June 8, 2021
Attorney General Merrick Garland
Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530
Re: Request to Reissue and Update Advisory to Eliminate Juvenile Fees and Fines
Dear Attorney General Garland:
We write on behalf of the more than 180 organizations from across the country and political
spectrum signed below to urge the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) to reissue and update the
January 2017 “Advisory for Recipients of Financial Assistance from the U.S. Department of
Justice on Levying Fines and Fees on Juveniles” directed to state and local courts regarding best
practices for assessment of fines and fees on juveniles. 1
Summary
I.

The updated advisory should recommend that states abolish juvenile fees and fines: The
updated Advisory should underscore the importance of categorical bans on fees and fines for
system-involved youth and their parents and guardians instead of the procedural protections
set forth in the 2017 Advisory. In the last four years, states and localities around the country
have passed legislation repealing some or all juvenile fees and fines, recognizing that such
monetary sanctions generate little or no net revenue, undermine rehabilitation, and increase
recidivism. Fees and fines also exacerbate the racial disparities of the system where
disproportionately harsher treatment of Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth results in higher
monetary sanctions. These harms cannot be addressed through procedural mechanisms such
as ability to pay determinations or indigency presumptions.

II. The updated advisory should incorporate recent case law and emerging research to establish
three key principles regarding the constitutionality of juvenile fees and fines:
A. Fees for court-appointed counsel for youth violate the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due
Process and Equal Protection Clauses: Youth in the juvenile system have an expansive
right to counsel under the Fourteenth Amendment. State policies and practices that
impose fees for court-appointed attorneys in the juvenile system chill a young person’s
constitutional right to counsel by creating pressure for the youth to waive counsel or
plead guilty.
B. Juvenile fees and fines likely violate the Eighth Amendment’s Excessive Fines Clause: In
2019, the United States Supreme Court in Timbs v. Indiana clarified that the Excessive
Fines Clause of the Eighth Amendment applies to the states through the Fourteenth
Amendment. Fines are excessive when they are grossly disproportional to an offense or

an individual’s economic circumstances. Because system-involved youth are less culpable
than adults, less likely to have financial resources, and face more long-term
consequences from fines, imposing fees and fines on youth likely violates the Eighth
Amendment.
C. Race equity is integral to the constitutional analysis: Fees and fines are rooted in a history
of racial subjugation and they are imposed in the context of persistent racial bias, which
reinforces and heightens racial disparities. Not only are Black, Brown, and Indigenous
youth punished more often and more harshly than white youth, exposing them to higher
fees and fines regardless of underlying conduct, but they are less able to pay such
monetary sanctions because of the racial wealth gap. These structural disparities must be
considered by the DOJ in its advisory on the excessiveness of juvenile fees and fines
under the Constitution.
Background
Imposing fees and fines on youth who are unable to afford them risks creating a two-tiered
justice system: “[y]outh and families who cannot pay fees face criminal contempt, civil
judgments that follow them into adulthood, probation violations, additional fees, incarceration,
property liens, and ineligibility for expungement”—risks that their wealthier peers do not face. 2
Youth as a class are generally unable to pay fees and fines—and this practical context is
critical to any legal and policy analysis. Youth under 18 are not financially responsible for their
own care and face significant restrictions on their ability to work, contract, and obtain credit. 3
Most are also of compulsory school age. 4 Those who are old enough to work legally are
increasingly shut out of the labor market as jobs that were once typically held by adolescents are
filled by college graduates, workers over 55, and other adults seeking entry-level roles. 5 The
problem is worse for teens living in poverty. According to a report from Northeastern University,
only 21% of teenagers from low-income families had jobs, compared to 38% of wealthier teens. 6
Even for the few youth who do obtain employment, pushing youth to work too much and too
soon may lead to long-term negative consequences, including worse academic performance and
increased school drop-out rates, directly undermining rehabilitation. 7
In 2016, recognizing the harm of criminal system fees and fines, the DOJ released a “Dear
Colleague Letter” directed to state and local courts with best practices for assessment of fees
and fines such as considering alternatives to incarceration for indigent defendants with
outstanding debt. 8 The DOJ’S January 2017 Advisory specifically addressed fees and fines
imposed on young people in the juvenile system. 9 This Advisory recognized the practical barriers
to paying monetary sanctions, and the heightened protections for youth recognized in U.S.
