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COVER LETTER 

(Date of mailing to the Supreme Court) 

Clerk's Office 
Michigan Supreme Court, 
Hall of Justice · 
P.O. Box 30052 
Lansing, MI 48909 

RE: PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN v /(o,/;flp br/ /k.c:Jh/'.V #~5"{(,;:?_S-t( 
(Print your name) 

Supreme Court No. /&d?.OJJ(o 
Court of Appeals No. ? L/6 Sf'7 --
Trial Court No. / 7- cJt/CJcf ?:Z f- E< 

(Leave blank - the Clerk will assign a number for you.) 

(Get this number from the Court of Appeals decision.) 

(Get this number from Court of Appeals brief or the PSIR.) 

Dear Clerk: 

Enclosed please find the originals of the documents checked below. (Put a check mark in the boxes 
of the documents you are sending.) I am indigent and cannot provide four copies. 

D Application for Leave to Appeal 

D Copy of Trial Court decision 

D Copy of Court of Appeals decision 

D PSIR (required only if you ra[se an issue related to the sentence imposed on your conviction and the 
PSIR was not previously filed with the Court of Appeals) 

D Transcript of jury instructions (required only if you are challenging an instruction on appeal and the 

transcript was not previously filed with the Court of Appeals) 

W- Motion to Waive Fees/ Affidavit of Indigency 

[]J--Proof of Service 

W Other /Jfuh,,'w ~ /J,.,;,,nM..r·/?tW ;;;- £i,? ,4,.,,,.,N£U. C).y,P/4;, ,,6!lr;~ Al'Y!cg;)' C:;Ner-< -~,-4 
7 

***You do not have to provide any briefs or other documents filed in the trial court or Court of Appeals*** 

(Print your name and, if incarcerated, MDOC number) 

t'1arWM (4, Cef/Ye?uOt#?if h"c/h,,Ly 
(Print name of correctional facility if incarcerated) 

(Print your address or address of correctional facilillJ) 

Copy sent to: 

Updated June 20·15 -iv-

.INSTRUCTIONS . 

1. YciQ· will needi copies and the .. 
· originals of this letter and the 

·· plea'dings listed above. 

2. Mail t~e originals of this letter and 
. Jhe!_p[.t:a_gjogs. 19 the;. Sµpr~rn~. _ 
Court Clerk .. •· 

3. · · · .. Mail 1 copy ofthis Jetter and the - · 
' pleadings to"the prosecutor. 

4. Keep 1 copy of thi~ letter and 
the plead111gs for your file. 
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Robert Earl Hawkins #254254 
Carson City Correctional Facility 
1027 4 Boyer Road 
Carson City, MI 48811 

Dated: / r] /I'// ,;2/ 

Clerk's Office 
Michigan Supreme Court 
Hall of Justice 
P.O. Box 30052 
Lansing, MI 48909 

RE: People v Kamo Knicombi Parks, 
MSC No. 162086 

Dear Clerk: 

Please find for electronically filing in the above case number: Motion For Permission To File An 
Amicus Curiae Brief, Amicus Curiae Brief, Motion To Waver Fees, and Proof of Service. 

Thank you for your time in this important matter. 

~

. trulv, // / 
/ tl-;b.,t:..r {'_ ll c---c.:::.:,._.,.-1<-._ 
bert E. Hawkins 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE SUPREME COURT 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
Plaintiff-Appellee, 

V 

ROBERT EARL HAWKINS, 
Defendant-Appellant. 

Supreme Court No.162086 
COA No. 346587 
Cir. Court No. 17-0408829-FC 

MOTION FOR PER.MISSION TO FILE AN 
AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF KAMO Ki~COMBI PARKS 

NOW COMES, Robert Earl Hawkins, in pro se, pursuant to this Comt's Order in People v Parks, 

MSC No. 162086, ask this Honorable Court for pennission to file an amicus curiae brief. 

