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rather, a] State may remedy a Miller violation by permitting
juvenile homicide offenders to be considered for parole, rather
than by resentencing them([]”) (citations omitted).

“[Tlhe imposition of a juvenile life-without-parole sentence
requires a heightened degree of scrutiny [on appeal] regarding
whether a life-without-parole sentence is proportionate to a
particular juvenile offender, and even under this deferential
standard, an appellate court should view such a sentence as
inherently suspect.” Hyatt, Mich App at . “[Sluch
sentences should require a searching inquiry into the record and
the understanding that, more likely than not, the sentence
imposed is disproportionate.” Id. at (citations omitted).

See Section 19.4(C)(3)(a) for discussion of sentencing juveniles to
life-without-parole sentences under MCL 769.25 and MCL
769.25a.

3. Michigan “Juvenile Lifer” Statutory Sentencing and
Resentencing Procedures: Legislative Compliance
With Miller

Effective March 4, 2014, the Michigan Legislature enacted 2014
PA 22 and 2014 PA 23, which added MCL 769.25 and MCL
769.25a to Chapter IX of the Code of Criminal Procedure and
amended several provisions of the Michigan Penal Code in order
to achieve compliance with Miller, 567 US ___, by (1) eliminating
mandatory life-without-parole sentences for certain offenders
under the age of 18 in cases that are not final for purposes of
appellate review; (2) establishing, in MCL 769.25, a procedure
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under which the prosecuting attorney, in a case that is not final
for purposes of appellate review, may seek imposition of a life-
without-parole sentence for an offender under the age of 18, and
providing for the imposition of a term-of-years sentence if a life-
without-parole sentence is not imposed; and (3) establishing, in
MCL 769.25a, a procedure for the resentencing of defendants in
cases that are final for purposes of appellate review, in the event
that either the Michigan Supreme Court or the United States
Supreme Court determined that Miller is to be given retroactive
application (and, indeed, the United States Supreme Court held
in Montgomery, 577 US __, that Miller is to be applied
retroactively, thereby triggering application of MCL 769.25a to
cases on collateral review).

a. MCL769.25: Prospective Application of Miller®°®

MCL 769.25%! authorizes a prosecuting attorney to
tile, in a case that is not final for purposes of
appellate review, a motion seeking a sentence of
imprisonment for life without the possibility of
parole for a conviction of first-degree murder or
other enumerated offense that was committed
when the defendant was less than 18 years old.??
MCL 769.25(1)-(3); MCL 769.25a(1).

Except as otherwise provided in MCL 769.25a(2)
and MCL 769.25a(3) (providing for resentencing in
a case that is final for purposes of appellate review
in the event that the Michigan Supreme Court or

19 After the enactment of MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a, the Michigan Supreme Court issued a decision
holding that Miller, 567 US __, was not retroactively applicable. People v Carp (Carp Il), 496 Mich 440, 451
(2014), vacated 577 US ___ (2016). However, the United States Supreme Court subsequently held that
Miller, 567 US ___, “announced a substantive rule that is retroactive in cases on collateral review.”
Montgomery, 577 US at ___ (citations omitted). The United States Supreme Court additionally vacated
Carp 11, 496 Mich 440, and remanded the case to the Michigan Supreme Court “for further consideration in
light of [Montgomery, 577 US __].” Carp v Michigan, 577 US ___ (2016). In conformity with Montgomery,
577 US ___, and Miller, 567 US ___, the Michigan Supreme Court vacated the juvenile defendant’s
sentence for first-degree murder and remanded for resentencing under MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a.
People v Carp (Carp lll), __ Mich __,  (2016).

20 For additional guidance in sentencing or resentencing a juvenile offender under MCL 769.25 or MCL
769.25a, see SCAO Memorandum, March 4, 2016. For a table summarizing the application of MCL 769.25
and MCL 769.25a, see the Michigan Judicial Institute’s Juvenile Life-Without-Parole Quick Reference Guide.

21 MCL 769.25 was added, effective March 4, 2014, by 2014 PA 22.

22 <[] defendant is a juvenile for the purposes of Miller[, 567 US ] when he or she is under the age of
18, as determined by his or her anniversary of birth[,]” rather than “by the day preceding the anniversary
of birth as at English common law.” People v Woolfolk, 497 Mich 23, 26, 27 (2014) (aff'g 304 Mich App 450
(2014) and holding that “[the] defendant remained ‘under the age of 18’ at the time he committed [a]

homicide offense [on the night before his 18th birthday] and [was] therefore entitled to be treated in
accordance with the United States Supreme Court’s rule in Miller[]”).
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the United States Supreme Court determined that
Miller, 567 US ___, is retroactively applicable, as,
indeed, the United States Supreme Court has since
held),23 “the procedures set forth in [MCL 769.25]
do not apply to any case that is finall®*l for
purposes of appeal on or before June 24, 2012.”
MCL 769.25a(1)-(3). Specifically, MCL 769.25
“applies to a criminal defendant who was less than
18 years of age at the time he or she committed an
offense described in [MCL 769.25(2)] if either of the
following circumstances exists:”

“(a) The defendant is convicted of the offense
on or after [March 4, 2014,] the effective date
of the amendatory act that added [MCL
769.25].

(b) The defendant was convicted of the
offense before [March 4, 2014,] and either of
the following applies:

(i) The case is still pending in the trial
court or the applicable time periods for
direct appellate review by state or
federal courts have not expired.

(i) On June 25, 2012[,] the case was
pending in the trial court or the
applicable time periods for direct
appellate review by state or federal
courts had not expired.” MCL
769.25(1)(a)-(b).

