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[bookmark: _GoBack]The admissibility of victim impact evidence was involved by the Supreme Court decision of Payne v. Tennessee. The supreme court established that the Eighth Amendment to the constitution of the United States does not in itself bar the admission of the victim impact evidence during the admission of victim impact evidence in the penalty phase of the trial. 
In the case of Payne v. Tennessee, Payne was charged with the brutal murder of Charisse Christopher aged 28, her two-year-old daughter named Lacie. The victims’s three-year-old son was also brutally attacked but managed to survive the attack. The victims were close neighbors of Payne’s girlfriend who had been away on a trip to Arkansas. After her continued absence and considerable drug use by Payne, he went to Charisse Christopher’s apartment making sexual advances towards her which she declined. Payne, being intoxicated and angered, used a butcher’s knife to attack his three victims. 
The supreme court found him guilty of two first-degree murder counts as well as assault on first-degree assault. Charisse’s mother was allowed to give her admission, on how the murders impacted the victim's son, during the sentencing hearing which sparked a controversy on the admissibility of victim impact evidence in the penalty phase. The prosecution team included this admission in their closing statement as they sought the death penalty for Payne. The conviction was affirmed by the supreme court arguing that the admission did not create an unacceptable risk, when imposing the death penalty, according to the constitution and was hence harmless. The court proceeded to pass the conviction on the basis of both the heinousness of the crime and the consequences of the crime committed to the family of the victims. 
A stare decisis is a policy by the law which compels courts to refer to precedents for cases with similar circumstances. A precedent entails a court judgment or ruling on previous cases. Stare decisis has become stronger with newer precedents where the supreme court is allowed to overrule incorrect precedents based on changing laws. The case of Lawrence V. Texas 2003 resulted in a ruling that the criminalization of sexual intimacy between two consenting adults was not constitutional based on Texas law. Lawrence and his companion Tyron Garner had been found engaging in consensual sex by the police and charged for the act. Following the court ruling in 2003, various laws relating to sodomy in Texas were hence invalidated allowing the court to overturn the ruling in the case of Bowers V. Hardwick in 1986. This was part of the supreme court’s overruling of the precedents which had been incorrectly passed based on changing constitutional laws. 
The sentencing phase in the case of United States V. Whitten used witness testimonies in the sentencing phase. Little evidence on the victim impact was availed during the ruling. The victim in the case was PFC Timothy Campbell who had been informed by his neighbor about someone taking his duffel bag. Whitten ended up being charged with larceny during a relocation. 
Timothy J. McVeigh was convicted on different counts following his actions related to the bombing of the Murrah building. He was sentenced to death for his actions which resulted in the death of 168 victims. Following the conviction, McVeigh appealed the decision by stating that the evidence from the victim impact testimony had been used in passing his conviction. In the appeal, he stated that the victim impact testimony used by the district court erred the conviction. The testimony used in the sentencing according to him produced a conviction on the basis of emotion while undermining the use of reason. The supreme court however affirmed the previously passed conviction by the district court. 

