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FILED 
Superior Court of California 

County of Los Angeles 

= NOV 1.3 2028 
David W. Slayton, Executive Oficar/Clerk of Court 

By: S. Holman, Deputy 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

LAJOS “LALI’” HUGYETZ, Case No.: 22STCV26384 

The Honorable Jerrold Abeles 
Plaintiff, 

SPECIAL VERDICT 
VS. 

EQUINOX HOLDINGS, INC., 

Defendant.   Deont.: 52 
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SPECIAL VERDICT 

We, the jury in the above action, find the following Special Verdict on the questions 

submitted to us: 

Failure to Engage in the Interactive Process (CACI VF-2513) 

Question No. 1: Did Lajos Hugyetz request that defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. 

make reasonable accommodation for his disability so that he would be able to perform the 

||essential requirements of his job? 

Yes ¥ No 

If your answer to Question No. 1 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 2. If your answer is 

“No,” go to Question No. 5. 

Question No. 2: Was Lajos Hugyetz willing to participate in an interactive process 

with defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. to determine whether reasonable accommodation 

could be made so that he would be able to perform the essential requirements of his job? 

Yes JS No | 

If your answer to Question No. 2 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 3. If your answer is 

“No,” go to Question No. 5. 

Question No. 3: Did defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. fail to participate in a 

timely, good-faith interactive process with Lajos Hugyetz to determine whether reasonable 

accommodation could be made? 

Yes S/S No | 

If your answer to Question No. 3 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 4. If your answer is 

“No,” go to Question No. 5. 

Question No. 4: Was defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. failure to participate in a 

good-faith interactive process a substantial factor in causing harm to Lajos Hugyetz? 

Yes ,/ No 

Go to Question No. 5.  
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Failure to Accommodate Disability (CACI VF-2509) 

Question No. 5: Did Lajos Hugyetz have a disability? 

Yes / No 

If your answer to Question No. 5 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 6. If your answer is 

  

“No,” go to Question No. 10. 

Question No. 6: Did defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. know that Lajos Hugyetz 

had a disability? 

Yes S No 

If your answer to Question No. 6 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 7. If your answer is 

  

“No,” go to Question No. 10. 

Question No. 7: Was Lajos Hugyetz able to perform the essential job duties with 

reasonable accommodation for his disability? 

Yes Jf _ No. 

If your answer to Question No. 7 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 8. If your answer is 

“No,” go to Question No. 10. 

Question No. 8: Did defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. fail to provide reasonable 

accommodation for Lajos Hugyetz’s disability? 

Yes S_ No. 

If your answer to Question No. 8 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 9. If your answer is 

“No,” go to Question No. 10. 

Question No.9: Was defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc.’s failure to provide 

reasonable accommodation a substantial factor in causing harm to Lajos Hugyetz? 

Yes Lf No 

Go to Question No. 10. 
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Disability Discrimination (CACI VF-2508) 

Question No. 10: Did defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. subject Lajos Hugyetz to 

any adverse employment action(s)? 

Yes A No 
  

If your answer to Question No. 10 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 11. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 16. 

Question No. 11: Did Lajos Hugyetz have a disability and/or associate with a person 

that had a disability? 

Yes Sf No 

If your answer to Question No. 11 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 12. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 16. 

Question No. 12: Did defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. know that Lajos Hugyetz 

had a disability and/or associated with a person that had a disability? 

Yes Sf No 

If your answer to Question No. 12 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 13. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 16. 

Question No. 13: Was Lajos Hugyetz able to perform the position’s essential job 

duties without reasonable accommodation and/or with reasonable accommodation for his 

disability and/or association with a person that had a disability? 

Yes Sf No 

If your answer to Question No. 13 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 14. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 16. 

Question No. 14: Was Lajos Hugyetz’s disability and/or association with a person 

that had a disability a substantial motivating reason for Defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. 

decision to subject Lajos Hugyetz to any adverse employment action(s)? 