Supreme Court case law, including the landmark Roper v. Graham decision, and noted that the
legal system should “recognize and protect the special vulnerabilities of children.” In December
2017, then U.S. Attorney General Sessions rescinded both the Dear Colleague Letter and the
Advisory. 10
In the past four years, the legal and policy landscape has shifted. In 2019 the U.S. Supreme
Court incorporated the Excessive Fines Clause of the Eighth Amendment into the Fourteenth
Amendment. 11 States and localities have started recognizing that juvenile fees and fines
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generate little or no net revenue, 12 undermine rehabilitative goals, and increase recidivism.
California, Maryland, New Jersey, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Utah, Virginia, and
Washington, as well as local jurisdictions in Kansas City, Madison, Memphis, New Orleans, and
Philadelphia have taken formal actions to reduce or eliminate juvenile fees and fines. 13 In
addition to the repeal bills signed in New Mexico and Virginia this year, ten other states are
considering legislation to eliminate juvenile fees and/or fines. 14
Updated guidance from the DOJ recommending the abolition of juvenile fees and fines will
support this growing movement for change.
Recommendations
I.

THE UPDATED ADVISORY SHOULD RECOMMEND THAT STATES ABOLISH JUVENILE FEES AND
FINES

Law and policy makers around the country have abolished fees and fines rather than adopted
or expanded ability to pay inquiries or presumptions of indigency. Over-policing, overprosecuting, and over-punishing of Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth at every stage of our
justice system—higher rates of arrests and convictions and longer time spent on probation and
in placement—mean that youth of color and their families are liable for higher fees and fines
than white youth. 15 The disproportionately harsher treatment of youth of color results in higher
monetary sanctions that cannot be offset by ability to pay determinations or indigency
presumptions. 16
Ability to pay determinations are highly burdensome, often lack procedural protections, and
reinforce racial stratification because they do not account or correct for: (1) racialized policing
patterns, (2) racial stratifications in wealth accumulation and a deepening racial economic divide,
or (3) the compounding effects that derive from inability to pay fees and fines from prior
violations. 17 They typically define indigency so narrowly as to leave out many impoverished
individuals. 18 They permit discretion that may result in further racial discrimination. 19 Moreover,
even when such determinations are required by statute or case law, courts have “creatively
skirted the rules or flatly disobeyed them,” 20 and are often subject to little or no oversight:
Ability-to-pay determinations often happen daily behind closed doors or in
unmonitored courtrooms where there is no oversight or regulation. They can occur
in front of an audience with no intimate understanding of the devastating
conditions of poverty, such as a judge, an employee of the court, a collections agent,
or any person authorized by the court or county. 21
To dismantle the persistent racial inequities caused by monetary sanctions, states must
abolish juvenile fees and fines. This position is reflected in recent state legislative reforms, as
described above, and also supported by law enforcement, corrections, and prosecution
stakeholders, including Fair and Just Prosecution, Law Enforcement Leaders to Reduce Crime and
Incarceration, and Youth Correctional Leaders for Justice, who have called for the abolition of
fees and fines. 22 Similarly, the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges has
highlighted problems with monetary sanctions imposed on youth and urged reliance on general
revenue instead, and the American Probation and Parole Association has recognized that fees
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and fines do not promote rehabilitation. 23
Abolishing juvenile fines and fees is also fiscally sensible. The costs of collection often
outweigh any revenue from juvenile fees. A 2016 benefit-cost analysis found that abolishing
juvenile fees in a single California county would result in a net financial benefit to society of more
than $5.5 million due to state and local administrative savings and reduction of labor market
harms and wage garnishment. 24 Fiscal analyses in other jurisdictions reveal similar results, 25 and
low collection rates only decrease with time. 26
II. THE UPDATED ADVISORY SHOULD INCORPORATE RECENT CASE LAW AND EMERGING
RESEARCH TO ESTABLISH THREE KEY PRINCIPLES REGARDING THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF
JUVENILE FEES AND FINES
The DOJ’s 2016 and 2017 guidance documents squarely addressed constitutional concerns
about juvenile fees and fines. The Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth
Amendment prohibit punishing people for their poverty, and governments may not incarcerate
people solely because of their inability to pay a fee or a fine. 27 The concerns are heightened for
system-involved youth. The 2017 Advisory explained that not only are youth entitled to all the
constitutional protections that adults receive regarding fees and fines, but that the courts
“cannot stop at the protections offered to adults.” 28 The U.S. Supreme Court has expanded
protections for youth, recognizing their “diminished culpability and greater prospects for
reform,” 29 leading the DOJ Advisory to note that justice systems must respond to the special
vulnerability of youth with respect to fees and fines. The DOJ should reiterate and build upon
this analysis to encourage state and local jurisdictions to abolish juvenile fees and fines.
