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QUOTES FROM GRAHAM V. FLORIDA MAJORITY OPINION

DECISION
…the limited culpability of such offenders; and the severity of these sentences all lead the Court to conclude that the sentencing practice at issue is cruel and unusual. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 23, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
AGE/ROPER LANGUAGE

Roper established that because juveniles have lessened culpability they are less deserving of the most severe punishments. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 16, 17, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 569 (2005))
As compared to adults, juveniles have a “‘lack of maturity and an underdeveloped sense of responsibility’”; they “are more vulnerable or susceptible to negative influences and outside pressures, including peer pressure”; and their characters are “not as well formed.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 17, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 569-570 (2005))
Accordingly, “juvenile offenders cannot with reliability be classified among the worst offenders.” Juveniles are more capable of change than are adults, and their actions are less likely to be evidence of “irretrievably depraved character” than are the actions of adults. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 17, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Thompson v. Oklahoma, 487 U.S. 853 (1988))
 It remains true that “[f]rom a moral standpoint it would be misguided to equate the failings of a minor with those of an adult, for a greater possibility exists that a minor’s character deficiencies will be reformed.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 17, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 570 (2005))
 The Court has recognized that defendants who do not kill, intend to kill, or foresee that life will be taken are categorically less deserving of the most serious forms of punishment than are murderers.

There is a line “between homicide and other serious violent offenses against the individual.”

…they cannot be compared to murder in their ‘severity and irrevocability.’” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op at 18, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (Kennedy v. Louisiana No. 07-343, slip. op. at 30-36 554 U.S. __ (2008))( Enmund v. Florida, 458 U. S. 782 (1982)) (Tison v. Arizona, 481 U. S. 137 (1987)) (Coker v. Georgia, 433 U. S. 584 (1977))
It follows that, when compared to an adult murderer, a juvenile offender who did not kill or intend to kill has a twice diminished moral culpability. The age of the offender and the nature of the crime each bear on the analysis. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 18, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
An offender’s age is relevant to the 8th amendment, and criminal procedure laws that fail to take defendants’ youthfulness into account would all be flawed. - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op at 25, 560 U.S. __ (2010)

No recent data provide reason to reconsider the Court’s observations in Roper about the nature of juveniles. As petitioner’s amici point out, developments in psychology and brain science continue to show fundamental differences between juvenile and adult minds. For example, parts of the brain involved in behavior control continue to mature through late adolescence. Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 17, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (See Brief for American Medical Association et al. as Amici Curiae 16–24; Brief for American Psychological Association et al. as Amici Curiae 22–27.)

Because juveniles’ “lack of maturity and underdeveloped sense of responsibility . . . often result in impetuous and ill-considered actions and decisions,” Johnson v. Texas, 509 U. S. 350, 367 (1993), they are less likely to take a possible punishment into consideration when making decisions. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 21, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
CAN’T MAKE FINAL JUDGEMENT ON JUVENILE

…it is inadequate to justify that punishment for juveniles who did not commit homicide. To justify life without parole on the assumption that the juvenile offender forever will be a danger to society requires the sentencer to make a judgment that the juvenile is incorrigible. The characteristics of juveniles make that judgment questionable. “It is difficult even for expert psychologists to differentiate between the juvenile offender whose crime reflects unfortunate yet transient immaturity, and the rare juvenile offender whose crime reflects irreparable corruption.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 22, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 573 (2005))
LANGUAGE ON JLWOP BROADLY

A life without parole sentence improperly denies the juvenile offender a chance to demonstrate growth and maturity. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op at 22, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
To justify life without parole on the assumption that the juvenile offender forever will be a danger to society requires the sentencer to make a judgment that the juvenile is incorrigible. The characteristics of juveniles make that judgment questionable. “It is difficult even for expert psychologists to differentiate between the juvenile offender whose crime reflects unfortunate yet transient immaturity, and the rare juvenile offender whose crime reflects irreparable corruption.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 22, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 573 (2005))
Life without parole is an especially harsh punishment for a juvenile. Under this sentence a juvenile offender will on average serve more years and a greater percentage of his life in prison than an adult offender. A 16-year-oldand a 75-year-old each sentenced to life without parole receive the same punishment in name only. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 19, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 572 (2005))( cf. Harmelin v. Michigan, 501 U.S. 996 (1991))
Life in prison without the possibility of parole gives no chance for fulfillment outside prison walls, no chance for reconciliation with society, no hope. Maturity can lead to that considered reflection which is the foundation for remorse, renewal, and rehabilitation. A young person who knows that he or she has no chance to leave prison before life’s end has little incentive to become a responsible individual. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 28, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
LWOP AS PUNISHMENT
It is true that a death sentence is “unique in its severity and irrevocability,” Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U. S. 153, 187 (1976) (joint opinion of Stewart, Powell, and STEVENS, JJ.); yet life without parole sentences share some characteristics with death sentences that are shared by no other sentences.

