Important Developments in this Edition

This edition includes the following important
developments:

New laws enacted by the Legislature, effective January
1, 2026, include the following: AB 379, making solicitation of
a 16 or 17-year old minor for human trafficking a wobbler
(Penal Code § 647(1)(1)(B)(2)), and loitering in a public place
for the purpose of purchasing sex a misdemeanor (Penal
Code § 653.25). AB 352, providing that, when sentencing a
person convicted of making a criminal threat, the court may
consider in aggravation that the defendant willfully threat-
ened a state constitutional officer, a Member of the Legisla-
ture, or a judge or court commissioner (Penal Code § 422(b)).
AB 468, providing with respect to burglary of a house or
building that “The fact that the structure entered has been
damaged by a natural or other disaster, or the extent of that
damage, does not preclude conviction” (Penal Code § 459(b)).
SB 258, expanding the definition of rape to include sex when
a spouse cannot consent due to mental disorder or other dis-
ability (Penal Code § 261(a)(1)(A)).

Several opinions dealing with various laws were issued
this year, including:

e The United States Supreme Court in United
States v. Hemani, _ U.S. __ (No. 24-1234, 6/18/26) held
that it violated the Second Amendment to prosecute a
defendant who used marijuana every other day for pos-
session of a firearm. The statute at issue provided anyone
who is an “unlawful user of” or “addicted to” a “controlled
substance” was banned from possessing a gun, and could
face up to 15 years in federal prison (18 U.S.C.
§ 924(a)(8)) and disarmament for life (18 U.S.C. § 922(g)).

e The California Supreme Court in Sellers v. SC, 19
Cal.5th 75, 87, 341 Cal.Rptr.3d 173, 582 P.3d 950 (2026),
held that a small amount of loose, crumbled marijuana

on a car’s floorboards did not violate of Health and Safety
Code § 11362.3(a)(4).

e The California Supreme Court in People v. Collins
17 Cal.5th 293, 309, 328 Cal.Rptr.3d 641, 561 P.3d 801
(2025), held, regarding implied malice murder liability,
that a parent has a legal duty to protect their child, but
“a parent may be more limited in what they can reason-
ably be expected to do to protect their child from the
other parent, as compared to a non-parent.”
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e In People v. Morris, 19 Cal.5th 671, 688, 343
Cal.Rptr.3d 711, 587 P.3d 1231 (2026), with respect to the
act which must be committed by an aider and abettor
who is not the actual killer in order to be convicted of
murder, the California Supreme Court interpreted Sen-
ate Bill 1437 to “require[] proof the defendant aided or
abetted the actual killer in the lethal act itself, and not
just the underlying felony.”

e The Court of Appeal in Nevarez v. Superior Court,
115 Cal.App.5th 552, 557, 338 Cal.Rptr.3d 263 (2025)
held that a conviction for murder under People v. Watson,
30 Cal.3d 290, 300-301, 179 Cal.Rptr. 43, 637 P.2d 279
(1981), can occur even when the defendant has stopped
driving the vehicle and a fatality thereafter results.

e In People v. Pierce, 114 Cal.App.5th 508, 530-532,
337 Cal.Rptr.3d 123 (2025), the Court of Appeal held, af-
firming a Watson murder, that driving with a blood-
alcohol concentration of 0.24 percent and at speeds of up
to 129 miles per hour on city streets having a 55-mile-
per-hour speed limit with many other drivers on the road,
constituted substantial evidence there existed a high
probability that the driving would result in death, even
without expert testimony of this being the case.

e The Court of Appeal in People v. Molina, 114
Cal.App.5th 1059, 1068, 337 Cal.Rptr.3d 435 (2025), held
a person having “care or custody” of an elder can be found
guilty for abuse under Penal Code § 368(e), and the term
“care or custody” carries no special meaning “beyond the
plain meaning of the words themselves.”

e People v. Roberts, 114 Cal.App.5th 187, 191, 336
Cal.Rptr.3d 836 (2025) held that the crimes of carrying a
concealed loaded firearm in a vehicle (Penal Code
§ 25400(a)(1)) and carrying a loaded firearm in a vehicle
when the firearm is not registered to the person (Penal
Code § 25850(a) & (c)(6)) were constitutional under the
Second Amendment.

e People v. Crenshaw, 116 Cal.App.5th 1169, 1172,
339 Cal.Rptr.3d 888 (2025), held the ban against assault
weapons in Penal Code § 30605 was “beyond the scope of
the Second Amendment because it has not been shown
that such weapons are in common use by law-abiding
citizens,”

e The Court of Appeal in People v. Mendez-Torres,
113 Cal.App.5th 1007, 1011, 336 Cal.Rptr.3d 298 (2025)
held that, in affirming a conviction for robbery (Penal
Code § 211), a victim engaged in sufficient physical resis-
tance by placing her hand on a cash register as the
defendant violently wrested it away.

e People v. Newt, 119 Cal.App.5th 804, 807, 342
Cal.Rptr.3d 905 (2026), explained that receiving a high-
capacity magazine for a gun is a felony under Penal Code
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§ 32310(a), and possession of a high-capacity magazine is
misdemeanor under Penal Code § 32310(c).

e The Court of Appeal in People v. Hardy, 120
Cal.App.5th 45, 48, 343 Cal.Rptr.3d 475 (2026), held that
statutes outlawing possession of a short-barreled shotgun
(Penal Code § 33215), possession of a silencer (Penal Code
§ 33410), unlawful high-capacity magazine activity
(Penal Code § 32310(a)), and unlawful transfer of a
handgun with no licensed firearms dealer (Penal Code
§ 27545) did not violate the Second Amendment.

e The Court of Appeal in People v. Berch, 120
Cal.App.5th 401, 404, 343 Cal.Rptr.3d 893 (2026), held
“felony false imprisonment based on menace does not
require a threat to inflict force that is greater than neces-
sary to effectuate restraint on a person’s liberty.”
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