More specifically, the guidance should: (A) clarify that requiring payments for counsel in the
juvenile system violates Due Process and Equal Protection; (B) update the Excessive Fines
analysis in light of Timbs v. Indiana; and (C) incorporate the U.S. Supreme Court’s recognition
that fines are rooted in a history of racial discrimination.
A. Fees for Court-Appointed Counsel for Youth Violate the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due
Process and Equal Protection Clauses
In a 2015 Statement of Interest, the DOJ recognized the importance of legal representation
for youth, and the pressures that they face to waive counsel. 30 Neither the 2016 Dear Colleague
Letter nor the 2017 Advisory specifically addressed fees paid for indigent defense—including flat
fees, application fees, and reimbursement fees. Significant research after the prior guidance,
however, highlights the unique practical and constitutional issues relating to the imposition of
fees for indigent defense provided to youth.
A 2017 study by the National Juvenile Defender Center based on telephone interviews with
public defenders identified 19 states with statutes imposing fees for court-appointed
attorneys. 31 A 2018 Juvenile Law Center study identified an additional 19 states. 32 These fees,
like all justice system fees, create serious economic and other consequences, including “loss of
housing, lack of money to pay transportation fees, loss of utilities or other basics of life due to
inability to pay,” barriers to “participation in other programs such as job corps [and] entry into
military,” and “severed relationships between family members.” 33
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Even more importantly, counsel fees chill a young person’s constitutional right to counsel, by
creating pressure that may lead a young person to waive counsel or to plead guilty. 34 The U.S.
Supreme Court “has long been sensitive to the treatment of indigents in our criminal justice
system” 35 and has repeatedly carved out protections to “mitigate the disparate treatment of
indigents in the criminal process.” 36 The Court has struck down statutory regimes that imposed
undue burdens on the right to trial by jury 37 and the right to counsel. 38
A law unconstitutionally burdens adult defendants’ Sixth Amendment rights if it unduly
pressures defendants to waive the right to trial or right to counsel. In United States v. Jackson,
the U.S. Supreme Court outlined the applicable principle: Even where a State’s criminal system
objectives are legitimate, “they cannot be pursued by means that needlessly chill the exercise of
basic constitutional rights.” 39 The Court has repeatedly sought to protect the rights of indigent
defendants from being chilled due to inability to pay. 40
The U.S. Supreme Court has considered the issue only in the context of adults’ right to
counsel under the Sixth Amendment, not the rights of youth in the juvenile system under the
Fourteenth Amendment. Nonetheless, two basic principles emerge from these cases that set a
floor for the protections owed to youth: First, recoupment laws violate the Equal Protection
Clause if they fail to provide indigent defendants the same exemptions other civil debtors enjoy.
Second, even where indigent defendants receive the same exemptions as other debtors,
recoupment laws may still violate the Sixth Amendment if they pressure indigent defendants to
forgo counsel by failing to consider their ability to repay counsel fees. 41
While these cases set a floor for constitutional protections, the analysis differs significantly
for youth who are entitled to heightened protections for two reasons: (1) their right to counsel is
protected under the Fourteenth Amendment, and (2) when counsel fees fall on parents, youth
often experience heightened pressure to waive the right.