L On September 24, 2021, this CoU1t ruled that "[t]he defendant shall file a supplemental brief" 

and shall address "whether the defendant's whether the United States Supreme Couit's decision in 

Miller v Alabama, 567 US 460; 132 S Ct 2455; 183 L Ed 2d 407 (2012), and Montgomery v Louisiana, 

577 US 190; 136 S Ct 718; 193 L Ed 2d 599 (2016), should be applied to defendants who are over 17 

years old at the time they committed a crime and who are convicted of murder and sentenced to 

ma..t"ldatory life without parole, under the Eighth Amendment to tl1e United Stated Constitution or Const 

1963, art 1 section 16, or both." 

2. l\1r. Hawkins have interests in the determination on the issue being addressed in this case. 

3. Wrr. Hawkins move to this Honorable Court to ask for permission to :file an Amicus Curiae brief. 

WHEREFORE, Mr. Hawkins requests tliat this Honorable Court to Grant hirn peru1ission to file the 

attached Amicus Curiae brief. 

Dated: / olj 1tl/ cJ-,/ Respectfully submitted, 

obert Earl Hawkins #254254 
In prose 
Carson City Correctional Facility 
1027 4 Boyer Rd. 
Carson City, MI 48811 

RoysterL
Cross-Out

RoysterL
Inserted Text
KEMO

RoysterL
Typewritten Text
KEMO KNICOMBI PARKS
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QlJESTION PRESENTED 

I. \VHETHER THIS COURT SHOULD EXTEND MILLER - TYPE PROTECTIONS TO 
INDIVIDUALS BETWEEN THE AGES 18 AND 2L 

Amicus, "Yes." 
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In 1996, Robert Eart Hawkins raceived a mandatory sentence of life withciut tr:1€t p.~ssihi!ir.t of 

parole for an offense he committed when he was j'i1st 20-year-o!d. In rece!'rt research, it shD'....vs tr.,at 

young adults, like Mr. Hawkins, posses.s the same a.ootascent cl:.aracteristie that too L.'nrred statf.;s 

Supreme Court has determined reduce criminal c:.1!p;t-.bi!ir1, mandatory!~ ~~Jt par~e 

sentences. 

sentences are unconstitutional for individual v;,'ho were jl.fvetriles at the time of tne;r offar,ses ur":::tsr 

the Eighth Amendment's prohiht1ifk"1 oo eiw and tii"'}:.JSI..ral purns,~er.t 557 US 400, 4f'..t5; t 32 S Ct 

2455, 183 L Ed 2d 497 {2012). The Coorr; raMr;g oo the same undarlyirtQ s.cientific research u~ 

criminal culpabmt1, mandatory life WI~.out parole senta.,cas for trJs populatioo are ~j 

dispmpornonate urider b.::lth the EiG-hth AJ"TI~""idmant a.,d AJ"'ticle 1, soc. 15 of tlia ~clijgan 

Constitution, 

This Court should there.fore grant Mr. Parks applkatkm for lsavs to~ m"ld e~~rd Miller ai"',d 

Montgomery's protection to individuals ~'ho 1t.c"ara ur~ 21 =Y~~s at tr.a tima of the offense v,as 
committed. 

I. THIS COURT SHOULD EXTEND f"vffLLER-TYPE PROTECTIONS TO INDIVIDUAL~ 
BETWEEN THE AGES 18 Al'\1D 21. 

In 2005, the Ro})er Com:t held ilis ~ath paual!:y @i::lmstltutlorutl foe pB!&<.::m~ oo.d~r fu~ a.:.~ of rn 
an.d .in drawit1g that line. stat~ 

Drawing the Tuie at 18 ye~ of age is subject:, uf cowM5, to 11w ohjt's<.::6.om. alway~ 1~ 
against categorical 1ules. The qualities that rustlnguish juv-wsH~s"S from aduli:s do .not 
disappear when au individual turns 18. By die same tr~koo, so»ffi m-~ 18 hav~ ah-.;;.ady 
attained a level o[ nlaturity sou~ adult'i will newr reach- For ~ .mam:ius w~ lmv~ 

