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APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE  PETITION FOR 

WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE  CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 

To the Honorable Elena Kagan, Associate Justice of the 

Supreme Court of the United States -  

Pursuant to this Court’s Rules 13.5, 22, 30.2, and 30.3, the petitioner, 

Jeannine Bedard (“the petitioner”), respectfully requests that the time to file 

her petition for writ of certiorari to review the judgment of the California 

Supreme Court be extended up to and including June 14, 2025. 

The California Second District Court of Appeal issued its opinion on 

October 31, 2024 (Appendix A); a petition for rehearing was timely filed; the 

California Second District Court of Appeal denied the petition for rehearing 

on November 21, 2024. A petition for review was timely filed; the California 

Supreme Court denied the petition for review on January 15, 2025 

(Appendix B).  Therefore, petitioner’s petition for writ of certiorari would be 

due on April 15, 2025.  Petitioner is filing this Application more than ten 

days before that date.  See S. Ct. R. 13.5.   

This Court has jurisdiction over the judgment under 28 U.S.C. § 

1254(1). 
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BACKGROUND 

The petitioner, a tenured police officer, was terminated from her 

government office for allegedly violating a newly imposed condition of 

employment. The petitioner contends that this new condition is void under 

substantive state labor law, specifically Labor Code Sections 2802 and 2804. 

Despite raising the labor law issue at every level in state court proceedings, 

including before the California Supreme Court, the lower courts failed to rule 

on this substantive state labor law claim.  

The petitioner asserts that this failure deprived her of her vested 

substantial property right in her government office, in violation of the Due 

Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The petitioner further 

contends that the California Supreme Court’s refusal to address whether the 

Labor Code applies to the new condition of employment and whether its 

application would void the condition has left unresolved critical questions of 

law that directly impact her constitutional rights. 

Significantly, after petitioner was terminated from her employment, a 

trial court in a case brought by petitioner’s employee organization ruled on 

this very issue that the Labor Code Sections 2802 and 2804 applied, voiding 

this new condition of employment. Based on this ruling, which was not 

appealed, Respondents withdrew the condition of employment. 
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ISSUE 

The issue to be presented is: 

“Did the state courts, including the California Supreme Court, violate 

the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment by failing to rule on 

substantive state labor law that voids a new condition of employment, 

thereby depriving the petitioner of her vested substantial property right in 

her government office as a police officer?” 

The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment protects 

individuals from government actions that deprive them of life, liberty, or 

property without due process of law. Bd. of Regents v. Roth, 408 U.S. 564; 

Collins v. City of Harker Heights, 503 U.S. 115.  

The petitioner had a vested substantial property right in her 

government office as a police officer. 

The United States Supreme Court has consistently held that public 

employees with a constitutionally protected property interest in their 

employment cannot be deprived of that interest without due process. Gilbert 

v. Homar, 520 U.S. 924.  

The California Supreme Court’s refusal to rule on whether Labor Code 

Sections 2802 and 2804 apply to public sector employees and whether their 

application would void the new condition of employment has left the 

petitioner without a remedy for the deprivation of her constitutional rights. 
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This failure undermines the fundamental guarantee of due process, as 

the petitioner was not afforded a meaningful opportunity to challenge the 

validity of the new condition of employment. 

The petitioner now seeks review by the United States Supreme Court, 

asserting that the state courts’ failure to address the substantive state labor 

law issue constitutes a violation of her constitutional rights and that this 

Court has jurisdiction to review the case under the Fourteenth Amendment 

and federal statutes governing writs of certiorari. 

 

REASONS FOR GRANTING AN EXTENSION OF TIME 

The time to file a petition for writ of certiorari should be extended for 

60 days for the following reasons: 

1. Petitioner’s counsel has the following pressing deadlines, including 

cases related to this matter: 

• Reply Brief, California Second District Court of Appeal, which is 

a related case, Michael Parks v. City of Los Angeles and Michel 

Moore, B334795, due April 29, 2025. 

• Reply Brief, California Second District Court of Appeal, which is 

a related case, Barbara Riggs v. City of Los Angeles and Michel 

Moore, B338162, due May 1, 2025. 
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• Post-Hearing/Closing Brief, Los Angeles City Civil Service 

Commission Appeal, In re Appeal of Carlos Quinonez, 

Commission No. 56008, Brief due April 18, 2025. 

• Reply Brief, Los Angeles Superior Court, Mark Anthony Carrillo 

v. City of Los Angeles, et. al., Case No. 24STCP01557, Brief and 

preparation of Joint Appendix due April 25, 2025. 

• Preparation for Pre-Hearing and Discovery, California State 

Personnel Board (SPB) Hearing, In re Laiza Robertson, SPB No. 

24-1272K & 25-0005WEK, discovery service deadline April 3, 

2025, Prehearing Settlement Conference on April 23, 2025, for 

which petitioner’s counsel is preparing. 

2. An extension will not prejudice respondents. 

3. An extension will help ensure the issues are more clearly presented 

to the Court so it can determine whether certiorari is warranted. 

 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, petitioner respectfully requests that 

the time to file the petition for writ of certiorari in this matter be 

extended for 60 days, up to and including June 14, 2025. 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT 
DIVISION: 3    

 
Date:  November 21, 2024  

 
 

 
JEANNINE BEDARD, 
Plaintiff and Appellant, 
v. 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 
Defendant and Respondent.  
 
B331062  
Los Angeles County Super. Ct. No. 22STCP03008  
 
 
 
THE COURT: 
 
  
 Appellant Jeannine Bedard’s petition for rehearing, filed November 14, 2024, is 
denied.   
 
 
 
 
  
 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDMON, P.J.    EGERTON, J.  ADAMS, J.               
_______________________ _________________________

ADAMS J
___________________ _______________

EGGGGGGGGGERTON J

, Clerk

Deputy Clerk

Nov 21, 2024
 W. Lopez
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