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Introduction

Capital punishment is unlawful for persons under 18 at the time of the offence and sentences of corporal punishment are unavailable for all persons.  However, life imprisonment is lawful in all parts of the country and life imprisonment without the possibility of  release remains lawful for homicide-related offences in the vast majority of states and the federal criminal system.

Each state operates its own separate juvenile justice system and sets a maximum age for juvenile court jurisdiction, a minimum age of criminal responsibility, and provisions for transfer to adult court.
  The federal government also prosecutes a limited number of juveniles where state systems are unable or unwilling to do so.  While there is no separate federal juvenile court, juveniles are generally accorded a special status within the federal system.

Most states have set the maximum age of juvenile court jurisdiction at 16 or 17, although some set the age at 15.
  Minimum ages of criminal responsibility vary more widely; the majority of states do not specify a minimum age for prosecution as an adult, and those that do range from 7 to 14.

All states allow for persons under 18 to be tried in adult criminal court, although the extent to and means by which they do so varies.  44 states and the District of Columbia grant juvenile judges the power to transfer cases to the criminal court directly; 29 states exclude certain classes of offence from juvenile court jurisdiction; and 14 states and the District of Columbia allow prosecutors to file charges for some offences in either juvenile or adult court.  Most states use a mix of these methods, and the overall trend through the past several decades has been toward increased rates of transfer to adult court and generally harsher and more punitive sentences.
 


Legality of inhuman sentencing

Death penalty

The death penalty is unlawful for persons under 18 at the time of the offence.
  

Twenty states permitted the imposition of capital punishment on juvenile offenders until 2005, when a judicial challenge was heard by the United States Supreme Court.
  Citing the federal  prohibition on cruel and unusual punishment,
 the Court declared the juvenile death penalty to be unconstitutional and outlawed the practice.

Corporal punishment

Corporal punishment is not available as a sentence for crime.  While there is some suggestion that sentences of corporal punishment for criminal offenders might be unconstitutional,
  the Supreme Court has yet to expressly rule on the matter.  

Notwithstanding the lack of a formal national prohibition, corporal punishment remains unavailable as a sentence for all offenders in the United States as the federal government and all 50 states have abolished the practice.

Life imprisonment

Persons convicted of offences committed when they were under 18 may be sentenced to life imprisonment on a federal level and in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.  

Although the Supreme Court in May 2010 declared sentences of life imprisonment without the possibility of parole for non-homicide related offences committed under the age of 18 to be unconstitutional,
 sentences of life imprisonment without the possibility of release are lawful for homicide-related offences in some instances in 43 states.  In three states - Illinois, Louisiana and Pennsylvania - all juvenile offenders serving sentences of life imprisonment are ineligible for parole. In other states,  the sentence is relatively restricted, as is the case in New York (juvenile life without parole possible only where the offence committed is a terrorist act) and Texas (juvenile life without parole possible only where the offender is aged 17).  Of those states where juvenile life sentences without parole may be imposed, there are no offenders serving that sentence in 5 states.

For the current legal status of sentences of juvenile life without parole by state, please see Table 1. Prohibition of Life Imprisonment Without Parole by Jurisdiction.

Inhuman sentencing in practice

There are an estimated 7,626 persons in 47 states serving sentences of life imprisonment for offences committed when they were under the age of 18, 2,574 of whom were sentenced to life imprisonment without parole.
  Following a successful legal challenge in May 2010 to sentences of life imprisonment without parole for non-homicide offences committed under the age of 18, it now appears that 129 of these 2,574 offenders could become eligible for release at some point during their lifetime
, reducing the total of those categorically ineligible for parole to 2,445.  

For state populations of persons sentenced to life imprisonment for offences committed under the age of 18, please see Table 2. Number of Juvenile Offenders Serving Life Imprisonment by Jurisdiction.

Progress towards prohibition and elimination

Law reform needed

All legal provisions authorising life imprisonment for crimes committed when the offender was under 18 should be repealed, and explicit prohibition of life imprisonment should be enacted.

Law reforms under way

Legislation

While little action has been taken to prohibit or discourage the imposition of life sentences with the possibility of release for offences committed under the age of 18, several measures that would reduce or prohibit the imposition of juvenile life sentences without parole have been introduced:
  

Federal 
Legislation to prohibit juvenile life imprisonment without parole was first introduced in the House of Representatives in 2007, but failed to pass.
  Another bill to the same effect was introduced in May 2009, but has yet to gain the support of the President or reach the House floor to be voted on.
  