1 
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discussed, however. a line must be drawn. The plurality in Thomp..ron drew the .line at 16. 
In the intervening years the Tb.os.upson plw:alit/s cofiduSion t.1..at offeudera u.,_der 16 »my 
not be executed has not been challenged. The logic of Thomp.s,.:m ~Xl:!$mk to mos~ who &""€f 

under 18. The age of 18 is the point w11ere society draws the line for tr.any pmp~ 
between childl1ood and adullhood. It is, we c.::mdud~, th~ ag~ at which ih~ lin~ fo.r daam 
eligibility ought to rest 

Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551, 574:, 125 S. Ct 1183; 161 L Ed 2d 1 (2005). TI16 Rop~cCourt 

relied on national consensus and the diminishoo penological j~dfication U'Eulting from the 

hallmark characteristics of youth. See Id. at 567, 572-73. Iu ll.opm: fu~ ru;;f~r.mmt w-ru. 17 y,m:u* 

and 5 months old at the tiu:ie of the mu:roor. id. at 556, 618. 

In 2010, the Supreme Court m. Gra.h~11 v Flmi.da 6Xtsn.d;;i<J iba .r~~:.ning ii1 R~;; i:o find 

that life imprisonment without parole is uoeomstliutlonal fo~ Jmref'~ nmu\mnidd~ o.ff!i;'.iI<:im.-s. e~ 
Graham v Florida. 560 US 48, 7 4; 130 S Ct 2011; 1761. .L Ed 2d 825 (2010). 

Like Roper Court, the G-rah.am. Court again oonsidEred 1J.atloruil Q1!i~.sWi :ii:nd fuf§-fact tlm m~ 
characteristics of Juveniles undercut tl1~ fJenological .ratlonal!i;--s that jm;.iliioo lu~ wrJiout paru~ 

sentences for nonhomicide offon..'ies. ~ kl at 53. tlrus7 ~ Gr..ha1n Crn.u'i did not~ to 

reconsider the life &:aw.n at age 18 i1,1 Rofffir. But .1:~ zuln·:;A:~1 tlw lli1~ willi.@.il for-Ji~r analysis, 

crime." (quoting Roper, 543 US ru. 574)). 

of homicide. See l\ifiller. 567 lJS at 465. T'u{} dtJfaudants ill tvfilk,r WG-.i.~ 14 y~ai-s old at tl:-~ ti.-ffli of 

the crime, and, tb.e :Mil!.er Comt,, like th~ Grdlar« Court, A..1opt~j tl1~ fu-U$ drawn in Rc~:r a1: ag<Ei 18 

without considering whether the lilw should b~ moved or pmvidmg lu"l.f aoalysis 1:o &YpF .. :k-t th&at 

line. See id.. at 465. ("We therefore hold trurt m,mdafocy lifo wlili.ompmols forilio~ m1datl->E' 

age of 18 at the time of their crimes violates tlw Eight fulk~ut's pml-.iliitkm m1 'u-u~l mid 

unusual punishments."'). 

sociological research at the time of the deei&io:us to ida-itlfy: diffa'tl'l&:~s ~'w~n juv~nili!l-s .mdm 

the age of 18 and fully mature adults---..diffe1(}UC~s that undem1in.t'1 the pgnologk.u jus<Jf..catious 

for the sentences in question. See Rcq:~r, 543 U.S. at 569 - 72; Grahmn, 560 U.S. at 68-75; ?'!'i!1lm, 

567 U.S. at 471 {"our decision rested not only on comumu sense---ou wli~l "any piii'ent km:;w"&" -

2 



Received via the Prisoner Efiling Program on 12/14/2021 at 2:42 PM.