23 After the enactment of MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a, the Michigan Supreme Court issued a decision
holding that Miller, 567 US ___, was not retroactively applicable. People v Carp (Carp ), 496 Mich 440, 451
(2014), vacated 577 US ___ (2016). However, the United States Supreme Court subsequently held that
Miller, 567 US ___, “announced a substantive rule that is retroactive in cases on collateral review.”
Montgomery, 577 US at ___ (citations omitted). The United States Supreme Court additionally vacated
Carp II, 496 Mich 440, and remanded the case to the Michigan Supreme Court “for further consideration in
light of [Montgomery, 577 US ___].” Carp v Michigan, 577 US ___ (2016). In conformity with Montgomery,

577 US ___, and Miller, 567 US ___, the Michigan Supreme Court vacated the juvenile defendant’s
sentence for first-degree murder and remanded for resentencing under MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a.
People v Carp (Carp Ill), ___ Mich___,  (2016). See Section 19.4(C)(3)(b) for discussion of MCL 769.25a.

244p case is final . . . if any of the following apply:
(a) The time for filing an appeal in the state court of appeals has expired.

(b) The application for leave to appeal is filed in the state supreme court and is denied or
a timely filed motion for rehearing is denied.

(c) If the state supreme court has granted leave to appeal, after the court renders its
decision or after a timely filed motion for rehearing is denied.” MCL 769.25a(1).
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Enumerated Offenses. MCL 769.25(2) provides
that “[tlhe prosecuting attorney may file a
motion . . . to sentence a  defendant
described in [MCL 769.25(1)] to imprisonment for
life without the possibility of parole if the
individual is or was convicted of any of the
following violations:”

¢ first-degree murder, MCL 750.316;

e certain offenses involving the alteration,
adulteration, misbranding, or mislabeling of
a drug, medicine, or device with the intent
to kill or to cause serious impairment of a
body function of two or more individuals,
resulting in death, MCL 333.17764(7); MCL
750.16(5); MCL 750.18(7);

*a violation of Chapter XXXIII of the
Michigan Penal Code (“Explosives, Bombs,
and Harmful Devices”), MCL 750.200—
MCL 750.212a;

e willfully mingling a poison or harmful
substance with a food, drink,
nonprescription medicine, or
pharmaceutical product, or willfully placing
a poison or harmful substance in a spring,
well, reservoir, or public water supply,
knowing or having reason to know that it
may be ingested or used by a person to his
or her injury, causing the death of another
individual, MCL 750.436(2)(e);

e terrorism causing death, MCL 750.543f; or
* a violation of law involving the death of

another person for which parole eligibility
is expressly denied under state law.

Motion and Response Requirements. If a prosecuting
attorney intends to seek a sentence of imprisonment for
life without parole for a defendant who was convicted on
or after March 4, 2014 (the effective date of the
amendatory legislation), the motion must be filed within
21 days after the defendant was convicted. MCL
769.25(3). If the defendant was convicted before March 4,
2014, but the conviction was not final as set out in MCL
769.25(1)(b), a motion for a sentence of life imprisonment
without parole must be filed within 90 days after March 4,
2014. MCL 769.25(3). The motion must “specify the

Michigan Judicial Institute
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grounds on which the prosecuting attorney is requesting
the court to impose a sentence of imprisonment for life
without the possibility of parole.” Id. The defendant must
tile a response within 14 days after receiving notice of the
prosecutor’s motion. MCL 769.25(5).

Victims” Rights. “Each victim shall be afforded the right
under section 15 of the [Crime Victim’s Rights Act], MCL
780.765, to appear before the court and make an oral
impact statement at any sentencing or resentencing of the
defendant under [MCL 769.25].” MCL 769.25(8).

Hearing Process. MCL 769.25(6) requires the trial court to
“conduct a hearing on the motion as part of the
sentencing process[]” and to consider the factors listed in
Miller, 567 US at ___,*°> and MCL 769.25(7) requires the
court to specify on the record the aggravating and
mitigating circumstances considered by the court and the
court’s reasons supporting the sentence imposed.

“A judge, not a jury, is to make the determination of
whether to impose a life-without-parole sentence or a
term-of-years sentence under MCL 769.25.” Hyatt,

Mich App at ___, abrogating in part People v Skinner, 312
Mich App 15, 59-61 (2015), and superseding in part People
v Perkins (Floyd), Mich App (2016). “Neither
Miller[, 567 US ___,] nor MCL 769.25 implicates the right
to a jury trial under Apprendi[, 530 US 466,] and its
progeny[?%; r]ather, our Legislature’s implementation of
Miller’'s Eighth Amendment protections through MCL
769.25 simply establishes a procedural framework for
protecting a juvenile’s Fighth Amendment rights at
sentencing.” Hyatt, Mich App at . “Miller simply
holds that a framework of protections required by the
Eighth Amendment must be implemented in order to
ensure that the imposition of the maximum available
penalty —life without parole—is proportionate to the
particular offender and the particular offense.” Hyatt,

Mich App at (citation omitted). “The considerations
required by Miller’s individualized sentencing guarantee

25 The Miller Court identified, as relevant considerations, the juvenile offender’s “chronological age and its
hallmark features—among them, immaturity, impetuosity, and failure to appreciate risks and
consequences[:]” the offender’s “family and home environment[:]” “the circumstances of the homicide
offense, including the extent of [the offender’s] participation in the conduct and the way familial and peer
pressures may have affected him [or her:]” the “incompetencies associated with youth[]” in dealing with
police officers, prosecutors, and defense attorneys; and “the possibility of rehabilitation[.]” See Miller, 567
UsS at .