California
At the urging of human rights and juvenile justice focused organisations
, the California Senate passed a bill that would abolish sentences of juvenile life imprisonment without parole in June 2009.
  The bill cleared the California Assembly's Public Safety Committee in January 2010 and the Assembly Appropriations Committee in June 2010, but failed by two votes before the full Assembly.
  In December 2010, a new bill that would abolish sentences of juvenile life imprisonment without parole was introduced in the California Senate.
  The bill passed the Senate in June 2011 and was sent to the California Assembly for review.

Colorado
Colorado abolished sentences of juvenile life imprisonment without parole in 2006, although the law was not applied retroactively and thus leaves sentences of life imprisonment without parole intact for juvenile offenders already incarcerated at the time the law was passed.


Michigan
In 2009, a package of bills that would prohibit sentencing juvenile offenders to life imprisonment without parole was introduced in the Michigan House of Representatives.
  Hearings on the bills were conducted by the Michigan House Judiciary Committee, but the bills have yet to reach the floor to be voted on.
  In 2008, a similar package of bills passed the House but stalled in the State Senate.


Nebraska
In January 2011, a bill was introduced in the Nebraska Legislature to provide an opportunity for children convicted of murder and sentenced to life imprisonment without parole to have their cases reconsidered.
 


Oregon
In Oregon, where sentences of life imprisonment without parole are already prohibited for juvenile offenders, Second Look legislation was introduced in 2009 to give children tried and convicted as adults an opportunity to go back before a judge after serving half of their sentences.
  The bill received a hearing before the Oregon Senate Judiciary Committee, but was not moved to a vote.
  


Pennsylvania  
In 2009, a bill that would abolish sentences of juvenile life imprisonment without parole was introduced in the Pennsylvania House of Representatives.
  A hearing on the bill was conducted in August 2010 by the Pennsylvania House Judiciary Committee
, but the bill has not yet been put to a full vote.


Texas
Texas abolished sentences of juvenile life imprisonment without parole in 2009.
 However, as the maximum age for juvenile court jurisdiction in Texas remains at 16, 17 year-olds are considered adults for the purposes of criminal law and may still be sentenced to juvenile life imprisonment without parole.

Other States
There are reports of planned or draft legislation to prohibit sentences of life imprisonment without parole for juvenile offenders in a number of other states, including Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, and Washington.



Judicial challenges

In the wake of the recent Supreme Court decision effectively abolishing sentences of life imprisonment without parole for juvenile offenders convicted of non-homicide offences, a number of legal challenges have been mounted seeking similar relief for juvenile offenders convicted of homicide-related offences, including:


Alabama
The Federal Appeals Court for the 11th Circuit was as of May 2011 considering an appeal filed on behalf of an Alabama juvenile offender sentenced to life imprisonment without parole for murder.  The appeal argues that sentences of life imprisonment without parole are unconstitutional when imposed on juvenile offenders.
  

Arkansas
The Arkansas Supreme Court was as of May 2011 considering an appeal filed by a juvenile offender convicted as an accomplice in a felony-murder and sentenced to life imprisonment without parole.



Pennsylvania
As of May 2011, arguments have been in advanced in several Pennslyvania courts that all sentences of life imprisonment without parole imposed on children are unconstitutional under the Federal and Pennsylvania Constitutions as well as a violation of international law.


Wisconsin
In September 2010, the Wisconsin Supreme Court agreed to review a case relating to the constitutionality of a sentence of life imprisonment without parole imposed on a 14 year-old for a homicide-related offence.
 


International advocacy

In 2006, The American Civil Liberties Union filed a petition
 with the Inter-American Commission  on Human Rights alleging that sentences of life imprisonment without parole for juvenile offenders violate the United States' obligations under the Declaration on the Rights of Man and universal human rights principles.
 It appears that the petition remains pending as a decision has not yet been reached on the matter.

In 2009, a number of prominent national and international NGOs authored a letter to the United Nations Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination to highlight the widespread use of juvenile life imprisonment without parole sentences and its disparate racial impact.

National campaigns

There are well-established national campaigns seeking to end the practice of sentencing juveniles to life imprisonment, particularly life imprisonment without the possibility of release.  Among others, these campaigns include:

· The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) section on Juvenile Justice.
  As a part of its ongoing juvenile justice project, the ACLU has heavily lobbied state and federal legislatures for sentencing reform and mounted individual challenges to juvenile life sentences without parole imposed in state courts.
  

