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Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551 (2005). Abolished capital punishment for juvenile crimes:
A jury convicted Christopher Simmons of committing burglary and murder when he was 17 years old, and the court sentenced him to death due to aggravating factors. The Supreme Court stated the death penalty should only be given to those “most deserving of execution.” It continued to determine a minor can never be considered “most deserving” due to three theories that have since been used frequently when discussing juvenile sentencing. The Court found 1) juveniles are not yet fully developed, leading to less maturity and responsibility; 2) juveniles are more vulnerable to negative influences and pressures; and 3) juveniles are still developing and their character traits are less fixed. The Court also recognized the importance of the consensus as well as the rate of change. It found that in the United States, the trend was moving away from imposing death penalty on minors, and internationally, all other countries had abolished it. The Court ruled sentencing a person to death for juvenile crimes is unconstitutional.
“The qualities that distinguish juveniles from adults do not disappear when an individual turns 18 [just as] some under 18 have already attained a level of maturity some adults will never reach.”
“[The conclusion that juveniles are less culpable] is premised on three perceived differences between “adults,” who have already reached their 18th birthdays, and “juveniles,” who have not. First, juveniles lack maturity and responsibility and are more reckless than adults. Second, juveniles are more vulnerable to outside influences because they have less control over their surroundings. And third, a juvenile's character is not as fully formed as that of an adult (internal citations omitted).”
Graham v. Florida, 130 S.Ct. 2011 (2010). No life w/o parole for juvenile crimes (unless homicide):
When Terrance Graham was 16, the court placed him on probation after an armed burglary. Graham violated his probation after he turned 17 and the court sentenced him to life without the possibility of parole. Relying on the three differences between adults and juveniles discussed in Roper, the Supreme Court ruled that sentences must be proportional, and sentencing juveniles to life without parole is categorically unconstitutional, unless they were convicted of a homicide. The Court continued to reason that while juveniles are not blameless, they are not held to the same standards as adults. It also noted that no penological theory justifies such a punishment as it is too extreme to be justified as retributive or a deterrent, and it does not necessarily protect society because juveniles can change.
“An offender’s age is relevant to the Eighth Amendment, and criminal procedure laws that fail to take defendants’ youthfulness into account at all would be flawed.” 
Miller v. Alabama, 567 U.S. 460 (2012). Requirement to consider youth in sentencing, no mandatory life without parole for juvenile crimes:
This case was consolidated from 14-year-old Kuntrell Jackson who was an accomplice to a murder during an armed robbery, and 14-year-old Evan Miller who killed his neighbor after a drug-induced theft. The laws of the sentencing states did not allow the judges to consider youth as a mitigating factor. The Supreme Court returned to the precedent of Roper and Graham to discuss how juveniles are constitutionally different for sentencing purposes. The Court rules that youth must be considered for sentencing, and also extends Graham to rule that any mandatory sentence of life without the possibility of parole for juvenile crimes is unconstitutional, even for homicides.
“By likening life-without-parole sentences for juveniles to the death penalty, Graham makes relevant this Court's cases demanding individualized sentencing in capital cases. In particular, those cases have emphasized that sentencers must be able to consider the mitigating qualities of youth”
Montgomery v. Louisiana, 136 S.Ct. 718 (2016). Retroactively applies Miller:
In 1963, Henry Montgomery killed a deputy sheriff when he was 17 years old, and the court sentenced him to life without parole. Almost 50 years later, Miller ruled age must be considered when sentencing an individual to life without parole for a juvenile crime. Montgomery sought review of his sentence, but Louisiana did not allow for it. The Supreme Court found because the change was a new substantive rule of constitutional law, it must be applied retroactively. This led to Washington creating the “Miller fix.” 
 “The only difference between Roper and Graham, on the one hand, and Miller, on the other hand, is that Miller drew a line between children whose crimes reflect transient immaturity and those rare children whose crimes reflect irreparable corruption.”
State v. O’Dell, 183 Wash.2d 680 (2017). Not considering youthfulness warrants remand:
A jury convicted Sean O’Dell of second degree rape of a child and the court sentenced him within the standard range to 95 months. O’Dell was 10 days past his 18th birthday at the time of the offense, and would have been sentenced to 15-39 weeks as a juvenile. The Washington Supreme Court said that youth was not already considered in the adult sentencing range, so it must be considered elsewhere. It continued to rule that failure to exercise discretion is itself an abuse of discretion, and youth must be considered during sentencing.
“We hold that a defendant’s youthfulness can support an exceptional sentence below the standard range applicable to an adult felony defendant, and that the sentencing court must exercise its discretion to decide when that is.”
State v. Houston-Sconiers, 391 P.3d 409 (2017). Youth allows for discretion with mandatory enhancements:
On Halloween, Zyion Houston-Sconiers and Treson Roberts, 17 and 16 respectively, robbed other children for their candy and cell phones. The adult court gave them 31 and 26 years due to mandatory firearm enhancements. The trial court did not believe it had the discretion to consider youth for mandatory sentences, but the Washington Supreme Court disagreed. It said that the considerations required by Miller require the discretion to be extended.
 “[W]e hold that sentencing courts must have complete discretion to consider mitigating circumstances associated with the youth of any juvenile defendant, even in the adult criminal justice system . . .”
J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261 (2011). More uses for youth mitigation – Fourth Amendment:
Witnesses spotted 13-year-old J.D.B. near the site of two home break-ins. When administrators saw him at school with a stolen item, he was questioned by a uniformed police officer and school administrators in a closed room. He was not given Miranda rights and confessed. The Supreme Court ruled age should be taken into account in more than just sentencing as juveniles are less developed and more sensitive to pressures. It then ordered age to be considered when deciding whether someone was in custody for Fourth Amendment purposes. 
“Although citation to social science and cognitive science authorities is unnecessary to establish these commonsense propositions, the literature confirms what experience bears out."
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