1. A youth’s right to counsel warrants heightened protections under the Fourteenth
Amendment.
Significantly, the right to counsel for youth in juvenile court is protected by the Fourteenth
Amendment, not the Sixth Amendment. In re Gault established a youth’s right to counsel in
delinquency proceedings which could potentially result in the youth being “subjected to the loss
of his liberty for years.” 42 The Court noted assistance of counsel is essential “to cope with
problems of law, to make skilled inquiry into the facts, to insist upon regularity of the
proceedings, and to ascertain whether he has a defense and to prepare and submit it.” 43
Establishing that the right to counsel in juvenile court is protected under the Fourteenth rather
than the Sixth Amendment allowed the U.S. Supreme Court to create a more expansive right to
determine whether “fundamental fairness” requires that young people receive special
procedural protections. 44
2. Charging fees to parents unconstitutionally chills a youth’s right to counsel.
For youth in the juvenile system, counsel fees are typically imposed on the parent or
guardian, while the right to counsel is held by the young person. This creates a serious risk of
coercion and conflict. 45 While the youth’s best legal interest is having quality legal
representation, parents may be interested in minimizing their financial burdens—or in urging
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their children to “take responsibility” for their actions. In cases of domestic abuse, the conflict
will run still deeper. And in specific cases, parents may also have legal interests that directly
conflict with that of the young person, for example, if the parent is a victim or witness in a case.
Imposing the payment obligation on parents creates a unique pressure on youth to waive
counsel at their parents’ behest. As a practical matter, youth are expected to obey their parents
and to defer to their parents in financial decisions. This practical reality is also rooted in legal
obligations. Indeed, young people who fail to obey their parents are at risk of being adjudicated
dependent, delinquent, or a “child in need of services” based on “ungovernability” or
“incorrigibility. 46” This can lead to consequences as severe as placement in secure
confinement. 47
Youth, like adults, may only waive the right to counsel only if the waiver is knowing,
voluntary, and intelligent. 48 As the U.S. Supreme Court has emphasized, youth need particular
protections to ensure that their participation in legal proceedings is voluntary rather than a
product of adult coercion. A young person “needs counsel and support if he is not to become the
victim first of fear, then of panic. He needs someone on whom to lean lest the overpowering
presence of the law, as he knows it, may not crush him.” 49 Indeed, the U.S. Supreme Court has
repeatedly affirmed that youth are uniquely susceptible to coercion in ways that are
constitutionally relevant. “A child’s age is far more than a chronological fact . . . . It is a fact that
generates common sense conclusions about behavior and perception.” 50 Specifically, “children
‘are more vulnerable . . . to negative influences and outside pressures,’ including from their
family and peers; they have limited ‘contro[l] over their own environment.’” 51 This susceptibility
to coercion means that youth will be more likely to bend to the pressure of their parents to
waive counsel, and also that they will have a heightened need for that very counsel. 52
For this reason, some states have passed laws prohibiting youth from waiving counsel
without first consulting with an attorney. 53
Department of Justice guidance should clearly highlight that charging youth and their families
fees associated with appointed counsel violates the right to counsel, because it has an
“unnecessary chilling effect.” 54
B. Juvenile Fees and Fines Likely Violate the Eighth Amendment’s Excessive Fines Clause
Neither the 2016 Dear Colleague Letter nor the 2017 Advisory referenced the Eighth
Amendment’s prohibition on excessive fines. In 2019, in Timbs v. Indiana, the U.S. Supreme
Court clarified that the Excessive Fines Clause of the Eighth Amendment applies to the states
through the Fourteenth Amendment. Considering Timbs, the Eighth Amendment jurisprudence
on adolescents’ and teenagers’ inability to earn money, the guidance should specify that such
fines raise serious constitutional concerns.
