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Related Actions During Week of December 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.] 

 

#24-257  J.O. v. Superior Court, S287285.  (C102071; nonpublished order; San Joaquin 

County Superior Court; STKMHLPSC20160000110.)  Petition for review after the Court 

of Appeal denied a petition for writ of mandate in a conservatorship proceeding.  The 

court issued an order to show cause why the relief sought in the petition should not be 

granted.  This case presents the following issue:  Should this court’s decision in Solberg 

v. Superior Court (1977) 19 Cal.3d 182 be overruled or limited insofar as it allowed a 

public agency to bring “blanket challenges” against particular judges under Code of Civil 

Procedure section 170.6? 

#24-258  People v. SanMiguel, S287786.  (B328160; 105 Cal.App.5th 880; Ventura 

County Superior Court (Ventura); 2022002116.)  Petition for review after the Court of 

Appeal affirmed a judgment of conviction of criminal offenses.  The court limited review 

to the following issue:  Did the trial court properly overrule defendant’s Code of Civil 

Procedure section 231.7 objection to the People’s peremptory challenge of a prospective 

juror? 

#24-259  Sellers v. Superior Court, S287164.  (C100036; 104 Cal.App.5th 468; 

Sacramento County Superior Court; 21FE018661.)  Petition for review after the Court of 

Appeal denied a petition for writ of mandate.  This case presents the following issues:  

(1) Does the presence of 0.36 grams of loose marijuana on the floor of a vehicle 

constitute an open container violation under Health & Safety Code, section 11362.3, 

subdivision (a)(4)?  (2) Does the answer to this question affect whether there was 

probable cause for a warrantless vehicle search under the totality of the circumstances, 

such that remand would be required for reconsideration of the Court of Appeal’s 

alternative analysis, Sellers v. Superior Court (2024) 104 Cal.App.5th 468, 478–479? 
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#24-260  Sunflower Alliance v. Department of Conservation, S287414.  (A167698; 104 

Cal.App.5th 1135, mod. 105 Cal.App.5th 771; Contra Costa County Superior Court; 

N221503.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal reversed the judgment in a civil 

action and remanded for further proceedings.  The court limited review to the following 

issues:  (1) May an agency claim a categorical exemption from environmental review 

under CEQA while also adopting conditions of approval relating to potential 

environmental effects?  (2) Does the term “negligible” in the California Environmental 

Quality Act’s Class 1 existing facilities exemption (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15301) 

pertain to a negligible change in use or to a change that presents a negligible risk of 

environmental harm? 

#24-261  People v. Epps, S287865.  (E082642; nonpublished opinion; Riverside County 

Superior Court; RIF1100036.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal affirmed a 

post-judgment order in a criminal matter.  The court ordered briefing deferred pending 

decision in People v. Rhodius, S283169 (#24-34), which presents the following issue:  

Does Senate Bill No. 483 (Stats. 2021, ch. 728) entitle a defendant to a full resentencing 

hearing under Penal Code section 1172.75 if the defendant’s prior prison term 

enhancements (Pen. Code, § 667.5, subd. (b)) were imposed and stayed, rather than 

imposed and executed? 

#24-262  People v. Ha, S287633.  (B330257; nonpublished opinion; Los Angeles County 

Superior Court; KA118272.)  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.  The court ordered briefing deferred pending decision in People v. Patton, 

S279670 (#23-129), which presents the following issue:  Did the trial court engage in 

impermissible judicial factfinding by relying on the preliminary hearing transcript to 

deny defendant’s Penal Code section 1172.6 petition at the prima facie stage?  (See 

People v. Lewis (2021) 11 Cal.5th 952.) 

#24-263  People v. Long, S287742.  (F087388; nonpublished opinion; Stanislaus County 

Superior Court; 20357.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal affirmed an order 

granting in part and denying in part a post-judgment motion in a criminal matter.  The 

court ordered briefing deferred pending decision in People v. Superior Court (Guevara), 

S283305 (#24-50), which presents the following issue:  Do the revised penalty provisions 

of the Three Strikes Reform Act of 2012 (Pen. Code, § 1170.12) apply when a defendant 

is resentenced pursuant to Senate Bill No. 483 (Pen. Code, § 1172.75)? 

#24-264  Rivera v. Superior Court, S287725.  (B334522; 105 Cal.App.5th 288; Ventura 

County Superior Court; 56-2022-00568507-CU-BC-VTA.)  Petition for review after the 

Court of Appeal granted a petition for peremptory writ of mandate.  The court ordered 

briefing deferred pending decision in Ford Motor Warranty Cases, S279969 (#23-148), 

which presents the following issue:  Do manufacturers’ express or implied warranties that 
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accompany a vehicle at the time of sale constitute obligations arising from the sale 

contract, permitting manufacturers to enforce an arbitration agreement in the contract 

pursuant to equitable estoppel? 

SEPARATE STATEMENT ON DENIAL OF REVIEW 

In re Mendoza, S287251.  (F087881; nonpublished order; Tulare County Superior Court; 

33971.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal denied a petition for writ of habeas 

corpus. 

DISPOSITIONS 

Review in the following cases, which were granted and held for Rattagan v. Uber 

Technologies, Inc. (2024) 17 Cal.5th 1, was dismissed:   

#23-22  Dhital v. Nissan North 

America, Inc., S277568 

(A162817; 84 Cal.App.5th 828; 

Alameda County Superior Court; 

RG19009260) 

#22-104  Kia America v. Superior 

Court, S273170 

(D079858; nonpublished order; San 

Diego County Superior Court; 37-

2021-00010801-CU-BC-CTL) 

 

The following case was transferred for reconsideration in light of Assembly Bill No. 

2483 (Stats. 2024, ch. 964):   

#24-87  People v. Montgomery, 

S284662 

(A167813; 100 Cal.App.5th 768 [non-

citable]; Solano County Superior 

Court; FCR330516) 

 

Review in the following case, which had been granted and held for People v. 

Montgomery, S284662 (#24-87), was dismissed:   

#24-192  People v. Hernandez, 

S286527 

(G063586; 103 Cal.App.5th 981; 

Riverside County Superior Court; 

SWF1100946) 

 

### 
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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. 