26 gee the Michigan Judicial Institute’s Criminal Proceedings Benchbook, Vol. 2, Chapter 3, for discussion of
Apprendi, 530 US 466, and its progeny.
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are sentencing factors, not elements that must be found [by a
jury] before a more severe punishment is authorized[,]”
and “a juvenile offender’s age is a mitigating factor that is
to be considered in rendering a proportionate sentence for
a juvenile who is convicted of first-degree murder.” Hyatt,

Mich App at (citations omitted; emphasis added).
Furthermore, the Legislature did not, by enacting MCL
769.25, “alter the statutory maximum sentence that may
be imposed based solely on the jury’s verdict, nor did [it]
make the imposition of the statutory maximum
dependent on any particular finding of fact[:]” rather,
“[ulnder MCL 769.25, the statutory maximum for juvenile
offenders —assuming the requisite motion has been filed[
by the prosecution]—is a life-without-parole sentence,
and the sentencing authority, in imposing that rare
sentence, is not tasked with finding any particular fact

before arriving at such a sentence.” Hyatt, Mich App

at

“MCL 769.25 does not make the imposition of [life
without parole] contingent on any particular fact[;]”
rather, “all that is mandated by MCL 769.25 is the

individualized sentencing required, as stated in Miller, by
the Eighth Amendment[.]” and “a juvenile offender’s age

is a mitigating factor that is to be considered in rendering
a proportionate sentence for a juvenile who is convicted
of first-degree murder.” Hyatt, Mich App at
(noting that “[t]he analysis on the Miller factors does not
aggravate punishment; instead, the analysis acts as a
means of mitigating punishment because it acts to caution
the sentencing judge against imposing the maximum
punishment authorized by the jury’s verdict, a sentence
which Montgomery[, 577 US at ] cautioned is
disproportionate for ‘the vast majority of juvenile
offenders[]”).

Life-Without-Parole Sentence: Proportionality and
Rarity. In applying MCL 769.25, “the sentencing judge
must honor the mandate that was made abundantly clear
in Miller[, 567 US ]._and other recent Eighth
Amendment caselaw: life without parole is to be reserved
for only the rarest of juvenile offenders so as to avoid
imposing an unconstitutionally disproportionate life-
without-parole sentence on a transiently immature

offender.*” Hyatt, Mich App at (holding that “the

trial court committed an error of law by failing to adhere
to [the directives of] Miller and [Montgomery, 577 US ]

._about the rarity with which a life-without-parole

Michigan Judicial Institute
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sentence should be imposed[]”). “[W]hen sentencing a
juvenile offender, a trial court must begin with the
understanding that, in all but the rarest of circumstances,
a life-without-parole sentence will be disproportionate for
the juvenile offender at issue[.]” and that such a sentence
is appropriate only for “the truly rare individual who is
incapable of reform.” Hyatt, Mich App at

(citations omitted). “The court must undertake a
searching inquiry into the particular juvenile, as well as
the particular offense, and make the admittedly difficult
decision of determining whether this is the truly rare
juvenile for whom life without parole is constitutionally
proportionate as compared to the more common and
constitutionally protected juvenile whose conduct was
due to transient immaturity for the reasons addressed by
our United States Supreme Court[ in Miller and
Montgomery].” Hyatt, Mich App at  Hewever—in

Michigan Judicial Institute Page 19-19
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should—empanel—a—iury 1 and—held—a

Life-Without-Parole Sentence: Standard of Review.
“[Tlhe appropriate standard of review in cases where a
judge imposes a sentence of life without parole on a
juvenile defendant is a common three-fold standard[:] . . .
[a]ny factfinding by the trial court is to be reviewed for
clear error, any questions of law are to be reviewed de
novo, and the court’s ultimate determination as to the
sentence imposed is for an abuse of discretion.” Hyatt,

Mich App at (citations omitted). However, “the
imposition of a juvenile life-without-parole sentence
requires a heightened degree of scrutiny regarding
whether a life-without-parole sentence is proportionate to
a_particular juvenile offender, and even under this
deferential standard, an appellate court should view such
a_sentence as inherently suspect.” Id. at . “[Sluch
sentences should require a searchmg inquiry into the
record and the understanding that, more likely than not,
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the sentence imposed is disproportionate.” Id. at
(citations omitted). A sentence imposed under MCL
769.25 may constitute an abuse of discretion *if a
sentencing court fails to consider a relevant factor that
should have received significant weight, gives significant
weight to an improper or irrelevant factor, or considers
only appropriate factors but nevertheless commits a clear
error of judgment by arriving at a sentence that lies
outside the limited range of choice dictated by the facts of
the case.”” Hyatt, Mich App at (concluding that
the trial court erred by failing to give “credence to . . .
[the] repeated warnings [in Miller, 567 US ___] that a life-
without-parole sentence should only be imposed on the
rare or uncommon juvenile offender[] . . . who is
incapable of reform[]” and in focusing on an expert
opinion that the defendant’s “prognosis for change in
[only] the next five years was poor[]”) (citations omitted).

Term-of-Years Sentence. If a nonparolable life sentence is
not imposed, either following a sentencing hearing under
MCL 769.25 or because the prosecutor does not file a
timely motion, the court must impose a “term of
imprisonment for which the maximum term shall be not
less than 60 years and the minimum term shall be not less
than 25 years or more than 40 years.” MCL 769.25(9); see
also MCL 769.25(4). The defendant must be given credit
for time already served, “but shall not receive any good
time credits, special good time credits, disciplinary
credits, or any other credits that reduce the defendant’s
minimum or maximum sentence.” MCL 769.25(10).

b. MCL 769.25a: Retroactive Application of Miller

MCL 769.25a%° sets out procedures for resentencing
certain eligible offenders whose convictions are final for
purposes of appellate review. These procedures were to
become applicable only in the event, and to the extent,
that the Michigan Supreme Court or the United States
Supreme Court determined that Miller, 567 US__, is
retroactively applicable.3? Indeed, after the enactment of
MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a, the United States Supreme
Court held that Miller is to be applied retroactively,
thereby triggering application of MCL 769.25a to cases on
collateral review. Montgomery v Louisiana, 577 US _
(2016).