· The Campaign for the Fair Sentencing of Youth.
 The Campaign is committed to ending the practice of sentencing children to life without parole and works to assist state and federal activists across the country seeking juvenile justice reform.

· The Equal Justice Initiative's Campaign on Death in Prison for 13 and 14 Year-Old Kids.
  The Initiative runs a litigation campaign that challenges sentences of life imprisonment without parole imposed on young children, and is also working to build public support for legislative reform on the issue.

· The Human Rights Watch United States Program on Excessive Punishments and Restrictions.
  Together with Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch published a report detailing the practice of sentencing children to juvenile life imprisonment without parole across the country.

· The Juvenile Law Center.
  The Center has argued that sentences of life imprisonment without parole imposed on juvenile offenders are unconstitutional in a number of recent cases, and has also supported state-level legislation to abolish these sentences.

· The Sentencing Project.
  As a part of its advocacy campaign for sentencing law and practice reform, the Sentencing Project published a report on the rising use of life sentences in the United States in general and as imposed on juveniles.

· The University of San Francisco School of Law's Project to End Juvenile Life Without Parole.
  The School has, among other things, published a report detailing the availability and use of juvenile life imprisonment without parole sentences around the world and in the United States.

National and international law conflicting with inhuman sentencing

The Constitution

A number of provisions in the Constitution guarantee certain protections in the criminal justice system, including the right to a speedy, public trial by jury and due process of law.  Of particular interest is the bar on cruel and unusual punishment contained in the Eighth Amendment:


“Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.”

Notably, the Eighth Amendment has been the basis for successful judicial challenges to the imposition of the death penalty
 and some sentences of life imprisonment without parole for persons under the age of 18 at the time of the offence.
  

International human rights treaties

The United States has ratified or acceded to the following international treaties:

1. Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (in 1994)

2. International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (in 1992)

3. International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (in 1994)

The United States has signed but not ratified the Convention on the Rights of the Child (in 1995), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (in 1980), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (in 1977), the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (in 2009), and the American Convention on Human Rights (in 1977).

The United States has not signed the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights aiming at the abolition of the death penalty.

Status of treaties: 

Generally, ratified treaties become the "supreme law of the land" under the Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution. The picture is more complicated, though, as not all treaties supersede national or state legislation.  

To establish the status a treaty will have in national law, the United States decides at ratification whether the treaty will be "self-executing" or "not self-executing." Treaties that are deemed "self-executing" are given direct force in United States law and may be enforced by the courts from the date of ratification. Treaties that are deemed "not self-executing" are not directly enforceable in the courts, although it has been argued that “not self-executing” treaties can still be used defensively in legal proceedings.
      

To fully implement treaties that are "not self-executing", the federal and state governments must pass legislation to bring their laws into compliance with the treaty provisions. Once this "implementing legislation" takes effect, the courts may then enforce the domestic laws and regulations that mirror the rights and obligations in "not self-executing" treaties.   

The United States government has been notoriously slow in implementing human rights treaties, and has to date adopted the view that human rights treaties are "not self-executing." It is likely, then, that if the United States does ratify further human rights treaties, it will be with an understanding that they are "not self-executing.”



Recommendations from human rights treaty monitoring bodies

Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination
(8 May 2008, CERD/C/USA/CO/6, Concluding Observations on the fourth, fifth and sixth periodic reports, para. 21)

“The Committee notes with concern that according to information received, young offenders belonging to racial, ethnic and national minorities, including children, constitute a disproportionate number of those sentenced to life imprisonment without parole (art. 5 (a)).

The Committee recalls the concerns expressed by the Human Rights Committee (CCPR/C/USA/CO/3/Rev.1, para. 34) and the Committee against Torture (CAT/C/USA/CO/2, para. 34) with regard to federal and state legislation allowing the use of life imprisonment without parole against young offenders, including children. In light of the disproportionate imposition of life imprisonment without parole on young offenders, including children, belonging to racial, ethnic and national minorities, the Committee considers that the persistence of such sentencing is incompatible with article 5 (a) of the Convention. The Committee therefore recommends that the State party discontinue the use of life sentence without parole against persons under the age of eighteen at the time the offence was committed, and review the situation of persons already serving such sentences.”

