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 S244549 B279873 Second Appellate District, Div. 1 RAMIREZ (IRMA) v. CITY  

   OF GARDENA 

 Issues ordered limited 

 Review was granted in this matter on November 1, 2017.  The issue to be briefed and argued is 

limited to the following:  Is the immunity provided by Vehicle Code section 17004.7 available to 

a public agency only if all peace officers of the agency certify in writing that they have received, 

read, and understand the agency’s vehicle pursuit policy? 

 

 

 S104665   PEOPLE v. POORE  

   (CHRISTOPHER ERIC) 

 Extension of time granted 

 Based upon counsel R. Clayton Seaman, Jr.’s representation that the appellant’s opening brief is 

anticipated to be filed by January 3, 2018, an extension of time in which to file that brief is 

granted to January 3, 2018.  After that date, no further extension is contemplated. 

 An application to file an overlength brief must be served and filed no later than 60 days before the 

anticipated filing date.  (See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.631(d)(1)(A)(ii) & (B)(ii).) 

 

 

 S168441   PEOPLE v. McKNIGHT  

   (ANTHONY) 

 Extension of time granted 

 Based upon counsel Alex Coolman’s representation that the appellant’s reply brief is anticipated 

to be filed by July 9, 2018, an extension of time in which to file that brief is granted to January 5, 

2018.  After that date, only three further extensions totaling about 186 additional days will be 

granted. 

 An application to file an overlength brief must be served and filed no later than 60 days before the 

anticipated filing date.  (See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.631(d)(1)(A)(ii) & (B)(ii).) 

 

 

 S182161   PEOPLE v. JACKSON  

   (LLOYD EARL) 

 Extension of time granted 

 On application of appellant, it is ordered that the time to serve and file appellant’s opening brief is 

extended to January 5, 2018. 
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 S190636   PEOPLE v. HALVORSEN  

   (ARTHUR HANS) 

 Extension of time granted 

 Based upon Assistant State Public Defender Jessica K. McGuire’s representation that the 

appellant’s opening brief is anticipated to be filed by December 15, 2017, an extension of time in 

which to file that brief is granted to December 15, 2017.  After that date, no further extension is 

contemplated. 

 

 

 S199741   PEOPLE v. WILLIAMS  

   (MANLING TSANG) 

 Extension of time granted 

 On application of appellant, it is ordered that the time to serve and file appellant’s opening brief is 

extended to January 5, 2018. 

 

 

 S201205   PEOPLE v. MOORE (RYAN  

   T.) 

 Extension of time granted 

 On application of appellant, it is ordered that the time to serve and file appellant’s opening brief is 

extended to December 29, 2017. 

 

 

 S202817   PEOPLE v. FIERROS, JR.,  

   (EUSEBIO) 

 Extension of time granted 

 On application of appellant, it is ordered that the time to serve and file appellant’s opening brief is 

extended to December 29, 2017. 

 

 

 S207945   PEOPLE v. CANALES  

   (OSMAN ALEX) 

 Extension of time granted 

 On application of appellant, it is ordered that the time to serve and file appellant’s opening brief is 

extended to December 29, 2017. 

 

 

 S221802   DUFF (DEWEY JOE) ON H.C. 

 Order filed 

 Petitioner’s application for relief from default to file the reply to the informal response is granted. 
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 S222314 G047661 Fourth Appellate District, Div. 3 SOLUS INDUSTRIAL  

   INNOVATIONS, LLC v. S.C.  

   (PEOPLE) 

 Order filed 

 The application of petitioner for permission to file a response to the supplemental brief is hereby 

granted. 

 

 

 S244937   NAVARRO (JOE) v. S.C.  

   (PEOPLE) 

 Transferred to Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District 

 The above-entitled matter is transferred to the Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District, for 

consideration in light of Hagan v. Superior Court (1962) 57 Cal.2d 767.  In the event the Court of 

Appeal determines that this petition is substantially identical to a prior petition, the repetitious 

petition must be denied. 

 

 


