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l am blessed and gratefuld for the
opportunity to address this, august body, of
Connecticut State vepresentatives. For this is
such an bmportant, historic, issue of huwman
concern. So much so that the United States
Supreme Court has ruled on the matter that Ls
betng brought before You.

It ts an Lssue concerning Children and natural
Law. | know of few other Lmportant Lssues, that
are of such magnitude, that You legislators,
will be asked to rule on.

(n this case, children, that have wmade grave

and devastating judgement mistakes that will
effect their Lives for Years. For these judgment
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ervors; they, will endure years of conflnement,
under our State judicial system; no matter what
Ls dowe here today or in the near future.

These children are going to be confined for
years under our State controlled Judicial and
prison system.

It Ls owr obligation, to lnsure, that while
under that state control; that They come to
Learn, the reaLi,’cgj of facts, and consequences,
of their particular actions, that has tmpacted
thetr Lives.

There Ls a need for them to develop into
individuals, that never, present a threat again
to our soctal structure, or the huwma mitg of others
Ln owr society.

They must learn and develop a brain that can
recognize the destruction and harm which they
committed and to be able to develop thelr huwman
and civil understanding such that they can be
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allow a chawnce to be placed at some poimﬁc back
Lato our socie’cg.

It Ls our obligation, to understand, thatthe
Supreme Court held in Miller v. Alabama, 112
S.CT. 2455, 2460 (2012), that “mandatory Life
without parole for those under the age of 1 at the
time of thelr erimes violates the Eight
Amendment’s prohibition against ‘cruel and
unusual punishiment’.”.

n reaching this conclusion, Miller
Lnterweaves two lines of the Blght and
Fourteenth Amenodment precedents: (1) the
recognition (based Largely on, the sclence, of
adolescent brain functioning and development)
that, as compared to adults, minors are less
blameworthy and wmore deserving of merey,
“even whew they commLt tevrible erimes” : and
(2) the principle (taken from the Court’s death
penalty jurisprudence, , see Miller at 2467,
citing Woodson v. North Caroling, 428 U.S.
280 [197¢6], Lockett v. Ohio, 428 U.s. 586
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[197g], and Eddings v. ORlahowma, 455 U.S.
104 [1982], that any person whomw a State
would subject to its hardest punishment Ls
entitled to have his sentencer reach an
“onadividualized” determination as to weather
such punishment Ls justifiable in Light of any
and all velevant evidence mitigating against it.

Miller tdentifies three salient characteristics
that make children “Constitutionally different”
for the purposes of Bight Amendment
proportionality analysis:

(1) childven have a “Lack of maturity and
a wnder developed sense of
responsibility”, leading to
recklessness, tmpulsivity, and heedless
risk taking;

(2) children are “more vulnerable...to
negative influences and outsioe
pressures”, including from their
family and peers; they have Limited
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“comtrol over thelr environment”
and the Lack the ability to extricate
themselves from horrific, crime-
producing settings, and;

(2) a child’s character Ls nwot as “ well
formed” as an adult’s; his traits
are “less ﬁxed” and his actions
less Likely to be “evidence of
“Lrretrievable depravity.

n spectfying these characteristics, Miller
velies upon and endorses the validity of
neurological and psychological vesearch
conflrming that (a) “adolescent brains are not
yet fully mature in the regions of systems
related to higher-order executive functions such
as Lmpose control, pLawwiwg ahead, and risk
avoltdance” and (b) “adolescents’, behavioral
bmmaturity mirrors the anatomical immaturity
of thelr brains”.
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Life without the possibility of pavole gives no
chanee for fulfillment outside prison walls, nwo
chance for reconciliation with society, no hope.

Gershom Carmichael one of my ancestors
catd in the 1700 hundreds: “a punishment is an
evil which is rightly inflicted on a wrongdoer
because of the wrong, he has done, for the
purpose of providiwg secwi‘cg to human sooiﬁtg |
against the commission of similar wrongs in
the future on the part of the same mawn or others
by his exameple”. And since there has to be a right
in the punisher to exact the penalty, this
cevtainly implies that there ts an obligation on
the part of the person punished, if not of active
cooperation, at least nonreststance, to a deserveo
punishment.

| further suggest it is the obligation of this
august body to determent the boundaries of this
punishment. The right of punishment does not
belong) in this case to an individual, or a judge,
but rather the delegates of the State of
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Conmectiout to insure the rights and obligations
of all concerned.
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