…the sentence alters the offender’s life by a forfeiture that is irrevocable. It deprives the convict of the most basic liberties without giving hope of restoration, except perhaps by executive clemency—the remote possibility of which does not mitigate the harshness of the sentence. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 18, 19, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Solem v. Helm, 463 U. S. 300–301 (1983))
…this sentence “means denial of hope; it means that good behavior and character improvement are immaterial; it means that whatever the future might hold in store for the mind and spirit of [the convict], he will remain in prison for the rest of his days.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 19, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Naovarath v. State, 105 Nev. 525, 526, 779 P. 2d 944 (1989))
Life without parole is an especially harsh punishment for a juvenile. Under this sentence a juvenile offender will on average serve more years and a greater percentage of his life in prison than an adult offender. A 16-year-oldand a 75-year-old each sentenced to life without parole receive the same punishment in name only. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 19, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 572 (2005))( cf. Harmelin v. Michigan, 501 U.S. 996 (1991)
MEANINGFUL REVIEW

A State is not required to guarantee eventual freedom to such an offender, but must impose a sentence that provides some meaningful opportunity for release based on demonstrated maturity and rehabilitation. It is for the State, in the first instance, to explore the means and mechanisms for compliance. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 24, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
What the State must do, however, is give defendants like Graham some meaningful opportunity to obtain release based on demonstrated maturity and rehabilitation. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 24, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
… The juvenile should not be deprived of the opportunity to achieve maturity of judgment and self-recognition of human worth and potential. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 28, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
The Eighth Amendment does not foreclose the possibility that persons convicted of non-homicide crimes committed before adulthood will remain behind bars for life. It does forbid States from making the judgment at the outset that those offenders never will be fit to reenter society. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 24, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
CATEGORIAL RULE/BROKEN SYSTEM
…existing state laws, allowing the imposition of these sentences based only on a discretionary, subjective judgment by a judge or jury that the offender is irredeemably depraved, are insufficient to prevent the possibility that the offender will receive a life without parole sentence for which he or she lacks the moral culpability. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 26, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
Roper rejected the argument that the Eighth Amendment required only that juries be told they must consider the defendant’s age as a mitigating factor in sentencing. The Court concluded that an “unacceptable likelihood exists that the brutality or coldblooded nature of any particular crime would overpower mitigating arguments based on youth as a matter of course, even where the juvenile offender’s objective immaturity, vulnerability, and lack of true depravity should require a sentence less severe than death.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 27, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 573 (2005))
Another problem with a case-by-case approach is that it does not take account of special difficulties encountered by counsel in juvenile representation. As some amici note, the features that distinguish juveniles from adults also put them at a significant disadvantage in criminal proceedings. Juveniles mistrust adults and have limited understandings of the criminal justice system and the roles of the institutional actors within it. They are less likely than adults to work effectively with their lawyers to aid in their defense. Brief for NAACP Legal Defense & Education Fund et al. as Amici Curiae 7–12; Henning, Loyalty, Paternalism, and Rights: Client Counseling Theory and the Role of Child’s Counsel in Delinquency Cases, 81 Notre Dame L. Rev. 245, 272–273 (2005). Difficulty in weighing long-term consequences; a corresponding impulsiveness; and reluctance to trust defense counsel seen as part of the adult world a rebellious youth rejects, all can lead to poor decisions by one charged with a juvenile offense. Aber Brief 35. These factors are likely to impair the quality of a juvenile defendant’s representation. Cf. Atkins, 536 U. S., at 320 – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 27, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
…a categorical rule gives all juvenile nonhomicide offenders a chance to demonstrate maturity and reform. The juvenile should not be deprived of the opportunity to achieve maturity of judgment and self-recognition of human worth and potential. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 28, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
DATA

