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MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON L

Los Angeles, California 90071-15¢0
Telephone: 5213 683-9100
Facsimile: (213) 687-3702
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IZUNITED|STATES OF AMERICA,
Dexrel, DR. NIRA SCHWARTZ,

d

=7 Plaintiff,
Vs,
TRW INC., an Ohio corporation,
and BOEING NORTH RICA,

INC., a Delaware corporation,

Defendants.

RICHARD E. DROOYAN (State Bar No. 065672)
SUSAN R. SZABO (State Bar No. 155315)
NATALIE PAGES STONE (State Bar No. 198198)

355 South Grand Avenue, 35th Flodr eterk 1S ereD
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Attorneys for Defendant CENTRAL DISTRICT z Priori
TRW INC.. now known as NORTEROPGRIIMMA Rpemnia Send
SPACE AND MISSION SYSTEMS CORP. Enter
. 1S-54
1 S UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT gS-z 5-3 e
jr? o5 can Only—
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
oo WESTERN DIVISION
' :

CASE NO. CV 96-3065-RSWL (RMCx)

g JUDGMENT ON
PECIAL ICT

Fed R Civ. P, 4%2), SB(@2B)0):

Trial Date: December 14, 2004

" Honorable Ronald S. W. Lew
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This matter was duly tried before a jury, commencing on

December 14, 2004. &
Prior to the case proceeding to jury trial, the Court dismissed é

Plaintiff’s cause of action asserted under 31 U.S.C. § 3729. &

Plaintiff’s remaining causes of actions were duly submitted to the jury
on December 22, 2004, by means of a special verdict consisting of a series of
questions. On December 23, 2004,‘ according to the instructions given to the jury,
the jury returned its verdict by way of its answers to the questions propounded to it.
See Exhibit A attached hereto.

In accordance with the special verdict so rendered by the jury in this
matter, |

IT IS ADJUDGED that:

1.  Plaintiff Nira Schwartz take nothing by this suit;

2. The action is dismissed on its merits; and

3.  Defendant TRW Inc. (now known as Northrop Grumman Space
and Mission Systems Corporation) is entitled to recover costs of suit in the amount

of $ ‘ from Plaintiff.

Dated: Qﬂ/’ |2 2005 RONALD S.W. LEW
' i
. 4 United States District Judge

Presented by:
MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP

Al o

" L“Natalie P. Stone

Attorneys for Defendant
TRW INC., now known as NORTHROP GRUMMAN
SPACE AND MISSION SYSTEMS CORP.

1062417 1 -1-
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. FILED _ Priority’
CLERK,U'S DISTRICT COURT Send v
Enter 4
DEC 2 m Closed -
JS-5/18-6 — i}
N JS-2/18-3 __ 7=
CERTRAL Ot '\mc" CECALFORMIA Scan Only.__=2
BY DEPUTY o
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

DR. NIRA SCHWARTZ,

Plaintiff,

VS.

TRW INC., an Ohio corporation

Defendant.

CASE NO. CV 96-3065 RSWL
(RMCx)

SPECIAL VERDICT FORM
Date: December 14, 2004
Time: 9.00 a.m.

Judge: Hon. Ronald S.W. Lew
Ctrm: 21
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We, the jury in the above-enfifled case, find the following special verdict on
L

)

the questions submitted to us:

% % % % *

(For purposes of these questions, Plaintiff Dr. Nira Schwartz shall be
referred to as “Plaintiff,” and Defendant TRW Inc, shall be referred to as “TRW.”)

A. THE FEDERAL CLAIM (§ 3730(h))
QUESTION I:
During the time that Plaintiff was employed by TRW, was she investigating
a possible violation of the False Claims Act by TRW?

ANSWERBYJURY: Yes _ No_X

If your answer to Question 1 is “Yes,"” then answer Question 2. If your

answer to Question 1 is “No,” answer Question 7.

QUESTION 2:
During the time that she was employed by TRW, did Plaintiff believe in
good faith that TRW was possibly committing such a fraud against the

government?
ANSWERBYJURY: Yes. .~  No___

If your answer to Question 2 is “Yes,” then answer Question 3. If your

answer to Question 2 is “No,” answer Question 7,
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1 | QUESTION 3:

2 Could a reasonable employee in the same or similar circumstances h@e @
3 | believed that TRW was possibly committing such a fraud against the goveﬁ-ﬁment? &
4 | T
5 ANSWERBY JURY: Yes_  No__

6
7 If your answer to Question 3 is “Yes,” then answer Question 4. If your
answer to Question 3 is “No,"” answer Question 7.
9
10 QUESTION 4:
11 During the time she was employed by TRW, did TRW know Plaintiff was
12 | investigating possible fraud by TRW against the government?
13
4] - ANSWERBYJURY: Yes_  No__
15
16 If your answer to Question 4 is “Yes,” then answer Question 3. If your

17 | answer to Question 4 is “No,” answer Question 7.

13
19{| QUESTION 5:
20 Was TRW’s decision to terminate Plaintiff motivated in part because she

21 || was investigating possible fraud by TRW against the government?
f '

22

23 ANSWERBY JURY: Yes = No_

24 ‘

25’ If your answer to Question 5 is “Yes,” then answer Question 6. If your

26{ answer to Question 5 is “No,” answer Question 7.
27
28
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Would TRW have terminated Plaintiff for other reasons as of March 17'

T ARINE
P SR

1996, even if she had not been investigating possible fraud by TRW aga1nstJhc

government? o

ANSWERBYJURY: Yes_  No__
Answer Question 7.

B. THE STATE CLAIM
QUESTION 7:
During the time she was employed by TRW, did Plaintiff have a reasonably-

based suspicion that TRW was committing fraud against the government?