In Timbs, the U.S. Supreme Court unanimously agreed that states are bound by the
protections of the Eighth Amendment’s Excessive Fines Clause. Justice Ginsburg’s unanimous
opinion noted that “[p]rotection against excessive punitive economic sanctions” is “fundamental
to our scheme of ordered liberty” and “deeply rooted in this Nation’s history and tradition.” 55
The Eighth Amendment protections against excessive fines apply with even greater force to
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youth. The U.S. Supreme Court has consistently recognized the reduced culpability of
adolescents under the Eighth Amendment. 56 The Court has also recognized that punishments
typically applied to adults may be more severe when inflicted on youth. 57 For example,
sentencing a young person to life without parole is an “‘especially harsh punishment for a
juvenile,’ because he will almost inevitably serve ‘more years and a greater percentage of his life
in prison than an adult offender.’” 58
As described above, many youth have no way to earn the money they would need to pay
fines. For youth who are too young to hold a job, or who are still in school full time, fines ask
them to do the impossible—to pay money they don’t have and cannot earn. Although juvenile
systems are intended to be rehabilitative, monetary sanctions increase recidivism and destabilize
families. 59 And far too often, fines lead to further system involvement, including incarceration in
secure prison-like conditions that have consistently been shown to be harmful to youth. 60 Fines
also heighten existing economic and racial disparities in the justice system. 61
Moreover, the punitive effects of outstanding debt can follow young people longer—and for
a greater percentage of their lives—than adults. The punitive repercussions of juvenile fines do
not vanish with dismissal of a delinquency proceeding. The effects follow youth into adulthood
and may burden families well after a young person leaves home. Indeed, in a number of
jurisdictions, courts retain jurisdiction over youth into adulthood for the sole purpose of
collecting payment on juvenile fines. 62 In many jurisdictions, juvenile fines become a civil
judgment, sometimes subject to payment through wage garnishment, property lien, bank levy,
or tax intercept. 63
These policies have grave consequences for a young person’s successful transition to
adulthood. State law may preclude young people with civil judgments from obtaining or keeping
a driver’s license or registering a vehicle. 64 Civil judgments can interfere with the ability of young
people to get loans for higher education or housing. 65 They may be unable to seek expungement
of their records while these debts are outstanding. 66 With a court record, limited transportation,
obstacles to secure housing and education, and no financial resources, young people face an
often insurmountable hurdle to moving past their youthful conduct. 67 Thus, even when they are
imposed for minor adolescent behavior, fines may impose many years of subsequent
punishment on a young person.
C. Race Equity Is Integral to the Constitutional Analysis
While the 2017 Advisory noted the risks of racial disparities in fees and fines, the U.S.
Supreme Court’s opinion in Timbs suggests that the harms of such disparities should be further
highlighted in any constitutional analysis. The Court emphasized the historical use of fines as a
tool of racial subjugation. 68 Justice Ginsburg noted that after the abolition of slavery, the Black
Codes fined newly-freed slaves and then “demanded involuntary labor” when they were unable
to pay. 69
Today, Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth are punished more often and more harshly than
white youth, exposing them to higher juvenile fees and fines regardless of underlying conduct.
Research shows that Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth consistently experience harsher
dispositions and are pushed further into the justice system than white youth, even when
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controlling for alleged conduct. 70 As documented by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, in 2018, Black youth made up less than 15% of the youth population in
the United States, yet they accounted for 35% of cases referred to juvenile court, 40% of youth
detained, 39% of case petitions, 37% of adjudicated cases, 36% of adjudicated cases resulting in
probation, and 42% of adjudicated cases resulting in placement. 71 Latinx youth were detained at
a rate 1.5 times that of white youth and Indigenous youth were detained at 1.3 times the rate of
white youth. 72 Post-adjudication, these disparities continued: adjudicated Latinx youth were 1.4
times as likely as white youth to be sent to residential placement, while Indigenous youth were
1.2 times as likely (excluding tribal facilities) to be sent to residential placement. 73
At each legal decision point, juvenile fees and fines stack up and compound existing racial
disparities. First, when Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth are arrested and convicted at higher
rates, they also face conviction-related monetary sanctions at higher rates. Second, because
youth of color spend more time on probation and in juvenile facilities than white youth, their
families are liable for higher fees. 74 Third, juvenile fees and fines contribute to recidivism in ways
that amplify racial disparities. In a sample of over 1,000 youth, research showed that having
unpaid monetary sanctions after case closing led to higher recidivism, and that youth of color
were 68% more likely to have unpaid monetary sanctions than their white peers. 75
As Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth face higher and more frequent fees and fines, they
must also contend with the “[r]acial wealth inequality [that] is built into the structure of
American society, . . . compound[ing] the effects of past discrimination.” 76 Because of the racial
wealth gap, Black, Brown, and Indigenous youth are more likely to be saddled with unaffordable,
and therefore disproportionately punitive, fees and fines. A $500 fee or fine is more likely to be
financially devastating and thus disproportionate to a Black, Latinx, or Indigenous youth than a
white youth. 77 We urge the DOJ to emphasize that these structural racial disparities are relevant
to the Eighth Amendment proportionality analysis and to constitutional considerations more
generally.