- but on science and social science as well.") The Supreme Court in these caseS identified "[tlhree 

general differences betweenjuveniles m1.der 18 and adults11
: (1) tliatjuve:niles have a "lack of 

maturity and undeveloped sense of responsibility," often resultlng iu. "im_petm.1us and ill-o.J!Mtclerad 

actions and decisions;" (2) that juvenile& are "more vulnerable or sus,.:ieptlble to negative 

influences and outside pressures, it,cfo:ding peer _preMw--e;" and {3) th.a! "the cl!aia.etE:r a juvarile is 

not as well fonned as that of fill adult." Roper, 543 U.S. at .569~70; see also (Jraham, 560 U.S. at 

68; Miller, U.S. at 471-72. 

Because of these differences, tl1e Sup.reme Court oond!.!doo that juveniles ru-e less i:ulpabla 

for their crimes th.an adults and fua-cforc tl1e penological justifkatiom for ilia deaili pn1ali:y and 

life imp1i.sorunent without the possiliifuy of p<b:ule apply wiili los fo.n::e- to ~m: limn adults. ~ 

Roper, 543 U.S. at 570-71; Graham, 560 U.S. at 69c74; r ... 1itler, 567 U.S. at 472~73. 

A. Recem. Rt",&ei.ttd) t-TowShow~ ~ti1W.-iis ... -.§.Id & .. ~-iiPliy~ OmoomsF« 
Indi~~ 1""-uu~-1S .-.121~ 

and adulthood. See Sterobmg & &:ort, I&s.s Guill:y by ~~n of Adol§~~~: Deiv~lopme>ntal 

Immatmity, Diitlliushed R.espornsihifo;y, aim th~ Ju:v.-;ni~ D~lffil P~ty, 58 An1Psycllofog~1: 1Q!J9, 

associated with cha.racte-1·.istics of hup~ co:uutil, prup,..,lSity for risky ~...havior, vulnffi'.ability, and 

susceptibility of poor pr&ssw.e, a.:e still ~veil.:Jpmg as: age 21. St~m~:g Do~ :F~nt Rt,.~.::h on 

Adolesce.at Brain De'iitlivpt1wi.ii:' fufo£m lire Maura 0.::;..::~, 38 J Nffi":i & Phil 256 (2013); ~ .tlM1 

Scott et al, Yoil.lig Auufil-r.000 as a 'fraositionai Ls-gal Cam-gmy: Scim:-u:~. S.xw Chang~. and 

Justice Policy, 85 Fordliiii:n L Rev 641, 642 (2016) ("Ov~ u1~ pa:;;t ~. ~v~Jpnwnttl 

psychologist and netm,s..;ialtisis hav"B found i\1a~ m~ biofogiif:;~ ai-ui. p.sychological ®vek.,p~ll:j 

contir1ue-& ini.u fue early i. ,rliaitles, wf!ll. bi!tyoru:l tlw ag~ of .majoi4i._y. '') 

people your:tgt'if tl:uw 18, lli. Siuii1ba-g t~1ui!ild fuar, if oo wru:~ ro wr«~m~ ,m:kJs today~ wii:h tlw 

developtnffit)s ia sdrutific knowledge abom ~ adwffl.">';;~no.w, ™ m"}uld say 'i:iw s~ wings ru:~ 

true about people who file younger than 21." Cru.E v Uooed Sta~. 2018 VlL 1541398 (D Corm} 

Sept. 11, 2020) {Eighth An1m~ did fiui: forbid a ffl.lUiaatory fil1;r MW~ vvho WiiS 13 at~ 

time of his ctime.) 

3 
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Recent research in neuroscience and developmental psychology indicates that individuals 

between the ages of 18 and 21 share many of i.h~ d1aract~istk. Si. .. ce Ropm:- was d~.:id~.-t 

twenties." Elizabeth S. Scott et aL, Young Adulmood aS a Trar.sitronal legal Categw:-y: &:ien~, 

Social Change, and Justice Policy, 85 Foid L R.._s;v 641 (2016). B1-am-imA.e-ing ~rudi~~ ''hav€t shown 

continued regiomtl developi:noot of .he prefrrmttl cmt~x, impli~atoo m judg!l>Uffili aud ~lf-c..:mtrol 