29 MCL 769.25a was added, effective March 4, 2014, by 2014 PA 22.
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MCL 769.25a(2) provides:

“(2) If the state supreme court or the United
States supreme court finds that [Miller, 567 US
___], applies retroactively to all defendants
who were under the age of 18 at the time of
their crimes, and that decision is final for
appellate purposes, the determination of
whether a sentence of imprisonment for a
violation set forth in [MCL 769.25(2)] shall be
imprisonment for life without parole
eligibility or a term of years as set forth in
[MCL 769.25(9)] shall be made by the
sentencing judge or his or her successor as
provided in [MCL 769.25a]. For purposes of
[MCL 769.25a(2)], a decision of the state
supreme court is final when either the United
States supreme court denies a petition for
certiorari challenging the decision or the time
for filing that petition passes without a
petition being filed.”3!

Because a decision requiring Miller's retroactive
application has been issued as contemplated in MCL
769.25a(2), the following procedures apply:

“(a) Within 30 days after the date the supreme
court's decision becomes final?? the
prosecuting attorney shall provide a list of
names to the chief circuit judge of that county
of all defendants who are subject to the

30 aAfter the enactment of MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a, the Michigan Supreme Court issued a decision
holding that Miller, 567 US ___, was not retroactively applicable. People v Carp (Carp Il), 496 Mich 440, 451
(2014), vacated 577 US ___ (2016). However, the United States Supreme Court subsequently held that
Miller, 567 US ___, “announced a substantive rule that is retroactive in cases on collateral review.”
Montgomery, 577 US at ___ (citations omitted). The United States Supreme Court additionally vacated
Carp Il, 496 Mich 440, and remanded the case to the Michigan Supreme Court “for further consideration in
light of [Montgomery, 577 US __].” Carp v Michigan, 577 US ___ (2016). In conformity with Montgomery,
577 US ___, and Miller, 567 US ___, the Michigan Supreme Court vacated the juvenile defendant’s
sentence for first-degree murder and remanded for resentencing under MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a.
People v Carp (Carp lll), __ Mich __,  (2016).

31 see also MCL 769.25a(3), which is similar to MCL 769.25a(2) and provides for resentencing in the event
that the Michigan Supreme Court or United States Supreme Court concludes that Miller, 567 US ___,
“applies retroactively to all defendants who were convicted of felony murder under [MCL 750.316(1)(b)],
and who were under the age of 18 at the time of their crimes[.]” (Emphasis added.) Montgomery, 577 US
__,did not limit retroactive application of Miller to juveniles convicted of felony murder; accordingly, MCL
769.25a(2) applies, rather than MCL 769.25a(3).

32 A mandate was issued in Montgomery, 577 US ___, on February 26, 2016 (see Docket No. 14-280),
rendering the decision final as of that date. See Sup Ct R 45.
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jurisdiction of that court and who must be
resentenced under that decision.

(b) Within 180 days after the date the supreme
court’s decision becomes final, the
prosecuting attorney shall file motions for
resentencing in all cases in which the
prosecuting attorney will be requesting the
court to impose a sentence of imprisonment
for life without the possibility of parole. A
hearing on the motion shall be conducted as
provided in [MCL 769.25].°%

(c) If the prosecuting attorney does not file a
motion under [MCL 769.25a(4)(b)], the court
shall sentence the individual to a term of
imprisonment for which the maximum term
shall be 60 years!>*l and the minimum term
shall be not less than 25 years or more than 40
years. Each victim shall be afforded the right
under section 15 of the [Crime Victim’s Rights
Act], MCL 780.765, to appear before the court
and make an oral impact statement at any
resentencing of the defendant under [MCL
769.25a(4)(c)].” MCL 769.25a(4).

MCL 769.25a(5) sets out the following order of priority for
conducting resentencing hearings under MCL 769.25a(4):

“(a) Cases involving defendants who have
served 20 or more years of imprisonment
shall be held first.

(b) Cases in which the prosecuting attorney
has filed a motion requesting a sentence of
imprisonment for life without the possibility
of parole shall be held after cases described in
[MCL 769.25a(5)(a)] are held.

(c) Cases other than those described in [MCL
769.25a(5)(a)-(b)] shall be held after the cases
described in [MCL 769.25a(5)(a)-(b)] are
held.”

33 gee Section 19.4(C)(3)(a) for discussion of the hearing requirements.

34 Note that, contrary to a term-of-years sentence imposed in a prospective case under MCL 769.25(9)
(providing for a maximum term of “not less than 60 years”), the maximum term imposed collaterally under
MCL 769.25a(4)(c) “shall be 60 years[.]” (Emphasis added.)
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A defendant who is resentenced under MCL 769.25a(4)
must be given credit for time already served, “but shall
not receive any good time credits, special good time
credits, disciplinary credits, or any other credits that
reduce the defendant’s minimum or maximum sentence.”

MCL 769.25a(6).

For additional guidance in sentencing or resentencing a
juvenile offender under MCL 769.25 or MCL 769.25a, see
SCAO Memorandum, March 4, 2016. For a table
summarizing the application of MCL 769.25 and MCL
769.25a, see the Michigan Judicial Institute’s Juvenile Life-
Without-Parole Quick Reference Guide.