Human Rights Committee 
(18 December 2006, CCPR/C/USA/CO/3/Rev.1, Concluding Observations on the second and third periodic reports, paras. 6, 29, 34)

“The Committee welcomes the Supreme Court’s decision in Roper v. Simmons (2005), which held that the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments forbid imposition of the death penalty on offenders who were under the age of 18 when their crimes were committed. In this regard, the Committee reiterates the recommendation made in its previous concluding observations, encouraging the State party to withdraw its reservation to article 6 (5) of the Covenant.
”

“The Committee regrets that the State party does not indicate that it has taken any steps to review federal and state legislation with a view to assessing whether offences carrying the death penalty are restricted to the most serious crimes, and that, despite the Committee’s previous concluding observations, the State party has extended the number of offences for which the death penalty is applicable. While taking note of some efforts towards the improvement of the quality of legal representation provided to indigent defendants facing capital punishment, the Committee remains concerned by studies according to which the death penalty may be imposed disproportionately on ethnic minorities as well as on low-income groups, a problem which does not seem to be fully acknowledged by the State party. 

The State party should review federal and state legislation with a view to restricting the number of offences carrying the death penalty. The State party should also assess the extent to which death penalty is disproportionately imposed on ethnic minorities and on low-income population groups, as well as the reasons for this, and adopt all appropriate measures to address the problem. In the meantime, the State party should place a moratorium on capital sentences, bearing in mind the desirability of abolishing death penalty.”

“The Committee notes with concern reports that forty-two states and the Federal government have laws allowing persons under the age of eighteen at the time the offence was committed, to receive life sentences, without parole, and that about 2,225 youth offenders are currently serving life sentences in United States prisons. The Committee, while noting the State party’s reservation to treat juveniles as adults in exceptional circumstances notwithstanding articles 10 (2) (b) and (3) and 14 (4) of the Covenant, remains concerned by information that treatment of children as adults is not only applied in exceptional circumstances. The Committee is of the view that sentencing children to life sentence without parole is of itself not in compliance with article 24 (1) of the Covenant. 

The State party should ensure that no such child offender is sentenced to life imprisonment without parole, and should adopt all appropriate measures to review the situation of persons already serving such sentences.”

Committee Against Torture
(25 July 2006, CAT/C/USA/CO/2, Conclusions and Recommendations on the second periodic report, para. 34)

“The Committee reiterates the concern expressed in its previous recommendations about the conditions of the detention of children, in particular the fact that they may not be completely segregated from adults during pretrial detention and after sentencing. The Committee is also concerned at the large number of children sentenced to life imprisonment in the State party (art. 16).

The State party should ensure that detained children are kept in facilities separate from those for adults in conformity with international standards. The State party should address the question of sentences of life imprisonment of children, as these could constitute cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.”

Universal Periodic Review

The United States was examined under the Universal Periodic Review process in 2010.  Recommendations were made concerning life imprisonment.
 The Government did not directly respond to the recommendations.
  

�	For a table with information on key juvenile justice provisions by state, see National Conference of State Legislatures, Juvenile Life Without Parole (JLWOP), available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncsl.org/documents/cj/jlwopchart.pdf"��http://www.ncsl.org/documents/cj/jlwopchart.pdf� (Feb. 2010).


�	For more information, see U.S. Dept. of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Juvenile Delinquents in the Federal Criminal Justice System (1997), available at � HYPERLINK "http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/Jdfcjs.pdf"��http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/Jdfcjs.pdf�


�	States with a maximum age of 15 for juvenile court jurisdiction are Connecticut, New York and North Carolina.  


�	See U.S. Department of Justice, Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999 Report, Chapter 4: Juvenile justice system structure and process, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncjrs.gov/html/ojjdp/nationalreport99/chapter4.pdf"��http://www.ncjrs.gov/html/ojjdp/nationalreport99/chapter4.pdf�.


�	While some statutes providing for the capital punishment of juveniles still appear in various state criminal codes, these laws have been ruled unconstitutional and are hence unenforceable.


�	These states were Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Utah and Virginia.       


�	United States Constitution, Amendment VIII.


�	Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551 (2005).  For a case summary and a link to the full judgment, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.crin.org/Law/instrument.asp?InstID=1433"��http://www.crin.org/Law/instrument.asp?InstID=1433�.


�	See Ingraham v. Wright, 430 U.S. 651 (1977); United States Constitution, Amendment VIII.


