
 

 

NOTICE OF ERRATA TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR FINAL APRPOVAL OF CLASS ACTION 

SETTLEMENT, ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS, AND SERVICE PAYMENT; [PROPOSED] ORDER 

THEREON 

  

 

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 

 

BROCK & GONZALES, LLP 
6701 CENTER DRIVE WEST, STE. 610 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90045 

Tel:  (310) 294-9595 

Fax: (310) 961-3673 

D. AARON BROCK, STATE BAR NO. 241919 

DANIELLE L. GRUPPCHANG, STATE BAR NO. 313881 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Rachel Gillett 

 
 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

Rachel Gillett, individually, and on 
behalf of other members of the general 
public similarly situated, and on behalf of 
other aggrieved employees pursuant to 
California Private Attorneys General Act; 
 

Plaintiff,  
 

v.  
 
The Pet Patrol LLC, a California limited 
liability company; and DOES 1 through 
100, inclusive, 
 

Defendants. 
 

Case No.: CVRI2201461 
 
Honorable Harold W. Hopp 
Department 1 
 
CLASS ACTION 
 
NOTICE OF ERRATA TO PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION FOR FINAL APRPOVAL OF 
CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT, 
ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS, AND 
SERVICE PAYMENT; [PROPOSED] 
ORDER THEREON 
 

Complaint Filed: 
Trial Date: 

 
April 11, 2022 
None Set 
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TO THE HONORABLE COURT AND TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF 

RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the document entitled “PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE OF 

MOTION AND MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT, 

ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS, AND SERVICE PAYMENT; MEMORANDUM OF 

POITNS AND AUTHORITIES,” filed on October 14, 2024, (“Motion for Final Approval”) 

contained an error.  On page 6, line 20, the Motion for Final Approval states “without a 

forwarding address, ultimately twelve (12) Notice Packets were undeliverable” whereas it 

should state the following: “without a forwarding address, ultimately zero (0) Notice Packets 

were undeliverable.” 

I apologize to the Court for the error and any confusion that may have arisen as a result.  

 

Dated: October 16 ,2024   BROCK & GONZALES, LLP 

 
 
     By: _____________________________ 
      Danielle L. GruppChang 
      Attorneys for Plaintiff 