D. Mandatory Minimum 25-Year Sentence for Certain CSC-I
Offenders

“[TThe 25-year mandatory minimum [sentence] prescribed by MCL
750.520b(2)(b) [for first-degree criminal sexual conduct committed by
a defendant who is 17 years of age or older against a victim who is
less than 13 years of age] is [not] cruel or unusual when applied to a
[17-year-old] juvenile offender[,]” because the mandatory sentence
“provides ‘some meaningful opportunity to obtain release based on
demonstrated maturity and rehabilitation” for juvenile offenders.”
People v Payne (Jarrud), 304 Mich App 667, 675-676 (2014)> (quoting
Graham v Florida, 560 US 48, 75 (2010), and noting that “[a]lthough a
minimum sentence of 25 years is unquestionably substantial, it is
simply not comparable to the sentences of death and life without
parole found unconstitutional when applied to juveniles in Miller[ v
Alabama, 567 US ___ (2012),] Graham, [560 US 48,] and Roper[ v
Simmons, 543 US 551 (2005)][]”).2°

E. Extradition of Juvenile

“[A] detainee awaiting extradition[] has not incurred a punishment
under [either] the Eighth Amendment[]” or Const 1963, art 1, § 16. In
re Boynton, 302 Mich App 632, 635, 652, 654-655 (2013) (holding that

35 The Payne (Jarrud) Court additionally rejected as irrelevant the defendant’s assertion that “although his
chronological age was 17% years at the time of the offense, he lacked the mental maturity of a 17%-year-
old because of his developmental delays, intellectual difficulties, and premature birth.” Payne (Jarrud), 304
Mich App at 676 n 3 (quoting United States v Marshall, 736 F3d 492, 498 (CA 6, 2013), and noting that
“[ulnder the [United States] Supreme Court’s jurisprudence concerning juveniles and the Eighth
Amendment, the only type of “age” that matters is chronological age[]™).

36 Note that MCL 750.520b(2)(c), which previously prescribed a mandatory sentence of life imprisonment
without the possibility of parole for certain repeat CSC offenders 17 years of age or older against a victim
less than 13 years of age, has been amended by 2014 PA 23, effective March 4, 2014, to apply only to
offenders 18 years of age or older. MCL 750.520b(2)(b), which does not impose a life-without-parole
sentence, has not been amended.

Page 19-24 Michigan Judicial Institute



T o8ed 9InM3Isu| |eIpn[ UeSIYdIA
"(9T0Z) T SN £LS ‘bupisinoy
A A1awobiuojy Ul 103449 9AI10B04IDI UDAIS ‘paspul ‘sem Jajji “AjaA1roeoulas salidde Jajjin 18yl JUSA ay1 ul ‘Ajjesaie||0d sz'69/ 1DIN SulAjdde uoy aouepind sayuny sapinoad egz 69/ 1IN
'sJedA 09 15e3) 1€ JO WIS} WNWIXew e pue sieaA O pue Gg U9amiad JO W3} WNWIUIW e YHM 92Ud3uds S1eaA-Jo-wua) e USAIS 9 1snw Juepuaap ayl ‘panyiasnf 1ou s| 93ualuas ajoled-1NoYUM
-9J1] e 1ey3 Sulieay e Ja)ye paulwiaIap SI U JI 4O ‘PIJl4 Sl UOIIOW OU §| , uolrdniiod a|qesedalll, 109|424 SIIULISWNIIID BY] JOYIDYM SUIWIDIDP 01 PJISPISUOD ¢ ISNW SI01I.Y I[N Yl pue
p312npuod 8¢ Ishw 3ulieay e ‘pajiy S UoIIOW e J| *S3|IUdAN[ YoNs Joj 92UaUIS 3|oJed-INOYUM-3)1| e ulyass uollow e 3|1y Aew uolindasosd ay| "a2usluas ajosed-1NOYUM-3)I| e JO uolyisodwl
Alojepuew sy} J40j Sulj|ed 3SU340 UB JO UOISSIWIWOD 3y} JO dwil 3y} 18 8T Jo 98e Y3 Japun sem oym 3jiudAn( e Supualuasals Jo Sulpualuas 404 sainpadosd saysiigeiss sz'69/ 1IN ¢

~1eddy i ‘10AH "ST'69L DN J9pun
9j0Jed INOYHM 31| 03 3]IUSAN[ B 3DUUSS 03 JaYIPRYM ,[Juoireuiwialap [ay3l] axew o1 sl ‘Aunf e jou ‘@8pn( e, 1eyl papnjouod ‘(pap1oap AjSuoim sem Jauurys 1eyl Suiuido) (9T10g) ~ ~  ddy
WIN ~— ‘(pAoj4) sunjiad n 3jdoad pue (sj0Jed 1noyym a4l 01 padualuas g Aew ajiuaAn( e a1043q (9)52°' 692 1D Aq pasinbad sSuipuly 8y 9xew isnw Ainf e 1eyl sadinbad Juswpuswy Yixis
341 18Y3 |3y PeY YdIYM) JaUULYS U9IMIS] 101|JU0d B SUIAj0SaL ‘1IN0 1304H 3YL *(STOT) ST ddV YDIN TTE “Jauulys A 3jdoad 1ied ul SuneSoiqe (9T07) ~  ddv WIN~ ‘WAH A 3jdoad ,

~uondnuiod s|qesedalul,, 199}434 S92UBISWNIIID BY3 JOYI2YM JO UOIIRIIPISUOD Jo14e Ajuo Inq ‘pasodwi aq Aew 9dua3luas ajosed-1NOYUM-34| ¥ "3joied Inoyum Juswuosiduwl
91| A101DpPUDW 0} PIJUIIUDS 3Q JOUUED BSUIYO UB JO UOISSILUWOD Y] JO dwWll 3y} e gT Jo 98e ayl Japun sem oym 3[uaAn( e g 49pun *(2102) ~ SN £9S ‘bwbgoly A J3|jIN 1

*duipualuasal 40 3upualuas Aue

‘Supualuasal 4o 3upualuas Aue
1e jJuswalels eduwi |10 ue ew pue N0 3Y3 940439 Jeadde 031 ‘Y
SIYSIY S,WIIIA W) 3y} Jopun ‘W31 9y3 papJose 39 1snw WIPIA Auy

e JuawWalels oedwl [BJO UB 3¥ew pue 1nod 3yl 340)3q Jeadde 03 ‘1Y
S3YSiy s,WIIIA 3w 3y} Japun ‘ySid ay3 papJogje ag Isnw WA Auy