�	 See JRank, American Law and Legal Information, Crime and Criminal Law, Corporal Punishment – Prevalence, available at � HYPERLINK "http://law.jrank.org/pages/737/Corporal-Punishment-Prevalence.html"��http://law.jrank.org/pages/737/Corporal-Punishment-Prevalence.html�: “The last two states to use corporal punishment as a judicial penalty were Maryland, where it was seldom inflicted before being abolished in 1952, and Delaware, where the last flogging took place in 1952 although formal abolition did not occur until 1972. Corporal punishment remains available, however, as a penalty for serious breaches of prison discipline in a number of states. Milder forms of corporal punishment for students remain a possible penalty in many states.”


�	 Graham v Florida, 560 U.S. __ (2010).  For a summary of the case, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.crin.org/Law/instrument.asp?InstID=1464"��http://www.crin.org/Law/instrument.asp?InstID=1464�, or to review court documents related to the case, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.scotusblog.com/case-files/cases/graham-v-florida/"��http://www.scotusblog.com/case-files/cases/graham-v-florida/�.  For further information on what this case means for children's rights, see Supreme Court limits use of life without parole sentences for children in conflict with the law, Child Rights Information Network, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.crin.org/resources/infoDetail.asp?ID=22609&flag=news"��http://www.crin.org/resources/infoDetail.asp?ID=22609&flag=news�.


�	 This figure was determined using a combination of the data provided in The Sentencing Project’s report No Exit: The Expanding Use of Life Sentences in America (available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.sentencingproject.org/detail/publication.cfm?publication_id=280&id=106"��http://www.sentencingproject.org/detail/publication.cfm?publication_id=280&id=106�) and State Distribution of Estimated 2,574 Juvenile Offenders Serving Juvenile Life Without Parole, an update to Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International's joint report The Rest of Their Lives: Life without Parole for Child Offenders in the United State, first published in 2005 (Updated table available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2009/10/02/state-distribution-juvenile-offenders-serving-juvenile-life-without-parole"��http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2009/10/02/state-distribution-juvenile-offenders-serving-juvenile-life-without-parole�; original report available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrw.org/en/reports/2005/10/11/rest-their-lives"��http://www.hrw.org/en/reports/2005/10/11/rest-their-lives�).  No Exit lists 6,807 juvenile offenders serving sentences of life imprisonment, including 1,755 without the possibility of parole.  Because No Exit uses figures that track states’ definitions of juvenile offender and hence exclude some persons under 18 serving sentences of life imprisonment where they were ineligible for juvenile court jurisdiction, the figure provided for juveniles serving life sentences without the possibility of parole has been replaced with the comparable and more robust figure of 2,574 provided in State Distribution.  Even with this substitution, this figure still likely underestimates the total number of persons serving sentences of life imprisonment for offences committed when they were under the age of 18 given the varying definition of juvenile offender in No Exit.


�	 Graham v. Florida, 560 U.S. __ at 13 (2010) (slip opinion).  This figure is based on the United States Supreme Court’s own independent research and the data provided in the Public Interest Law Center at Florida State University’s study Juvenile Life without Parole for Non-Homicide Offenses: Florida Compared to Nation (Sept. 2009), available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.law.fsu.edu/faculty/profiles/annino/Report_juvenile_lwop_092009.pdf"��http://www.law.fsu.edu/faculty/profiles/annino/Report_juvenile_lwop_092009.pdf�. 


�	 For up to date information on state juvenile justice bills, visit the National Conference of State Legislatures' searchable Juvenile Justice Bill Tracking Database at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncsl.org/?tabid=12686"��http://www.ncsl.org/?tabid=12686�.


�	 HR 4300.


�	 HR 2289, available at � HYPERLINK "http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d111:h.r.02289:"��http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d111:h.r.02289:�.


�	  In May 2010, Human Rights watch called on the California Assembly to pass SB 399 following on their report on juvenile offenders serving life without parole in the state in 2008.  For more information, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2010/05/17/california-pass-law-review-youth-sentences"��http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2010/05/17/california-pass-law-review-youth-sentences� or read the report, When I Die They'll Send Me Home : Youth Sentenced to Life Without Parole in California, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrw.org/en/reports/2008/01/13/when-i-die-they-ll-send-me-home"��http://www.hrw.org/en/reports/2008/01/13/when-i-die-they-ll-send-me-home�.  


