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Summary of Cases Accepted and
Related Actions During Week of January 16, 2024

[This news release is issued to inform the public and the press of cases that the Supreme
Court has accepted and of their general subject matter. The statement of the issue or
Issues in each case set out below does not necessarily reflect the view of the court, or
define the specific issues that will be addressed by the court.]

#24-9 People v. Armendarez, S282900. (E079166; nonpublished opinion; San
Bernardino County Superior Court; FSB17004299.) Petition for review after the Court of
Appeal reversed an order revoking probation in a criminal matter and remanded for
further proceedings. The court ordered briefing deferred pending decision in People v.
Mitchell, S277314 (#22-305), which presents the following issue: Does Senate Bill No.
567 (Stats. 2021, ch. 731), which limits a trial court’s discretion to impose upper term
sentences, apply retroactively to defendants sentenced pursuant to stipulated plea
agreements?

#24-10 People v. Brown, S282850. (B321228; nonpublished opinion; Santa Barbara
County Superior Court; 1442714.) Petition for review after the Court of Appeal affirmed
a judgment of conviction of criminal offenses. The court ordered briefing deferred
pending decision in People v. Lynch, S274942 (#22-217), which presents the following
issue: What prejudice standard applies on appeal when determining whether a case
should be remanded for resentencing in light of newly-enacted Senate Bill No. 567 (Stats.
2021, ch. 731)?

#24-11 People v. Cardenas, S283014. (H050411; nonpublished opinion; Santa Clara
County Superior Court; 113917.) Petition for review after the Court of Appeal affirmed
an order denying a post-judgment motion in a criminal matter. The court ordered
briefing deferred pending decision in People v. Hardin, S277487 (#23-1), which presents
the following issues: (1) Does Penal Code section 3051, subdivision (h) violate the Equal
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment by excluding young adults sentenced to
life without the possibility of parole from youth offender parole consideration, while
young adults sentenced to parole-eligible terms are entitled to such consideration?

(2) Whether the first step of the two-part inquiry used to evaluate equal protection claims,
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which asks whether two or more groups are similarly situated for the purposes of the law
challenged, should be eliminated in cases concerning disparate treatment of classes or
groups of persons, such that the only inquiry is whether the challenged classification is
adequately justified under the applicable standard of scrutiny?

#24-12 People v. Hatter, S282754. (B322177; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles
County Superior Court; BA240172.) Petition for review after the Court of Appeal
reversed an order denying a post-judgment motion in a criminal matter and remanded for
further proceedings.

#24-13 People v. Liva, S282493. (B325320; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles County
Superior Court; NA007529.) Petition for review after the Court of Appeal affirmed an
order denying a post-judgment motion in a criminal matter.

The court ordered briefing in Hatter and Liva deferred pending decision in People v.
Emanuel, S280551 (#23-174), which presents the following issue: Does sufficient
evidence support the trial court’s finding that defendant acted with reckless indifference
to human life and therefore was ineligible for resentencing pursuant to Penal Code
section 1172.6?

#24-14 People v. Ordonez, S283045. (H050253; nonpublished opinion; Monterey
County Superior Court; 21CR008104.) Petition for review after the Court of Appeal
affirmed a judgment of conviction of a criminal offense. The court ordered briefing
deferred pending decision in People v. Walker, S278309 (#23-50), which presents the
following issue: Does the amendment to Penal Code section 1385, subdivision (c) that
requires trial courts to “afford great weight” to enumerated mitigating circumstances
(Stats. 2021, ch. 721) create a rebuttable presumption in favor of dismissing an
enhancement unless the trial court finds dismissal would endanger public safety?
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The Supreme Court of California is the state ’s highest court and its decisions are binding on all other California
state courts. The court’s primary role is to decide matters of statewide importance and to maintain uniformity in the
law throughout California by reviewing matters from the six districts of the California Courts of Appeal and the
fifty-eight county superior courts (the trial courts). Among its other duties, the court also decides all capital appeals
and related matters and reviews both attorney and judicial disciplinary matters.