‘paJinbau s1 Sueay Suipualuas |eWJOU B 1BY) paWwNSse
90 ued 1l ‘Janamoy ‘dO/M7 Suiyeas uollow e 3ji} 10U S0P J0INJ3s0.d
9yl JI paJinbaJ sI Suleay e JaYylaym Ssaippe 3jou Sa0p G769/ 1IN

'ss920.4d Sulpuajuas
9y} jJo ed se uonow 3yl uo 3ulesy e PNPUOd 1SnW N0 3y

"90UdIUBS dOMT B 23S 10U S90p
103n23so4d 3y} JI palinbads S| Juepuasap ay} jo 1ed ayl uo uoide oN

‘uo130W 3Y3 JO 32130U 3UlAIDIDJ J9)je sAep T
UIYHM uollow s,uoiindasold sy 03 asuodsad e 3|14 1Shw JUBpPUSSDP YL

*MO|9q
pa303J1p Se 92udUdS SJedA-40-wId) e asodwi Isnw N0 3y3 ‘((€)SZ 692
DA ©3S) dOM Supjeas uonow e 3|1} Ajpwil 10U S90p J01N29so.d ay1 4

"1Y3nos sI dOM Y21ym uo spunos3d ayi Ajpads 1snwi
UOIIOW 3Y] "3SU0 JOMT B JO 3wl 9y3 3e gT 98e Jopun Sem Juepua}ap
I dOM1 J0 uoiusodwi Supeas uoilow e 3|y Aew Jolndasoud ayl

dOM 29SS JON S20(J 1031nd9S0.1J

JOMT SJ[996G 10jnd3soI]

‘AToanpeonal 6769/ TDIN Sutddde 103 souepn rayjang sapraoid eqz 692 1O (1)ST 692
TDIA 995 "PIPIAP SeM LIJJIJA Yey3} W} 3} J& MITAI 03I1p Jo sasodind 105 Teury Jou a1om jeyy sased urpuad o sardde oyqe; sy,

G 69Z TOIN S9Se) MIN UI SSUDUIJUIG PUE SISE) SUIPUDJ Ul SSUDUJUISIY ‘T

mmmmoh AUE\mNmobAUE ﬁ:n uuc\ﬂ=>m~ﬁcm&
sSunuUaUasay pue meu:B:mm (.dOM1,) 2Jo.1red- asoﬁ_\s-&i a[ruaAn( Ju

91/S1/6

‘DWIDQD]Y A J3]JI} IdpU)
uIrjpuey .10J Sa3INpad0.Id

$3|qeL JOMT |IudAN(



http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160721_C325741_78_325741.OPN.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160721_C325741_78_325741.OPN.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20150820_C317892(122)_RPTR_113o-317892-FINAL.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160721_C325741_78_325741.OPN.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20150820_C317892(122)_RPTR_113o-317892-FINAL.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160119_C323454_47_323454.OPN.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20150820_C317892(122)_RPTR_113o-317892-FINAL.PDF
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160721_C325741_78_325741.OPN.PDF
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf

21n1nsu| [erRIpNf ueSIydIA

¢ 98ed

CRIEMIEN
WNWIXew J0 wWnwiulw 3y} 30NpaJd eyl syupaJtd Jaylo Aue Jo ‘sypadd
Aseul|didsip ‘sypa4d awil poos |edads ‘s1paJd awil pood Aue dAI9a.
QOU 1SNW 1nqg paAJas Apealje awill 404 1Pa4d USAIS 3q IShw Juepualaq

CREMIEN
WNWIXew J0 Wnwiulw 3y} adNnpaJ eyl supaJd Jaylo Aue Jo ‘sypadd
Aseul|didsip ‘sypa4d awil poos |edads ‘s1paJd awil pood Aue dAI9a.
10U 1ShW INg PaAJas ApeaJje awiy 4o} 3PaJd USAIS 9 Isnw juepuasaq

'siedA o ueyl
9JOW JO sieaA Gz uey) Ss9| 9q J0UUED WJIB) WnWIUIW 3yl pue sieah o9
UeY1 $S3| 3¢ J0UURI WU WNWIXew ay3 YdIym 4o} Juswuosiidwi Jo wud}
B 0} JUBPUIJIP BY3} 9DUDIUIS PUB UOIIBJIISIP SH 3SIII9X3 1SNW 14N0J dY |

‘sieaA Ot UeY) 240w 10 SJeaA Gz ueyl ss9| ¢ Jouued
WJ91 WnwWiulw 3yl pue sieaA 09 ueyl ss9| g J0UUBI WU} WnWwixew
SUl Ydolym Joj juswuosudwl JO wWid) B 0} JUBPUOP Y} SJUDIUSS
pue UOI32JISIP S 3SIDJ9XD ISNW 1N0J 3yl ‘dOMT S1alaJ 1Nod 3yl §|

'saul|9pInd Suloualuas syl Ajdde
01 3undwsalle Joj siseq Aue aq 03 Jeadde jou sS0p 349y} 1By} 1ESARD
Y3 YHUM ‘pamo||0} 99 p|noys sa4npadoad 3uldpualuss jewdou ‘@duepind

‘(penyiwio suoneyd) —  jeddy Yo~ ‘1oAH |, waojad Jo d|gededul
SI oym [enpiAlpul aJes AjnJy ayy, Joj Ajuo 9lepudosdde sp 9ouldjuas
e yons ‘@jeuoiyuodoud aq Ajaups Aiaa [im 3dudluds djosed-jnoym
-9}1] v "Sulieay Suidualuas ayi e pajuasatd aouspina Aue yum Jayiasol
paJaplisuod agq Aew |euy je pajuadsald dJUlaPIAT ‘pasodwil JUIIUSS
9y3 Sujpoddns suoseas ay3 pue paJapisuod | saduelswnould 3ujzediw
pue 3uijeaes3de ayj pJ1odaaJd ay3 uo AJ10ads 3Snw 1N0I Y] ‘paleladledul
DIIYM pJodaJ S,|enplAipul 3yl 3uipnpoul ‘uoISIIdP SH 0} JUBAI|DJ