Yes No 

If your answer to Question No. 14 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 15. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 18.  
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Question No. 15: Was MHugyetz’s violation of Equinox’s Attendance and 

Punctuality policy also a substantial motivating reason for its decision to subject Lajos 

Hugyetz to adverse employment actions? 

Yes No | 

If your answer to Question No. 15 is “Yes,” go to Question No. 16. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 17. 

Question No. 16: Would defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. have subjected Lajos 

Hugyetz to adverse employment actions anyway at that time on the basis of Hugyetz 

violation of Equinox’s Attendance and Punctuality policy ? 

Yes No. | 

If your answer to Question No. 16 is “Yes,” go to Question No. 18. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 17. 

Question No. 17: Was defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc.’s decision to subject Lajos 

Hugyetz to any adverse employment action a substantial factor in causing harm to Lajos 

Hugyetz? 

Yes VV No. 

Go to Question No. 18. 

Retaliation (CACI VF-2504) 

Question No. 18: Did Lajos Hugyetz (a) request an accommodation, and/or (b) 

request and/or take a disability leave? 

Yes \/ No 

If your answer to Question No. 18 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 19. If your answer 

  

is “No,” go to Question No. 23. 

Question No. 19: Was Lajos Hugyetz’s (a) request for accommodation, and/or (b) 

request and/or taking of disability leave a substantial motivating reason for Defendant 

| Equinox Holdings, Inc.’s decision to subject Lajos Hugyetz to any adverse employment 

action(s)?  
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Yes \/ No 

If your answer to Question No. 19 is “Yes,” answer Question No. 20. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 23. 

Question No. 20: Was Hugyetz’s violation of Equinox’s Attendance and 

Punctuality policy also a substantial motivating reason for its decision to subject Lajos 

Hugyetz to adverse employment actions? 

Yes No af 

If your answer to Question No. 20 is “Yes,” go to Question No. 21. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 22. 

Question No. 21: Would defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. have subjected Lajos 

Hugyetz to adverse employment actions anyway at that time on the basis of Hugyetz 

violation of Equinox’s Attendance and Punctuality Policy? 

Yes No   

If your answer to Question No. 21 is “Yes,” go to Question No. 23. If your answer 

is “No,” go to Question No. 22. 

Question No. 22: Was defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc.’s decision to subject Lajos 

Hugyetz to any adverse employment action a substantial factor in causing harm to Lajos 

Hugyetz? 

Yes: No 

Go to Question No. 23. 
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Compensatory Damage Question 

Question No. 23: Ifyou ariswered “Yes” to Question Nos. 4, 9, 17 and/or 22, please 

state the total amount of damages to be awarded to Lajos Hugyetz on all causes of action 

to which you answered “Yes” above and found liability. If you answered “No” to all of 

the above questions, have the foreperson date and sign this Special Verdict form at the end 

of the last page. (Note: If you decide that Lajos Hugyetz prevails on more than one of the 

above causes of action and if the damages he suffered on different causes of action are 

identical, count that damage only once. Do not award duplicative damages.) 

Past economic loss: $ 242,000.00 

Future economic loss: 500 J OVO.OO 

3 OcyY>. 
4,450,000, GO 
%,24F, COO.00 

Past non-economic loss: 

Future non-economic loss: 

TOTAL: 

Go to Question No. 24. 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Concluding Question 

Question No. 24: Was Mary Lane a managing agent of Equinox Holdings, Inc.? 

Yes No 

Go to Question No. 25. 

Question No. 25: Has Lajos Hugyetz proved by clear and convincing evidence that 

a managing agent, officer or director of defendant Equinox Holdings, Inc. acted with, 

ratified and/or authorized the malice, oppression, and/or fraud? 

Yes VA ee 

You have now completed this verdict form. Please have the presiding juror date and 

sign below. 

Aynhe AAA 
Pfesiding Juror 

Dated: NOV. @& \D,2O7S  