Because monetary sanctions are rooted in a history of racial subjugation and reinforce and
heighten racial disparities, the DOJ guidance should recommend that states and localities end,
not mend, juvenile fees and fines.
Sincerely,
Juvenile Law Center
Berkeley Law Policy Advocacy Clinic
Fees and Fines Justice Center
National Center for Youth Law
National Juvenile Defender Center
CC: Deputy Attorney General Lisa Monaco
Associate Attorney General Vanita Gupta
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Chyrl Jones, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Kevin Jones, Office of Legal Policy
Amy L. Solomon, Office of Justice Programs
Kristen Clarke, Civil Rights Division
Rachel Appleton, Office of Legislative Affairs
Myesha Braden, Matthew Klapper, Maggie Goodlander, Tamarra Matthews-Johnson, Rachel
Rossi, Sarah Solow; Office of the Attorney General
Susan Rice, Catherine Lhamon, Chiraag Bains, Domestic Policy Council
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List of Signatories as of June 7, 2021:
1Hood Media
American Civil Liberties Union
Adolescent Health Working Group
African American Juvenile Justice Project
Alianza for Youth Justice
Allegheny County Controller's Office
Alliance for Police Accountability
Amachi Pittsburgh
American Children's Campaign
American Civil Liberties Union of Pennsylvania
American Civil Liberties Union of West Virginia
Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families
Arts for Healing and Justice Network
Berkeley Underground Scholars
Black Girls Equity Alliance
Black Women for Positive Change
Black Women's Policy Agenda
Boston College Civil Rights Clinic
Brilliantly Blessed Community Health and Wellness
Calamari Productions
California Attorneys for Criminal Justice
California Public Defenders Association
Center for Children Law & Policy at University of Houston Law Center
Center for Employment Opportunities
Center for Juvenile Justice Reform at Georgetown University's McCourt School of Public Policy
Child Advocacy Program at Harvard Law School
Children and Adults Developmental Agency Programs
Children's Defense Fund
Children's Policy and Law Initiative of Indiana
Children's Rights Clinic at Southwestern Law School
Church Of Inclusion International Ministries
Citizens for Juvenile Justice
Civil Rights & Mediation Clinic at Washington University School of Law
Civil Rights Corps
Civitas ChildLaw Center at Loyola University Chicago School of Law
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Coalition for Juvenile Justice
College & Community Fellowship
Communities in Schools Pittsburgh
Community Advocacy Lab at Columbia Law School
Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto
Connecticut Justice Alliance
Contra Costa County Public Defender's Office
Criminal Justice Program at UCLA School of Law
Cultivating Resilient Youth
Deep Center
Delaware Center for Justice, Inc.
Delaware Office of Defense Services
Destination Innovation Inc. for Progeny
Education Rights Center at Howard University School of Law
Ella Baker Center for Human Rights
Equal Justice Under Law
Equality California
Equality Federation
Fair and Just Prosecution
Families and Friends of Louisiana's Incarcerated Children
Family Law Practice Clinic at CUNY School of Law
First Focus on Children
Direct File and Youthful Offender Project at Florida International University College of Law
Feerick Center for Social Justice at Fordham Law School
Foundation of HOPE
Fred T. Korematsu Center for Law and Equality at Seattle University School of Law
Girls for Gender Equity
Green Life Earth Island project
Growing Greatness
Gwen's Girls
Healthy Lives, LLC.