JOo @23uasge ayl u| ‘IY3nos 10U SI JOMT Usym adualuas e Juluolyses LI Jaylo Aue uapisuod Aew pue ‘(zT0Z) ~ SN £9S ‘bwbgoly
uo Suiieay e 3uPNpuUOod J40j duepingd apinosd 10U SI0P GZ'697 DN A 43/ Ul Pa3SI| S103108) 9Y3 JOPISUOI IShW JIN0J [elJ} 3y3 ‘Sulieay ayl 1y
dOMT 39S JON S90(J 10JNd3S0IJ JOMT S99S T0INDISOI]
S9|qel dOM1 3JtusAnf 91/S1/6



http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160721_C325741_78_325741.OPN.PDF

€ o8ed 9InM3Isu| |eIpn[ UeSIYdIA

‘8uipualuasal 4o uiouajuas

Aue 1e Juswajels 10edw| |BJO UE Ijew pue N0 3y} 34043¢ Jeadde 03 1oy SIY31Y S,WIPIA WD 3Y3 J9pun ‘Y311 9y} papJlogje 99 1snw WiIA Auy
"P22UDIUDSII B [|IM 1Y) SJUEpUDIP JO ANuapl

9y} SuipJedau Josiaiadns uoizeqoad 9yl Yim 91ed1unwiwod pjnoys JUNod ay3 ‘940434394 “YISd paiepdn Ajgeuoseau e 03 paJIIuUD S| JUBpUIRP Y
S9sed J9Y1Oo ||V '€

IUdIUBS JOM1 € Bulisanbad uojjow e pa|i4 sey Asuaoiie 3uiandasosd ayl Yaiym uj sased ¢

JuswuosiIdul JO SJeaA 310w 40 Qg POAIDS SABRY OYM SIUBpUDSIP SUIA|OAUL S3SED T

:A1uo1ud Jo JapJo Suimol|o4 9yl ul

p|ay 29 1snw sdulieay Supualuasay ‘sdulieay Suipualuasal Alessadau ayl Suilonpuod 104 Sa1ep 1IN0 X20|g 01 uI3aq Aj91eIpawwi pjnoys JUNod ayl
‘[9sunod pajulodde

-1No2 3u13sanbaJ Joj UOI3_IUBWNIOP YHM SJUBPUISSP dpIA0Ld 14N0D 3y Jeyl SpUsWWodal QYIS ‘@A0ge padliasap ad130u ayl yum suoly

"9]14 14N02 8y} ul pade|d pue suollde JO J91SI3a4 9y} U0 PapJ0Ial 3q PINOYS 3 “QUaS S 92110U J|

"a1n1e1s Aq paysijgeiss Aliond ayl 01 Suipaodde pajnpPayds aq ||IM 3SeD S, JUepuasap ayl

pue ‘sieaA Of ueyl siow Jo SieaA gz ueyl SS3| 10U 3 ||BYS WNWIUIW 3Y3 pue sieah 09 aq ||eys

winwixew ayl yaiym Joj sieah Jo wial e 01 JUBPUSLSP 3Y1 92U3UISAI 14N0I 3yl 1eyl saJinbal [3)(§)eSZ 69 TDIN ‘P3|l 10U sl uoiow Ajpwn e Ji °¢
‘dOM1 01 1uepuajap ad3ualuasas 03 Sulyaas uolow e a1y Aew Jondasoud ayy 'z

usw8pn( wouy Jal[ad 104 314 J0U PIBU JUBPUSSIP PUL PIJUSIUISDI 9Q ISNW JUBPUBLRP ‘T

:AI3WODIUOKY Japun eyl JUBPUISIP YIes 0} 32110U 3pIA0Ld 1IN0I 3Y3 1Y) SpUSWWO0IdI OIS

("9T0T ‘v YaJe\ ‘WNpUeIoWsA

"OVDS 996) ‘Asawobiuopy 1apun s3uipaadosd Suidusluasal alelliul 0 JUepuajap e alinbad 10U P|NOYS 1IN0 3Y3 1eY3 SPUsWWodal OIS

"1Y3nos aq [IIM dOMT Y21YyM ul Sased ||e ul Suldualuasal 10)

suolow pajl} aney pinoys Asusoiie 3uilndasosd ayr—9at10z ‘vz Isnsny Ajelewixoidde Aq “o°1—|eul} sawedaq Aiawobiuoyy J914e shep 08T UIYHM
‘pajeulwld sem diysadpnl s,a8pnl Suipuajuas

Y3 ssajun paugdisse 9 jou Aew 33pn[ juslap v -98pn[ 10ss322NnSs 9y} Jo ‘©oudluas pasoduwi] Ajjeuidiio oym agdpn( ayz Aq pajpuey 29 3shw sased
"Pa2UIUSSAI 3 IShW OYM Sluepujap

JO 151| e papinoad aney pjnoys Asuiolle 3uiinaasoad ayy—9T0g YdJe 40 pus 9yl Aq “9'1—|euly awedaq A1awobiuopy 191e shep 0€ UIYUM

"S9SED 3Sa) 03 A[AndeONAI G769/ TDIN SutdAidde 103 souepmS sapraoad ecz'69/ TDOIN (1)eST 692 TON
993G "PIPIIAP SeM L3]I Yy} W) Y} 3e MIIAI JO11p Jo sasodind 10§ [eury axem jerpy sased ur s3unusjuasal o) sarfdde o[qe; sy,

