a copy of your amended complaint of discrimination filed with the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) pursuant to the California Fair
Employment and Housing Act, Government Code section 12900 et seq.

Pursuant to Government Code section 12962, DFEH will not serve these documents on
the employer. You or your client must serve the complaint.

The amended complaint is deemed to have the same filing date of the original
complaint. This is not a new Right to Sue letter. The original Notice of Case Closure
and Right to Sue issued in this case remains the only such notice provided by the
DFEH. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 10022.)

Be advised that the DFEH does not review or edit the complaint form to ensure that it
meets procedural or statutory requirements.

Sincerely,

Department of Fair Employment and Housing
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COMPLAINT OF EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION
BEFORE THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING
Under the California Fair Employment and Housing Act

(Gov. Code, § 12900 et seq.)

In the Matter of the Complaint of
Lajos ''Lali'' Hugyetz

Complainant,
vs.

Equinox Holdings, Inc.
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Group
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Group Fitness Company
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Fitness Clubs
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Equinox Sports Club Los Angeles
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Sports Club Company, Inc.
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Joseph Hannant
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Sadie Huang
1835 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Respondents

DFEH No. 202207-17616318
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1. Respondent Equinox Holdings, Inc. is an employer subject to suit under the California Fair
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) (Gov. Code, § 12900 et seq.).

2.Complainant is naming Equinox Group business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Equinox Group Fitness Company business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Equinox Fitness Clubs business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Equinox Sports Club Los Angeles business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Sports Club Company, Inc. business as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Joseph Hannant individual as Co-Respondent(s).
Complainant is naming Sadie Huang individual as Co-Respondent(s).

3. Complainant Lajos ''Lali'' Hugyetz, resides in the City of Los Angeles, State of CA.

4. Complainant alleges that on or about February 23, 2022, respondent took the
following adverse actions:

Complainant was harassed because of complainant's disability (physical or mental),
association with a member of a protected class, family care or medical leave (cfra).

Complainant was discriminated against because of complainant's disability (physical or
mental), association with a member of a protected class, family care or medical leave (cfra)
and as a result of the discrimination was terminated, denied any employment benefit or
privilege, denied reasonable accommodation for a disability, other, denied work
opportunities or assignments, denied family care or medical leave (cfra).

Complainant experienced retaliation because complainant reported or resisted any form
of discrimination or harassment, requested or used a disability-related accommodation,
requested or used family care or medical leave (cfra) and as a result was terminated, denied
any employment benefit or privilege, denied reasonable accommodation for a disability,
other, denied work opportunities or assignments, denied family care or medical leave (cfra).

Additional Complaint Details: The facts include but are not limited to discrimination,
harassment, and retaliation from management and coworkers on the basis of the following
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protected categories, which include but aren’t limited to: disability and medical leave in
violation of FEHA and CFRA, association with a member of a protected class, retaliation on
the basis of disability and medical leave in violation of FEHA and CFRA, engagement in
protected activity, and other. That, among other things, formed the underlying basis for
complainant’s termination and/or subjected complainant to additional adverse employment
action.

Additional harms include but aren’t limited to failure to prevent discrimination, harassment,
and/or retaliation, denied a work environment free of harassment, discrimination and/or
retaliation, failure to engage in a good faith interactive process, failure to offer reasonable
accommodations and retaliation for engaging in protected activity.
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VERIFICATION

I, Iris Salem, am the Attorney in the above-entitled complaint. I have read the
foregoing complaint and know the contents thereof. The matters alleged are based
on information and belief, which I believe to be true.

On July 17, 2022, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Los Angeles, California
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SPORTS CLUB LOS ANGELES