Although these statutory schemes contain no explicit prohibition on sentences of life without parole for juvenile nonhomicide offenders, those sentences are most infrequent. According to a recent study, nationwide there are only 109 juvenile offenders serving sentences of life without parole for nonhomicide offenses. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412 560, slip. op. at 11, U.S. __ (2010) (See P. Annino, D. Rasmussen, & C. Rice, Juvenile Life without Parole for Non-Homicide Offenses: Florida Compared to Nation 2(Sept. 14, 2009))
The study also did not note that there are six convicts in the federal prison system serving life without parole offenses for nonhomicide crimes. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op at 12, 13, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (See Letter and Attachment from Judith Simon Garrett, U. S. Dept. of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons, to Supreme Court Library (Apr. 12, 2010))
Many States have chosen to move away from juvenile court systems and to allow juveniles to be transferred to, or charged directly in, adult court under certain circumstances. Once in adult court, a juvenile offender may receive the same sentence as would be given to an adult offender, including a life without parole sentence. But the fact that transfer and direct charging laws make life without parole possible for some juvenile nonhomicide offenders does not justify ajudgment that many States intended to subject such offenders to life without parole sentences. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 15, 16, 560 U.S. __(2010)
NOT EXPRESSLY CREATED
All would concede this to be unrealistic, but the example underscores that the statutory eligibility of a juvenile offender for life without parole does not indicate that the penalty has been endorsed through deliberate, express, and full legislative consideration. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 16, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
DOES NOT MEET GOALS OF PUNISHMENT

As for the punishment, life without parole is “the second most severe penalty permitted by law.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 18, 560 U.S. __ (2010) Harmelin v. Michigan 501 U. S. 1001 (1991) (opinion of KENNEDY, J.)
With respect to life without parole for juvenile nonhomicide offenders, none of the goals of penal sanctions that have been recognized as legitimate—retribution, deterrence, incapacitation, and rehabilitation, see Ewing, 538 U. S., at 25 (plurality opinion)—provides an adequate justification.

Retribution is a legitimate reason to punish, but it cannot support the sentence at issue here. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 20, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
And as Roper observed, “[w]hether viewed as an attempt to express the community’s moral outrageor as an attempt to right the balance for the wrong to the victim, the case for retribution is not as strong with a minor as with an adult.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 20, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 571 (2005))
Roper found that “[r]etribution is not proportional if the law’s most severe penalty is imposed” on the juvenile murderer. Ibid. The considerations underlying that holding support as well the conclusion that retribution does not justify imposing the second most severe penalty on the less culpable juvenile nonhomicide offender. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 21, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 571 (2005))
Deterrence does not suffice to justify the sentence either. Roper noted that “the same characteristics that render juveniles less culpable than adults suggest . . . that juveniles will be less susceptible to deterrence.” Ibid. Because juveniles’ “lack of maturity and underdeveloped sense of responsibility . . . often result in impetuous and ill-considered actions and decisions,” they are less likely to take a possible punishment into consideration when making decisions. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 21, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 571 (2005))(quoted from  Johnson v. Texas, 509 U. S. 350, 367 (1993))
Here, in light of juvenile nonhomicide offenders’ diminished moral responsibility, any limited deterrent effect provided by life without parole is not enough to justify the sentence. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 21, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
…it is inadequate to justify that punishment for juveniles who did not commit homicide. To justify life without parole on the assumption that the juvenile offender forever will be a danger to society requires thesentencer to make a judgment that the juvenile is incorrigible. The characteristics of juveniles make that judgment questionable. “It is difficult even for expert psychologists to differentiate between the juvenile offender whose crimereflects unfortunate yet transient immaturity, and the rare juvenile offender whose crime reflects irreparable corruption.”  - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 22, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 571 (2005))
 A life without parole sentence improperly denies the juvenile offender a chance to demonstrate growth and maturity. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 22, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
Life in prison without the possibility of parole gives no chance for fulfillment outside prison walls, no chance for reconciliation with society, no hope. Maturity can lead to that considered reflection which is the foundation for remorse, renewal, and rehabilitation. A young person who knows that he or she has no chance to leave prison before life’s end has little incentive to become a responsible individual. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 28, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
It is for legislatures to determine what rehabilitative techniques are appropriate and effective. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 23, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
 
A sentence of life imprisonment without parole, however, cannot be justified by the goal of rehabilitation. The penalty forswears altogether the rehabilitative ideal. Bydenying the defendant the right to reenter the community, the State makes an irrevocable judgment about that person’s value and place in society. This judgment is notappropriate in light of a juvenile nonhomicide offender’s capacity for change and limited moral culpability. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 23, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
In sum, penological theory is not adequate to justify lifewithout parole for juvenile nonhomicide offenders. This determination; the limited culpability of juvenile nonhomicide offenders; and the severity of life without parolesentences all lead to the conclusion that the sentencing practice under consideration is cruel and unusual. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 23, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
LINE AT 18