BS7'69Z TOIW PUE SZ69Z TOW SSUDUSIUSSSY [eI31e[[0) 11

91/St/6 sa|qeL dOM] 3IudAn(


http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://courts.mi.gov/Administration/SCAO/OfficesPrograms/TCS/Documents/TCS Memoranda/TCS-2016-08.pdf
http://courts.mi.gov/Administration/SCAO/OfficesPrograms/TCS/Documents/TCS Memoranda/TCS-2016-08.pdf
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-280_3204.pdf
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf

21n1nsu| [erRIpNf ueSIydIA

t 98ed

(‘pappe siseydw3)

184034 09 3qg jjpys wie) wnwixew ayl, 1eyi sapiroad (9)(1)esz 692 1D L [‘]s1e9A 09 ubyi ssaf J0ou a9 ||eys, 92UalUSS WNWIXew ay3 1eyl sapiroad (6)S2°692 1D Y3noyyje 1eyl 21oN ¢

(‘pappe siseydw3)

154034 09 2q Jjbys w1 wnwixew ay3l,, 1eyl sapiroad (3)(¥)esz 692 1D .[]s1eaA 09 upbyz ssaj 10u 34 ||eys,, 92U3UBS WNWIXew ayl 1eyl sapiroid (6)S2 69 TN Ysnoyije 1eyl a10N °T

"90U9IUSS WNWIXeW JO WNWIUIW 3y} 9dnpad 1ey3 supaJd Aue
DAID23J 10U 1SNW INQ PAAISS dWIY JO) UPAJD UBAIS g Isnw uepuasaq

"90U9IUSS WNWIXEW JO WNWIUIW 3y} 9dnpaJ 18yl siipaJtd Aue
DAIDI3J 10U 1SNW ING PIAISS dWIL JO4 UPJD UDAIS 9q IsnW uepuajaq

‘sJeah
O ueyl 2Jow Jo SsJedA Gz ueyl sS9| 9 Jouued WJld) Wnwiuiw 3yl pue

Nm._m0> 09 24 1shw wJa} wnuwixew ayl yaiym Joj 1uswuoslidwi JO w9l

e 0] Juepuajap 9yl adualuas pue uol}aJdsSip Sl as1dJaXa 1SN 1Un0d ay |

‘sieal ot ueyy ajow Jo
51e9A G7 uey) $s3| 3¢ J0UUED W) WNWIUIW 3y} pue _sieak 09 3q Isnw
WJ91 WNWIXew ay3 Ydiym Joj Juswuosuidwi Jo Wil e 03 Juepualap ayl
DOU3IUIS puB UOIIDJISIP SH 3SIJaXd ISNW 1l ‘dOMT S13[a] 1N0od ay3 §|

‘sauldpInd 3upualuas ayy Ajdde
01 3uindwalle Joj siseq Aue aqg 03 Jeadde jou sa0p 249yl 1Y)} 1edARD
29Ul YUM ‘pamo||o} 99 p|noys sainpadoad 3uipualuas |ewdou ‘aueping
JO 9duUdsSge 3yl u| "Y3nos jou SI JOMT Udym 3dudluads e 3ujuolysey
uo mctwms e 3unpnpuod Joj dduepind apiaold jou s30p G7°697 NDIN

"(pa131WoO suoneld)
(9T02) = ddy yaiA ‘U0AH A 39jdoa4 ,wiojas jo 3|qededu
SI oym |enpialpul aJes Anil ayl, 4o} Ajuo o3jelsdoudde sI 9oullUSS
e yons ‘ajeuoiodoad aq Ajaips AiaAa ||Im dudluds djoded-nOYHM
91| ¥ "Sulieay 3uipualuas ayj e pajuasald ouapins Aue yum Jayiadol
paJapisuod aq Aew |eu} 1e pajuasald DudpIAg "pasodwl IUDIUIS
oY1 Suiluoddns suoseal syl pue palapIsSuod 31 S9dULISWNIID Sulzediiw
pue 3uijeaes3d3e ay3 pJodaJs 3y} uo A29ds 3snw N0 dY] “palesadledu]
BIIlYM pJodaJ S[enpiaipul ayl Sulpnppul ‘uoIsSBP SH 01 1UeAd|aJ
el493140 Jaylo Aue Juopisuod Aew pue ‘(zT02) SN £9S ‘bwbqply
N J3JJI)N Ul Pa1SI| S10198) 9Y1 JOPISUOD 1SNW 14N0I |ell 9y} ‘Sulieay ayl 1y

' paJinbau si Sulieay Su1DUSUSS [BWIOU B 1BY] PaWNSSe 3q ued
il QH>w>>oc ‘dOM71 Supjaas uoilow e 3|14 10U S0P J0INI3s0ud 3yl Yoiym
Ul 95ed B Ul paJinbaJ s| Sulieay e Jayiaym ssaippe 10U saop S7°697 1IN

'ss920.4d Suipuajuas
9yl jo ued se uonow 3y} uo Suuesy e PNPUOI ISNW JUNOD YL

dOMT 3°°S JI0N S20(( 101Nd3S0.LJ

dOMT S¥°96 10In19S0.I1]

s3|qeL dOMT 31udANn(

91/S1/6



http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/11pdf/10-9646g2i8.pdf
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://publicdocs.courts.mi.gov/OPINIONS/FINAL/COA/20160721_C325741_78_325741.OPN.PDF
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25a
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?mcl-769-25

	1 JJBB Resentencing Excerpt Combined with LWOP Tables.pdf
	Go Back
	Cover & Acknowledgments
	Michigan “Juvenile Lifer” Statutory Sentencing and Resentencing Procedures: Legislative Compliance With Miller
	Juvenile LWOP Tables.pdf
	Procedures for Handling Juvenile Life-Without-Parole (“LWOP”) Sentencings and Resentencings Under Miller v Alabama, People v Hyatt, and MCL 769.25/MCL 769.25a
	II. Collateral Resentencings: MCL 769.25 and MCL 769.25a