[,] beyond ihe teen yelil'S and into fue tw€i-nti~." Al~xiind.:-a 0. Cobm-i ffi; at, Vw1him :0.:Jer& a Juv~nii~ 

Adult? Asstsslllg Coguitive Coilllul i.u. Ernoticm.al and Non-Ernotim:ra.l Com~xts, 27 Fsycho! S..:i 

549, 559-60 (2016}. "Ii: is also well e1itahiishffi iuai· yo .. ng admti, Iil~ ~~gg:ra, ~ngag,w ii .. :.:isky 

behavior, such aS ••• etiu1in.al a.etivlty to a. gre;lief' exteru: man. okk.=r a.dmti." &.:lti ei"f at, supra 642. 

In short, empirical tesccu:·d1 l'UlS found fuat "[a}Id,nugh ai~!~u m iWeiEy-c,n~-.:r~iu-olds <l!IS~ in 

some ways sirnilar to iudivid.uab! in tlreir mid twa1ties, in o~ ways, yu•!i\g ;a&,lti at~ mi~ Jik-.,,, 

adolescents in their behaviot, p&ydwlogi.c.il foii.Cti.uiimg, and b.rain ~~~k:,prr-~t" at 64.S. 

a.,d 21. See Yom)& Adultn.L'l(ru as a Tt~itinrutl Ll.."gfil Categoc-.f, 85 .Foul L Rev at 662. (notmg 

that developmen.t:al sde.ntili.c research sUppo.t'iS "a p.1:Eiiun:iptio.u mat mar,rn1i-oiy u;iui.-..um #Aiu: 

sentencing regime should eK.du.de yrn.m.g a..tnlt offeilde,.a")_ MoI~::iia··nti 'Cognifrlfe Capac.:i!-.r, 43 L 

& Him Bell at 83 (n.oti..ng that "teetIB--fu..'1.d. young adu!ts-at"'."e 1:~Wively ~AA'-' iiAr,.:,,fy to ha¥'€ U".!£l" ~-if­

restraint necessary to deserve fue privileges iiilii ~ wg, £~,:ve fr.u· ~.1p,~ w~ judg~ to ht;, 

fully responsible for their behavior"). Iru:Ieed, ilie Ai11€aicai1 Thu Aswc.raucm. l-ras iii<;;oguh;~:i m. tl--~ 

death penalty context tha.t drawing the co11Stil:ufinual fo1.,.. at 13 ".uo 1'-.lu.g~ fuUy m~ts ~ s~~-of 

t.lie science on adolescent developu1~." Aru.«i.cifil Bm' .~xiaiiun, ARA a'i,,,"Sukru.uu 11.1: D~aui 

Penalty Due Prnces::r Review ProjocL &cti.on of Civil Rigrus arui &.tt;;ial JU-Si'.1.:er ~port t..:; tl-'m Rous~ 

of Delegates (Febru.ary 2.018}. p 6. 

B. The iv~ Life-W-iihout~~Fm: iiisii"vim~ ~ IS And 2l-Y~-
0Jds V~ Tire 1963 Mit;hipn ~:t Bau &Cruii'i Or: U~Piw~ And 
The Eighth ~l"-:...air~-ODQ:-~Araf ~P.mWw~<ii 

In light of evolving scientific eviden.ce that adole&cet:.ts. .u.-e just UmToi!!:w;a;, cockle~, acui 

impulsive as younger adoleSceut&, the rn~.1.1ing iu tvfiller. appl~ e.::pudly to th!i!iin. Lik~ young 

4 
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In light of evolving scientific evidence that adolescents are just irnmature, reckless, and 

impulsive as younger adolescents, lhe reasoning .in !\.filler applies equally to mem, Like young 

adolescents, 18 to 21 year olds have "d:inlli--ushed culpability .u,d grf;iater pn::;sJn!ct:; fm mfo.nn," 

Miller, 567 US at 471. Their ,. distinctive attributes of youm" din1inis:h peno!ogkal jw;tificatiori& fof" 

imposing the harshest sente:nc&;" on thirlm, "€iv~ .. whoo thE'iy comuiit t~b.I~ crm1G:,.." Id. at 472. 