ANSWERBY JURY: Yes_  NoX

If your answer to Question 7 is “Yes,” then answer Question 8. If your

answer to Question 7 is “No,” answer Question 10.

QUESTION 8:
During the time she was employed by TRW, did Plaintiff report to TRW her

suspicion that TRW was committing such a fraud against the government?

ANSWERBYJURY: Yes_  No___

If your answer to Question 8 is “Yes,” then answer Question 9. If your

answer to Question 8 is “No,” answer Question 10.
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QUESTION 9:
IfPiaintiff had not disclosed to TRW her suspicion that TRW was | :1

comnﬁtﬁng fraud against the government, would she have continued to wo%l% at

TRW after March 7, 19967

15

ANSWERBY JURY: Yes  No

If your answer to Question 9 is “Yes,” then answer Question 11. If your

answer to Question 9 is “No,” then answer Question 10.

QUESTION 10:

Did you answer “no” to Question 67
ANSWERBY JURY: Yes  No X_

If your answer to Question 10 is “Yes,” then answer Question 11. If your

answer to Question 10 is “No,” do not answer any further questions, but sign, date,

and return this verdict to the clerk.

C. ECONOMIC DAMAGES
QUESTION 11:

Until what date would Plaintiff have continued to work at TRW, if she had

not been wrongfully terminated on March 7, 19967 (Your answer may not be later

than May 11, 2000.)

ANSWER BY JURY:

Answer Question 12.
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D. MITIGATION OF DAMAGES

QUESTION 12: i
Was Plaintiff’s employment at Twentieth Century Plastics substantiai-fly
.

L

similar to Plaintiff’s employment at TRW?

ANSWER BY JURY: Yes__ No

If your answer to Question 12 is “yes,” then answer Question 13. If your

answer to Question 12 is “no,” then answer Question 14.

QUESTION 13:

Did Plaintiff fail to make reasonable efforts to retain her employment at
Twentieth Century Plastics?

ANSWER BY JURY: Yes_ No__

Answer Question 14.

E. EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

20| QUESTION 14:

2
22
2
24
25
26
27
2

Did TRW’s termination of Plaintiff cause her past or future physical pain,
mental suffering, loss of enjoyment of life, grief, anxiety, humiliation, or

emotiona! distress?

ANSWERBY JURY: Yes_ No___

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

answer to Question 14 is “No,” then answer Question 16.

o~
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QUESTION 15:
fa
What is the amount of money that will reasonably and fairly compeniSate
Plaintiff for any past or future physical pain, mental suffering, loss of enjoﬁhent

of life, grief, anxiety, humiliation, or emotional distress you find was caused by

her termination from TRW?

ANSWER BY JURY: §

Answer Question 16,
QUESTION 16:

Did you answer “Yes” to Question 97

ANSWERBYJURY: Yes__  No__

If your answer to Question 16 is “Yes,” then answer Question 17. If your
answer to Question 16 is “No,” do not answer any further questions, but sign, date,

and return this verdict to the clerk.

F. PUNITIVE DAMAGES
QUESTION17:
Did Robert Sackheim, Deborah Wyscarver, Robert Hughes, or Betty Saylor

engage in wrongful conduct with malice, oppression, or fraud?

ANSWERBY JURY: Yes_ ~ No

1 ey
STANNED
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If your answer to Question 17 is “Yes,” then answer Question 18. If your

. ' ” . -
answer to Question 17 is “No,” do not answer any further questions, but sign, date, fl

A

and return this verdict to the clerk.

Tl

>,

QUESTION 18:
Was any of the persons you identified in response to Question 17 a

managing agent of TRW?
ANSWER BY JURY: Yes__  No___

If your answer to Question 18 is “Yes,” then answer Question 20. If your

answer to Question 18 is “No,” then answer Question 19.

QUESTION 19:
Did an officer, director, or managing agent of TRW know of the wrongful
conduct of the person you identified in response to Question 17, and adopt or

approve the conduct after it occurred?

ANSWER BY JURY: Yes ~ No___
If your answer to Question 19 is “Yes,” then answer Question 20. If your

answer to Question 19 is “No,” do not answer any further questions, but sign, date,

and return this verdict to the clerk.
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QUESTION 20:

ANSWER BY JURY: §

Sign, date, and return this Special Verdict Form to the clerk.

DATED: /2-23 2004 By:

What amount of punitive damages, if any, do you award Plaintiff?

SMNED

-

S!

Foreperson obthe Jury

[
L

Uil -




)

10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22

24
25
26
27
28

PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. Igm
over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My business address is 355
South Grand Avenue, Thirty-Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, California 90071-1560. .

On January 7, 2003, I served the foregoing document described as
[PROPOSED] JUDGMENT ON SPECIAL VERDICT on the interested party in
this action by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed

as follows:
SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited
with the U.S. postal service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at
Los Angeles, California in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on
motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or
postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing affidavit.

I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of
this court at whose direction the service was made.

Executed on January 7, 2005, at Los Angeles, California.

4 Cynthia S. Soden

784935.1
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SERVICE LIST

United States of America ex rel. Dr. Nira Schwariz
v. TRW Inc., et al.

USDC Case No. CV-96-3065 RSWL (RMCx)

s
SCANNMED

David W. Affeld, Equ

LAW OFFICES OF DAVID W. AFFELD, A.P.C.
12100 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 780

Los Angeles, CA 90025 ‘

(courtesy copy via PDF)

Thomas V. Girardi, Esq.
GIRARDI & KEESE
1126 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Broadus A. Spive

SPIVEY & AINSWORTH, P.C.
48 East Avenue

Austin, TX 78701

784935.1