Healthy Start, Inc.
Human Rights for Kids
Illinois Juvenile Defender Resource Center
Insight Center for Community Economic Development
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James B. Moran Center for Youth Advocacy
Jomoworks
Justice Action Network
Justice for Children Project at the Moritz College of Law
Justice For Families
Justice Policy Institute
Justice2Jobs Coalition
Juvenile Justice Initiative
Kansas Appleseed
Lambda Legal Defense & Education Fund, Inc.
Law Enforcement Leaders to Reduce Crime & Incarceration
Lawyers For Children
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights of the San Francisco Bay Area
Legal Aid Justice Center
Legal Clinics at Southwestern Law School
Legal Rights Center
Legal Services for Prisoners with Children
Louisiana Center for Children’s Rights
Maine Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
Maine Center for Juvenile Policy & Law at the University of Maine School of Law
Mandel Legal Aid Clinic at the University of Chicago Law School
Maryland Office of the Public Defender
Mazzoni Center
Michigan Center for Youth Justice
Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center
Midwest Juvenile Defender Center
Minnesota Board of Public Defense
Mississippi Center for Justice
Mother’s Against Wrongful Convictions
Mountain State Justice
National Association of Counsel for Children
National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
National Center for Law and Economic Justice
National Center for Lesbian Rights
National Consumer Law Center
National Council of Churches
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National Crittenton
National Equality Action Team
National Juvenile Justice Network
National Network for Youth, Inc.
National Parents Union
New Jersey Office of the Public Defender
New Jersey Parents Caucus
New Mexico Center on Law and Poverty
Office of Child Development at the University of Pittsburgh
Office of the Ramsey County Attorney
Operation Restoration
Out For Justice
Pacific Juvenile Defender Center
Peace and Justice Committee of St. Michael's Episcopal Church
Pennsylvania Coalition for Justice
Pennsylvania Interbranch Commission for Gender, Racial and Ethnic Fairness
Pennsylvania Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission
Performing Statistics
Pittsburgh Board of Public Education
Public Justice Center
R Street Institute
Rights4Girls
RISE for Youth
Root and Rebound
Criminal & Youth Justice Clinic at Rutgers School of Law
Ruth's Way, Inc.
San Francisco Financial Justice Project
South Carolina Appleseed Legal Justice Center
Schuylkill Public Defender
Searcy Consulting, LLC
Seton Hall Law School Center for Social Justice
Silver Moon Strategies
Silver State Equality
Southwest Juvenile Defender Center
SPAN Parent Advocacy Network
Stand for Children
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Students for Sensible Drug Policy
Take Action Mon Valley
Tennessee Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
The Choice Program at the University of Maryland, Baltimore County
The Commonwealth Institute for Fiscal Analysis
The Fortas Foundation
The Gathering for Justice
The Institute for Compassion in Justice
Post Conviction Innocence Clinic at New York Law School
The Sentencing Project
Touro Law Center Education and Youth Justice Clinic
Ubuntu Village NOLA
Underground GRIT
Children & Youth Law Clinic at University of Miami School of Law
University of Pittsburgh School of Nursing
Criminal and Juvenile Defense Clinic at University of St. Thomas School of Law
Utah Juvenile Defender Attorneys
Voices for Utah Children
W. Haywood Burns Institute
West End P.O.W.E.R.
Western Center on Law & Poverty
Women & Girls Foundation of Southwest Pennsylvania
Woodland Hills School District
Wyoming Children's Law Center, Inc.
YogaRoots On Location
Young Women’s Freedom Center
Youth First Initiative
Youth Law Center
Youth Opportunity Clinic at Vanderbilt Law School
Youth, Education, and Justice Clinic at University of Maryland Carey School of Law
Youth, Rights & Justice
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