"Because [t]he heart of the retribution rational mlat€> to <ill offendtri!s blame wot'u1ni1eSS, tl-.e c~ for 

rettibution is not as strong witl1 a minor as ai.1 adult." Id., quoting G-raban1, 560 US 71 (quotation 

marks omitted; alterations :in miginal). 18 to 21-year-olds, who sl1.m~ ili~ sau~ qualiti~~ as. youth 

as younger children, likewise have dfrnin.ish.!'ld cw.pability and blam~worthin~. Nord~ 

deterrence justify a mandatory life-without=parole SC11t€:'noo for individuru."i bat-wl~€'ln 18 a:mi 21-

year-olds, because "the sam.e characte1i . .,tics that r1sn.dfil'@d [u'l~m] l~ c1dpabfo than [old~r} adu.l'-i&-­

- their immaturity, recklessness, and in1petuosity --~mak€l: i:h~m less likely 1:0 cousidm pote.i1futl 

punishment." Id., quoting Graham,, 560 lJS at 72 (quotatl.~n 1nru:ks o.u-.Jttg;.J). Sh,,ilarly, 

incapacitation requires a determination. of incorrigibility. whicll "is i.uv .. :u,sistt;mt with yo1:iih." Id. at 

473, qootin.g Grab.arn 560 US at 72-73. And a life-.withcrut-p&om ~-,.truioo "fors.w~ru:a altogeft'wr 

rehabilitative ideal." Id., quoting Grnhmn 560 US at 74. Fin.ally, oo~a.~ lif~w-itlmut-parol!i:1 

sentences "share some cl"Lillactei1..;;tics with death ~nt.,,rg:·~ iliat ar~ ahar~.:! by no otllru" s~menc€l-s," 

Graham, 560 US at 69, individuati,.e.d oonsitlerati.oll& of a defer-1.da.nts "ag~ afi.d h\~ we:,itlth of 

characteristics and circumst.u-ices attendant to it/ MH1er~ 567 US at 4-76, is Jusi as impru:ts.nt for­

individuals between 18 and 21-year-olds as it was in.?vfillt1r. 

The Eighili Amendment requirfl:. co-w:ts to comidfil tlffi .s..:i~utific co:i.w.3Em. on iikim-a~wt 

development in determlnin_g the constitutiouality o:f matldaio~, file without pm:om for mdividuare 

between the age of 18 and 21-year-olds. As the u_s_ Su.p:ren1s Court has iru.tn.icm-:1, il~~ Eight.'\ 

Amendment "acquire[sJ meaning as public opin1.:m bocorr-~ ~iilight'i<iimd by a hu.nm.n~ ju:5tic~.,. 

Hall v. Florid.a, 572 US 701. 708; 134 S. CL 1986; 188 L E.d 2d 1007 (2014). fu A&'..ms 'i" 

Virginia, the U.S. Supteme Court held that t,,e Eighth An,mul.m.;m:t pmhihi~ In1poscifinn of thtl' 

death penalty on intellectually disabled individwds. 536 US at 321. fu .Han. v Florida, 572 US 

701, the U.S. Supreme Court :invali.dared a.111mi.da statute requid.ng ml IQ scote; nf 70 or kn.-im 

before permitting a capital defendant to :represe.n.t ~vidooc~ of fill mt~ll~twd disability to avoid tlm 

death penalty. The court noted ,hat the Florida statute was mco.llibist€.illt with "~tablish~.,d m~d.i,.::a.1 

practice" because it took an IQ score as c.rnl.Clilitlve evidence of iuW:ll~.:tual di.'iahiliiy l;'whfili 

experts in the field would consider other e:v~." Id. at 712. The Cm.at fi: .. wJmr nrn.~::l tl1at "[U.n 

