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Summary of Cases Accepted and
Related Actions During Week of August 29, 2022

[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.]

#22-240 Huerta v. CSI Electrical Contractors, Inc., S275431. (9th Circ. No. 21-16201;
39 F.4th 1176; Northern District of California; D.C. No. 5:18-cv-06761-BLF.) Request
under California Rules of Court, rule 8.548, that this court decide questions of California
law presented in a matter pending in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit. The questions presented are: “(1) Is time spent on an employer’s premises in a
personal vehicle and waiting to scan an identification badge, have security guards peer
into the vehicle, and then exit a Security Gate compensable as ‘hours worked’ within the
meaning of California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Order No. 16? (2) Is time
spent on the employer’s premises in a personal vehicle, driving between the Security
Gate and the employee parking lots, while subject to certain rules from the employer,
compensable as ‘hours worked’ or as ‘employer-mandated travel’ within the meaning of
California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Order No. 16? (3) Is time spent on the
employer’s premises, when workers are prohibited from leaving but not required to
engage in employer-mandated activities, compensable as ‘hours worked’ within the
meaning of California Industrial Welfare Commission Wage Order No. 16, or under
California Labor Code Section 1194, when that time was designated as an unpaid ‘meal
period’ under a qualifying collective bargaining agreement?”

#22-241 The Association of Deputy District Attorneys v. Gascon, S275478. (B310845;
79 Cal.App.5th 503; Los Angeles County Superior Court; 20STCP04250.) Petition for
review after the Court of Appeal affirmed in part and reversed in part a petition for writ
of mandate or prohibition. This case presents the following issues: (1) Does the Three
Strikes law (Pen. Code, 88 667, subds. (b)—(i), 1170.12) violate the separation of powers
doctrine by requiring prosecutors to plead and prove prior qualifying felony convictions?
(2) If there is a duty to plead prior qualifying convictions, is mandamus the proper
remedy to compel a prosecutor to act?
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#22-242 People v. Fridley, S275547. (C095304; nonpublished opinion; Yuba County
Superior Court; CRF200101502, CRF2100975.) Petition for review after the Court of
Appeal affirmed judgments 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)?

#22-243 People v. Gaytan, S275599. (F080702; nonpublished opinion; Kings County
Superior Court; 19CMS0333.) Petition for review after the Court of Appeal affirmed in
part and reversed in part a judgment of conviction of criminal offenses. The court
ordered briefing deferred pending decision in People v. Reynoza, S273797 (#22-120),
which presents the following issue: Does Penal Code section 136.1, subdivision (b)(2),
which prohibits dissuading or attempting to dissuade a victim or witness from causing a
charging document “to be sought and prosecuted, and assisting in the prosecution

thereof,” encompass attempts to dissuade a victim or witness after a charging document
has been filed?

#22-244 People v. Pimentel, S275378. (E071786; nonpublished opinion; San
Bernardino County Superior Court; FSB1103091.) Petitions for review after the Court of
Appeal affirmed in part and conditionally reversed in part judgments of conviction of
criminal offenses and remanded for further proceedings. The court ordered briefing
deferred pending decision in People v. Tran, S165998, an automatic appeal, which
includes an issue involving the retroactivity of the provision in Assembly Bill No. 333
(Stats. 2021, ch. 699) permitting the bifurcation of gang allegations at trial (Pen. Code,

§ 1109).
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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.