�	 This bill, SB 399, was co-sponsored by a number of national and state-level NGOs, including advocacy groups, universities, and faith-based organisations.  For a complete listing, see the California Senate's May 2009 bill analysis: � HYPERLINK "http://info.sen.ca.gov/pub/09-10/bill/sen/sb_0351-0400/sb_399_cfa_20090602_144120_sen_floor.html"��http://info.sen.ca.gov/pub/09-10/bill/sen/sb_0351-0400/sb_399_cfa_20090602_144120_sen_floor.html�; for the full text of the bill, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/legislation/sb399-text/"��http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/legislation/sb399-text/�.


�	 See National Center for Youth Law, Fair Sentencing for Youth Act Loses by Just Two Votes, Youth Law News July – September 2010, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.youthlaw.org/publications/yln/2010/july_sept_2010/fair_sentencing_for_youth_act_loses_by_just_two_votes/"��http://www.youthlaw.org/publications/yln/2010/july_sept_2010/fair_sentencing_for_youth_act_loses_by_just_two_votes/�.


�	 See Senate Bill 9 – California Fair Sentencing for Youth, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/legislation/senate-bill-9-california-fair-sentencing-for-youth/"��http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/legislation/senate-bill-9-california-fair-sentencing-for-youth/�. For the full text of the bill, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/sb_9_bill_introduced.pdf"��http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/sb_9_bill_introduced.pdf�; for up-to-date information on the status of the bill, visit � HYPERLINK "http://ca.opengovernment.org/sessions/20112012/bills/sb-9"��http://ca.opengovernment.org/sessions/20112012/bills/sb-9�.


�	 See Fair Sentencing for Youth, SB 9 Passes in the Senate! On to the Assembly!, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/2011/06/sb-9-passes-in-the-senate-on-to-the-assembly/"��http://www.fairsentencingforyouth.org/2011/06/sb-9-passes-in-the-senate-on-to-the-assembly/�.


�	 For the text of the bill abolishing sentences of juvenile life without parole, HB 06-1315, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.jdaihelpdesk.org/Docs/Documents/cohblwop.pdf"��http://www.jdaihelpdesk.org/Docs/Documents/cohblwop.pdf�.


�	 HB4594, HB4595, HB4596, and HB4518.  For the text of these bills, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(55cjjuy13cmfkdqt2qz0xm45))/mileg.aspx?page=Bills"��http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%2855cjjuy13cmfkdqt2qz0xm45%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=Bills�. 


�	 See ACLU Applauds Supreme Court Limits On Cruel Juvenile Sentences, Encourages Michigan To Follow Suit, available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.aclumich.org/issues/criminal-justice/2010-05/1442"��http://www.aclumich.org/issues/criminal-justice/2010-05/1442�. The ACLU of Michigan has also published a report on juvenile offenders serving life without parole in the state, Second Chances : Juveniles Serving Life Without Parole in Michigan, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aclumich.org/sites/default/files/file/Publications/Juv Lifers V8.pdf"��http://www.aclumich.org/sites/default/files/file/Publications/Juv%20Lifers%20V8.pdf�.


�	 See ACLU of Michigan Cheers State House Passage of Juvenile Justice Bills, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aclumich.org/issues/due-process/2008-12/1308"��http://www.aclumich.org/issues/due-process/2008-12/1308�.


�	 LB 202.  For the full text of the bill, visit � HYPERLINK "http://nebraskalegislature.gov/FloorDocs/Current/PDF/Intro/LB202.pdf"��http://nebraskalegislature.gov/FloorDocs/Current/PDF/Intro/LB202.pdf�; for up-to-date information on its progress, visit � HYPERLINK "http://nebraskalegislature.gov/bills/view_bill.php?DocumentID=11718"��http://nebraskalegislature.gov/bills/view_bill.php?DocumentID=11718�.  See also, Nebraska Democrats, Spotlight on Nebraska Legislature: LB 202/203 – Giving kids a second chance at life, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nebraskademocrats.org/blog/3227/spotlight-on-nebraska-legislature-lb-202-203-giving-kids-a-second-chance-at-life"��http://www.nebraskademocrats.org/blog/3227/spotlight-on-nebraska-legislature-lb-202-203-giving-kids-a-second-chance-at-life�.


�	 SB 682.  For the full text of the bill, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/sb0600.dir/sb0682.intro.pdf"��http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/sb0600.dir/sb0682.intro.pdf�.


�	 See Partnership for Safety and Justice, Second Look: The 2009 Legislative Session and Beyond, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.safetyandjustice.org/spotlight/1482"��http://www.safetyandjustice.org/spotlight/1482�.