This clear line is necessary to prevent the possibility that life without parole sentences will be imposed on juvenile nonhomicide offenders who are not sufficiently culpable to merit that punishment. Because “[t]he age of 18 is the point where society draws the line for many purposes between childhood and adulthood,” those who were below that age when the offense was committed may not be sentenced to life without parole for a nonhomicide crime. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 24, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 574 (2005))
“The same characteristics that render juveniles less culpable than adults suggest . . . that juveniles will be less susceptible to deterrence.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08.7412, slip. op. at 21, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoting Roper v. Simmons  543 U.S. 571 (2005)).
CRC/INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT

Thus, as petitioner contends and respondent does not contest, the United States is the only Nation that imposes life without parole sentences on juvenile non-homicide offenders. We also note, as petitioner and his amici emphasize, that Article 37(a) of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, Nov. 20, 1989, 1577 U. N. T. S. 3 (entered into force Sept. 2, 1990), ratified by every nation except the United States and Somalia, prohibits the imposition of “life imprisonment without possibility of release . . . for offences committed by persons below eighteen years of age.” – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 30, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from a brief for Petitioner 66; Brief for Amnesty International et al. as Amici Curiae 15–17)
As we concluded in Roper with respect to the juvenile death penalty, “the United States now stands alone in a world that has turned its face against” life without parole for juvenile non-homicide offenders. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 30, 31, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. at 577 (2005))

The question is whether that punishment is cruel and unusual. In that inquiry, “the overwhelming weight of international opinion against” life without parole for non-homicide offenses committed by juveniles “provide[s] respected and significant confirmation for our own conclusions.” Roper, supra, at 578. ​– Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 31, 560 U.S. __ (2010) Roper, supra, at 578.
The Court has treated the laws and practices of other nations and international agreements as relevant to the Eighth Amendment not because those norms are binding or controlling but because the judgment of the world’s nations that a particular sentencing practice is inconsistent with basic principles of decency demonstrates that the Court’s rationale has respected reasoning to support it. – Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 31, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
AIDING AND ABETTING/JUVENILES WHO DID NOT COMMIT HOMICIDE (AS DISTINGUISHED FROM NON-HOMICIDE OFFENSES)

This court now holds that for a juvenile offender who did not commit homicide the Eighth Amendment forbids the sentence of life without parole - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 23, 24, 560 U.S. __ (2010)

The Constitution prohibits the imposition of a life without parole sentence on a juvenile offender who did not commit homicide. - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 31, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
It follows that, when compared to an adult murderer, a juvenile offender who did not kill or intend to kill has a twice diminished moral culpability. - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 18, 560 U.S. __ (2010)

The case [retribution] becomes even weaker with respect to a juvenile who did not commit homicide. - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 20, 21, 560 U.S. __ (2010)

....it is inadequate to justify that punishment for juveniles who did not commit homicide. - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 22, 560 U.S. __ (2010)

A more restrained approach is especially appropriate in light of the Court's apparent recognition that it is perfectly legitimate for a juvenile to receive a sentence of life without parole for committing murder.... but if the constitutionality of the sentence turns on the particular crime being punished then the Court should  limit its holding to the particular offenses that Graham committed here, and should decline to consider other hypothetical crimes not presented by this case - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, Roberts, J. concurring at 10, 560 U.S. __ (2010)
With respect to life without parole for juvenile non homicide offenders, none of the goals of penal sanctions that have been recognized as legitimate-- retribution, deterrence, incapacitation and rehabilitation-- provides and adequate justification. - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 20, 560 U.S. __ (2010)(Ewing v. California, 538 U.S. 25 (2003))
6TH AMENDMENT
As some amici note, the features that distinguish juveniles from adults also put them at a significant disadvantage in criminal proceedings. ....They are less likely than adults to work effectively with their lawyers to aid in their defense… - Graham v. Florida, No. 08-7412, slip. op. at 27, 560 U.S. __ (2010) (quoted from a brief for NAACP Legal Defense & Education Fund et al. as Amici Curiae 7–12; Henning, Loyalty, Paternalism, and Rights: Client Counseling Theory and the Role of Child’s Counsel in Delinquency Cases, 81 Notre Dame L. Rev. 245, 272–273 (2005))
