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PERI R O RT OF TH TATE F ALIFOR 

FOR THE O TY OF KER 

RIA AYALA, individually, and on behalf of 
other members of the public similarly situated, 
and on behalf of other aggrieved employee 
pursuant to the California Private Attorneys 
General Act; ROSA HA OS, individually and 
on behalf of other member of the public imilarly 
ituated, and on behalf of other aggrieved 

employee pursuant to the California Private 
Attorneys General Act; 

Plaintiffs, 

VS. 

SDH SERVICES WEST, LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company; SODEXO, I C., a 
Delaware corporation; and DOES I through 25, 
inclusive. 

Defendants. 
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I I· 'I t\Rt\ I IC c I· I I llFRI Y SIIA 'Kl LH I I 

I. 1'.1 1HI R l  'I SI I,\ 'Kl I IC RI . cl· ·lmc n11cl slate 11s follows: 

J 1. 1 am 'mplo ·cl as a Scnioi Parnl , ,a( hy Sode, 0 Opcrntions, I LC. I have served in thi capacity 

4 :-me' rchruar 13. 006. In 111 role ns , ·nior Parnle ,al. 1 have knowledge of SDH Services West, 

l l ", ("SDH") , ·ncral operations because DI I and oclexo Operations, LL 'arc both wholly owned 

{) :-.ul sidian 'sunder the, odexo. Inc. umbrella, and ha c accc .. through the ordinary course of business 

7 to th' infbrmation contained in this de •lanition. Except where otherwise indicated, all of the 

infonnation ·ontain ·d herein is ba. cd Uf 011 my personal knowledge, or through a review of records to 

9 'hich 1 have ac ·css and which arc kept in OH s ordinary cour e of business, and if called and worn 

10 a. a\ itnc , 1 ·ould and would competently te ti fy thereto. 

11 2. 

12 3. 

DH i a wholly owned sub idiary of odcxo, Inc. 

I under tand that the cla in the Pl a inti rn ' operative complaint i defined a : "All employees 

who , orkcd for Defendant in the State of California at Long Beach Memorial Medical enter and 

who e employment ended on or around June 30, 2021 ". I al o under tand that the cla in the 

tipulation of Clas Action ettlement is defined as: "All individual who worked for Defendant DH 

16 ervice We t, LLC at Long Beach Memorial Medical Center as a non-exempt, hourly-paid employee 

17 at any time during the period from August 20, 20 I 7 through .June 30, 202 I, and who were tenninated 

18 on June 30, 202 I" ("Class"). 

19 4. Sodexo, Inc. never employed any individuals who performed work at Long Beach Memorial 

20 Medical Center. Furthermore, SDI-I is the only subsidiary of Sodexo, Inc. that employed individual 

21 who performed work at Long Beach Memorial Medical Center. Given the e fact , the la would not 

22 increa e in size ifit was defined a "All individuals who worked for Defendant DH ervicc We t, 

23 LLC or Sodexo, /11c., at Long Beach Memorial Medical Center a a non-exempt, hourly-paid 

24 employee at any time during the period from ugust 20 20 I 7 through .June 30, 2021, and who wer 

25 tenninated on .lune 30, 202 I." A such, the fact that the las only include individual \ ho \ orkcd 

26 for SDH (but not Sodexo, Inc.) doe not po c an i uc. 

27 5. 

28 

I am aware of the cttlement that\ a reached in the matter entitled Fran isco odal v. odexo, 

Dl:CLJ\RJ\ I 10 OF KIMI) �RLY 11 
F R PRELIMIN 



/11,·., , t ,ii .. I n, \n, ,1 •s �up ·nor 'olllt 'n-;. o. OS 1 (' 40(i0 I. I he named def end ants in the Nodal 

a ·110n "ere :1 1 1  and , ode o, I nc .. amon, othc, s. 

c,. ln th' Nodal sell! 'm •nt. th, sclllcmcnt group member. were defined as "Plaintiff and all other 

4 11011-1.�,cmpl houri_ -paid cm1 lo , ._ subject to alilcmiia wage-and-hour laws who arc or were 

7 

9 

cmploy·d h_ 'odcxo or an och 1 sul.·iclim r af'filiatc in alilornia from July 28, 2019 through 

cpt ·mbcr JO, .. 021. oth 

·ovcrcd b th' Gross ,.. odc>.,o ttlcm nt" and the P 

during the PAGA ovcrcd Period arc entirely 

claim was based on the following alleged 

Labor ode, iolation.: Labor ode cction 20 I, 202, 203, 204, 226(a), 226.3, 226. 7, 432. 510, 512, 

, .1, 1174(d). 11, 2.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198.5, 2 02, and 28 I 0.5, a. well a alifomia Business 

10 and Profc .ion Cod cction 17200, el seq., and all applicable IW Wage Order . For clarity, 

11 

12 

" odcxo" a defined in the odal elllcment includes both odexo, Inc. and DH ( even though 

odcxo, In . ha no employees). 

13 7. The ettlemcnt and rel ea c of the PAGA claim in the Nodal settlement covered the period from 

14 July 28, 2019 to eptember 30, 2021. 

15 I am aware of the selllement that wa reached in the matter entitled Geoffi'ey Gmss, et al., , . 

16 Sodexo, Inc .. el al., Kern County Superior Court Ca e o. BCY-18-101746. The named defendant in 

17 the Gross action were SDH and Sodexo, I nc., among others. 

18 9. In the Gross settlement, the settlement group members were de lined as "Pia inti ff: and all other 

19 non-exempt, hourly food-service worker subject to Cali fomia wage-and-hour laws who arc or were 

20 employed by Sodexo in Cali fomia from May I I, 2017, through the date on which the uperior Court 

21 grants approval of the Settlement" and the released claims were based on the following alleged Labor 

22 Code violations: Labor Code sections 20 I, 202 203, 204, 222.5, 226(a), 226.7, 510, 5 I 2(a), 55 , 

23 l l 74(d), 1182.12, 1194, 1197, 1197.1, 1198, and 2802, as well a California Bu inc s and Profc i n 

24 Code ection 17200, ct seq. and all applicable IW Wage Orders. For clarity, ' odcxo" a de!in cl in 

25 the Gmss ettlemcnt includes both odexo, I nc. and DH ( even though odcxo, I nc. ha no 

26 employees). 

27 

28 

10. The selllement and release of the P G claim in Gross cttlcm nt co creel the period from 

2 
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11.I II. 017thnu•h.lul .0, 0 0. 

11. s th· l:lllplo ·n rr • ·ord res1 onsil le lc>r related taxes. 11 will ultimately pay thc·scttlcmcnt 

amount. I hrn ·, ·r. D •f ·ndants under. tand that the settlement in this case makes both Defendants 
4 joint! ohligat ·d to I a th s ·ttl ·ment amount. 

5 

7 

9 

10 

I I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

l de·lar• under J ·nalt rt ·1ju1 un I r the Im )l"thc talc of ali'fornia and the United States of 

m ·ri ·a that the for·g ing i. true and orrect. "Xecutcd cptcmbcr 26, 2023 at aither burg, 

aiyland. 

� I�. HACKLEFORD 

4 1.on,.94412 ()(,.1771-1042 
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