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 Court of Appeal, Second District, Division 7, California.
The PEOPLE, Plaintiff and Respondent,
v.
Xin GUAN, Defendant and Appellant.
No. B176360.
(Los Angeles County Super. Ct. No. KA051839).

July 12, 2005.

 APPEAL from a judgment of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County,  Charles E. Horan, Judge. Reversed and remanded with directions.

 Matthew & Rager, Charles T. Matthews and Anthony N. Luti, for Defendant and Appellant.

 Bill Lockyer, Attorney General, Robert R. Anderson, Chief Assistant Attorney General, Pamela C. Hamanaka, Senior Assistant Attorney General, Victoria B. Wilson and Herbert S. Tetef, Deputy Attorneys General, for Plaintiff and Respondent.

 ZELON, J.

 *1 This matter is before us for the third time. In November 2001, the trial court sentenced appellant Xin Guan to 13 years in state prison after he pleaded no contest to attempted murder, while personally using a deadly weapon and inflicting great bodily injury on Kevin Wu. Guan also admitted the offense was committed for the benefit of a criminal street gang. We affirmed the judgment on appeal. (People v. Xin Guan, B155794.)

 Thereafter, Guan filed a petition for writ of habeas corpus in this Court, asserting his trial counsel was constitutionally ineffective for advising him not to accept the prosecution's original seven-year plea offer. We ordered the trial court to conduct an evidentiary hearing on the ineffective assistance of counsel claim. Following the hearing we issued an order to show cause and subsequently issued an opinion finding trial counsel ineffective for advising Guan not to accept the seven-year plea offer. (In re Xin Guan, B163554.)

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
 Our opinion granting habeas corpus relief (the opinion) was filed on January 12, 2004 with the following disposition: "The judgment of conviction is vacated and the matter is remanded to the trial court for further proceedings. On remand, the district attorney shall submit the previously offered seven-year plea bargain to the trial court for approval, unless the district attorney within 30 days elects to retry the petitioner and resume the plea negotiation process. If the plea bargain is submitted to and approved by the trial court, the trial court shall modify the judgment consistent with the terms of the plea bargain."

 On or about January 13, 2004, the prosecutor who negotiated Guan's plea telephoned Guan's habeas counsel to say that she had read the opinion and was considering whether to renew the seven-year offer or resume plea negotiations. Both counsel understood the disposition's 30-day election period would commence "after the Court of Appeals [sic] issued its remittitur and the Superior Court receives it."

 On March 18, 2004, this Court issued the remittitur for the opinion. The remittitur was filed in the superior court the next day and was apparently not received by the branch court in Pomona, where this matter is venued, until March 30, 2004.

 On April 20, 2004, Guan appeared in trial court. His plea and sentence were set aside and the matter was set for trial.

 On April 24, 2004, trial counsel argued that because the prosecutor had not contacted him since January 13, 2004, she had failed timely to elect whether to retry Guan and resume the plea negotiation process. According to trial counsel, the trial court was thereby required to order the previously offered seven-year plea bargain to be enforced, pursuant to this Court's disposition. The trial court disagreed and denied the defense "motion to enforce specific performance." Guan entered a no contest plea and was again sentenced to 13 years in state prison. This timely appeal followed.

DISCUSSION
 *2 The record shows the prosecution failed to act in compliance with our disposition, and therefore cannot retry Guan or enforce the second plea agreement.

 The Timing of the 30-day Election.

 The parties express some confusion as to when the 30-day election period in the disposition began to run, although all agreed it was somehow triggered by the remittitur. The rules, however, are clear. A remittitur is immediately effective on the date it is issued, or when the clerk of the Court of Appeal enters it in the record. (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 26, subd. (d)(1); Bellows v. Alquot Associates, Inc. (1994) 25 Cal.App.4th 426, 430-434.) The remittitur here was issued on March 18, 2004; the 30-day election period therefore ended on April 17, 2004, a Saturday. Therefore, the prosecution was required to make its election on or before Monday, April 19, 2004. The date the remittitur was filed in superior court or when it was received by the Pomona branch court is of no consequence. The prosecution failed to make an election within the designated time period.

 The Meaning of "shall" in the Disposition

 We used the word "shall" as it is generally understood: to denote "mandatory," not discretionary. (See, e.g., People v. Tindall (2000) 24 Cal.4th 767, 772- 775.) Accordingly, our disposition required the People to resubmit the previously offered seven-year plea bargain, unless within 30 days, they took steps to retry Guan and resume plea negotiations. The burden of compliance having been placed on the People, and the People having failed to comply with our order, this Court now orders them to resubmit the original seven-year plea bargain to the trial court for approval.

DISPOSITION
 The judgment of conviction is vacated and the matter is remanded to the trial court for further proceedings. On remand, the district attorney shall submit the previously offered seven-year plea bargain to the trial court for approval. At sentencing, the trial court shall award Guan the appropriate presentence custody credits.

 We concur: JOHNSON, Acting P.J., and WOODS, J.
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