determining who qualifies as i111ellcetually ilisabled, it is proper to cor!Eul1: ~- m~:lis::al 

community's opinion." Id. at 710; soo ~so Moore v Te.!G!S, 137 S Ct 1039, 1050, 1053; 197 LB1 
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of the issue "deviated from prevailing clinical standards"). Si.milady, here, the law must follow 1:hl!i 

science and recognized that 20-year-old are entitled to fue cm1.Stitutional pmt~~tlons afforded to 

youth. Just as "[i]ntellectual with disability is a condition, not a nun1ber," R,tlt 572 US a1 723, 

"youth is more than a chronological fact," MllJ.,.r-, 567 US at 476. 

There is nothing in l\;filler tl1at prohibits fuis collit from holding 1nar.uhtorf lifo witlmut 

parole unconstitutional fo1· individuals between the ages of 18 and 21. Fo.r e.Kampl~, fu }'4ati~ of 

Monschke, 197 \V!',L 2d 305482 P.3d 276 (Wash.. W°IM. 11, 2021) the W~hmgton sup~ Comi. 

examined whether Article I, sec. 14 of that sram's co:nsi:ituti011 --wi..ich bars fu~ ir.J'riction of "er~ 

punishment" prohibits the imposition of ma.ndatmy ~tffil!:ws of lif~ without f..U-olw oa 18, 19, aw:.i 

20-year-olds. Looking to U.S. Supreme Court cast1 law, Wasr.Jngro.n legi:ilaiivi:i 5llactir~t's, ~,tl 

the latest neurological scienee, the W ashi.r1gton Sup.r~:n~ Cou..'i: c.or.i.eludt1d mlit 

There is no meaningful cognitive differiancs b~wtWU 17-y1aar-ohk and many 13-y€!a.r'"wlds. 
\\'hen it comes to lVriller's prohibition. 011 manrlatory L WOP Mfiltw-i~a.s. i:ht::5~ i:1. oo 
constitutional difference either. Just as courts must wearcise dw.:mtio:n beforiS ~nk:0.ncing a 
17-year-old io die in prison, so must they exm:ci.s0 fue sa..rn~ dis,.::.r~ti.on whru1 ~-it5tsdng an 
18-,19-, or 20-year-0ld. 

Monschke, 2021 WI 923319. at *13. The Comi tl1w. vac.a~l tlw p€!titiooora' ~r~c~~ and 

remanded "each case for a new sentencing hearing a:i: which tlw trial court must co.uside.r w11sfusr 

each defendant was subject to the initlg:,ifo,g q11:,iiitie of youili.." fu doulg s..:i:, fu:e¥ Wasi:-Jngtan 

Supreme Court extended Miller-type pml:ections to 18, 19. aud 20-:fa'iif'-Olru.. 

would be cruel and unusual to cling to an rubitrary liue at ag"' 18 for puq:,o~ii of impn~i.ug tlw 

harshest possible prison sentence when n.,is~ard1 now sho¥.!-s neil!.w.:kn .. ~fopm€!nial tluu: ind.ivid•1al:i 

between the ages 18 and 21 not truly adults. Imposing a ma.u~oiy lifo-wifuout-p&.ul5 S5Ut'!iluC€i 

on 18 to 21-year-olds "poses too great a risk of disproportionate pm1lshn1~nt" and viola@s b.:::;th. 

Michigan Constitution and the Eighth Amend.rrumt. tvfiller, 567 US at 479. 
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CONCLUSION 

Wherefore, arnici curiae respectfully requests that this Honorable Court gra.i.-it l\fil!er-type 

protection for individuals betwet,'n th~ ag'3s of 18 and 21. 

Dated: / :2/;t/ /oZ/ Respectfully submitted, 

/J}../;_;r £ t~ 
obert Earl Hawkins #254254 

In prose 
Carson City Correctional Facility 
1027 4 Boyer Rd. 
Carson City, tvIT 48811 
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