�	HB1999.  For the text of this bill, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billinfo/billinfo.cfm?syear=2009&sind=0&body=H&type=B&BN=1999"��http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billinfo/billinfo.cfm?syear=2009&sind=0&body=H&type=B&BN=1999�.


�	 The testimony of the Juvenile Law Center on Pennsylvania House Bill 1999 is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.jlc.org/images/uploads/JLC_Schwartz_HB_1999_aug_4_2010_jlwop.pdf"��http://www.jlc.org/images/uploads/JLC_Schwartz_HB_1999_aug_4_2010_jlwop.pdf�.


�	 For the text of the bill abolishing sentences of juvenile life without parole, SB 839, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=81R&Bill=SB839"��http://www.legis.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=81R&Bill=SB839�.


�	 See National Center for Youth Law, National Campaign to End Juvenile Life Without Parole, available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.youthlaw.org/juvenile_justice/6/national_campaign_to_end_juvenile_life_without_parole_copy_1/"��http://www.youthlaw.org/juvenile_justice/6/national_campaign_to_end_juvenile_life_without_parole_copy_1/�; 


	Human Rights Watch, California : Pass Law to Review Youth Sentences, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2010/05/17/california-pass-law-review-youth-sentences"��http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2010/05/17/california-pass-law-review-youth-sentences�.


�	 See Appeals Court weighs life sentences for juveniles, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.macon.com/2011/05/11/1556920/fed-court-considers-life-sentences.html"��http://www.macon.com/2011/05/11/1556920/fed-court-considers-life-sentences.html�.


�	 Lemuel Session Whiteside v. State of Arkansas.  For more information on the appeal, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.jlc.org/litigation/lemuel_session_whiteside_v._state_of_arkansas/l"��http://www.jlc.org/litigation/lemuel_session_whiteside_v._state_of_arkansas/�; for up-to-date information from the Arkansas Supreme Court, visit � HYPERLINK "http://courts.state.ar.us/dockets/docket_info.cfm?case_number=CR 10-1200"��http://courts.state.ar.us/dockets/docket_info.cfm?case_number=CR%2010-1200�.


�	 See, e.g., Commonwealth of Pennsylvania v. Aaron Phillips; Commonwealth of Pennsylvania v. Qu'eed Batts.  More information is available from the Juvenile Law Center at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.jlc.org/litigation/commonwealth_of_pa_v._aaron_phillips/"��http://www.jlc.org/litigation/commonwealth_of_pa_v._aaron_phillips/� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.jlc.org/litigation/commonwealth_of_pennsylvania_v._queed_batts/"��http://www.jlc.org/litigation/commonwealth_of_pennsylvania_v._queed_batts/�, respectively.


�	 State v. Ninham, Supreme Court case number 2008 AP 1139.  Up-to-date information on the status of this case can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://wicourts.gov/"��http://wicourts.gov/�.


�	 A copy of the petition as filed is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.law.columbia.edu/null/download?&exclusive=filemgr.download&file_id=15629"��http://www.law.columbia.edu/null/download?&exclusive=filemgr.download&file_id=15629�. 


�	 For further information, see Children Sentenced to Life Without Parole Bring Plea To Human Rights Body, Press Release, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aclu.org/racial-justice_drug-law-reform_immigrants-rights_womens-rights/children-sentenced-life-without-parol"��http://www.aclu.org/racial-justice_drug-law-reform_immigrants-rights_womens-rights/children-sentenced-life-without-parol�.  Following the United States response to the petition, the ACLU filed additional observations in cooperation the Human Rights Clinic at Columiba University Law School, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.law.columbia.edu/null/download?&exclusive=filemgr.download&file_id=151210"��http://www.law.columbia.edu/null/download?&exclusive=filemgr.download&file_id=151210�. 


�	 Visit the Inter-American Commission's website for case updates at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cidh.oas.org/casos.eng.htm"��http://www.cidh.oas.org/casos.eng.htm�.


�	  Letter from United States and international human rights organizations to the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination re: Clarifications on Juvenile Life Without Parole Sentences: Information Presented by the United States in its Response to CERD's Recommendations, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aclu.org/files/pdfs/humanrights/jlwop_cerd_cmte.pdf"��http://www.aclu.org/files/pdfs/humanrights/jlwop_cerd_cmte.pdf�.
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