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Asked POE the questions each 2 times and here are the resutts

Yes, under Catifornia PenaI Code 1 172"6, petitioners can chatlenge the integrity of evidence at the prima
facie stage. This code atlows individuats convicted of murder under certain theories to petition for retief.

During this stage, the court evatuates whether the petitioner has made a prima facie case for relief based
on the evidence presented, which inctudes the abitity to chatl,enge the integrity and sufficiency of the
evidence used in the originaI conviction.

However, the specifics of how evidence can be chattenged and the standard the court appties can vary so

it's advisab{e to consutt tegat counseI for guidance taiLored to individuat circumstances.

Yes, in Catifornia, petitioners can challenge the integrity of evidence at the prirna facie stage under Penal
Code 1172.6. This code attows individuats convicted of murder under certain circumstances to petition for
resentencing if they believe they were convicted based on a theory of tiabitity that is no tonger vatid.

During the prima facie stage, the court assesses whether the petitioner has made a sufficient showing to
warrant a hearing. This can inctude chattenges to the integrity of the evidence used in the originat
conviction. lf the court finds that the petitioner has estabtished a prima facie case, it witt then hotd a

hearing to further evaluate the evidence and any chattenges presented.

It's important for petitioners to present competting arguments and evidence to support their ctaims during
this stage.

d evidence to_grove intent?{_
ln Catifornia PenaI Code 1 172.6 proceedings, the District Attorney cannot rety on unretiable evidence to

'_:"

.:. prove intent" The court's review is focused on whether the petitioner has made a prima facie case for retief

based on the current standards of taw regarding intent and tiabitity.

Duringthese proceedings, the court evaluates the evidence presented to determine if it is sufficient to
support the originat conviction. lf the evidence is found to be unretiabte or insufficient, it cannot be used to
prove intent. The goat of the proceedings is to ensure that any conviction aligns with current tegaL

standards, especiatty regarding theories of tiabitity that may have changed since the originat conviction.

Uttimatety, the integrity and retiabitity of the evidence are cruciaI in determining the outcome of the
petition.

ln Catifornia Penat Code 1 172-6 proceedings, the District Attorney cannot rely on unretiabte evidence to
prove intent. The court must evaluate whether the evidence presented is credibte and sufficient to
estabtish the necessary etements for the originat conviction"

If the evidence is deemed unretiabte, it cannot be used to support a finding of intent. The focus is on

ensuring that any conviction atigns with current standards, particutarty concerning theories of tiabitity
3

rlj
d+
I\ J

eh
h.
t/o
st
L-

$
t4
\)

v)
\

q
\ gTf frCl</"l€Iv 1



Suppression motions, which address the admissibitity of evidence, are usuatly not considered at this stage.

lf the court finds that a prima facie case exists, a subsequent evidentiary hearing may be conducted, where
more detaited issues, inctuding chattenges to evidence, can be raised.

Question #5 - ln California, can a state statute impede upon the sta:te constitution?

ln Catifornia, a state statute cannot impede upon the state constitution- The Catifornia Constitution is the
supreme law of the state, meaning that any statute that confticts with it is invatid.

lf a statute is found to violate the state constitution, it can be chatlenged in court, and the courts have the
authority to strike down or invatidate such statutes. This principte ensures that att laws adhere to
constitutionaI standards and protections-

ln Catifornia, a state statute cannot impede upon the state constitution. The Cal.ifornia Constitution is the
highest law in the state, and any statute that confticts with it is considered invalid.

lf a statute is chattenged as unconstitutionat, courts have the authority to review and potentiatty strike it
down. This ensures that at[ laws cornpty with constitr-rtional provisions and protections.
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