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MEMORANDUM OF DECISION . 
RE: DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR 

SENTENCE MODIFICATION 

I. NATURE OF THE PROCEEDINGS. 

The defendant is presently servmg a Sentence of, 60 years. The sentence was 

imposed as the result of his conviction, after a jury trial, of the charges of murder (55 years) 

and criminal possession of a firearm (5 years) consecutive. According to the official court 

file, the offense was committed on October 27, 1997, and the defendant was arrested in 

November 1997 and has been incarcerated since that date. After trial the defendant was 

sentenced on January 12, 2001. 

On July 20, 2022, the defendant filed the instant sentence modification application. The 

state did not oppose a hearing on the application. 

A hearing on the application was conducted before the court on November 1, 2022. 

The defendant, counsel for the defendant and the state, appeared. on a "virtual" platform, 

along with individuals associated with the defendant and the victim. All interested parties 

were provided with an opportunity to address the court and express their position on the 

defendant's application. In addition, Christie Ciancola, the Victim Advocate, appeared and 

read a letter from the victim's mother Veronica Price who also addressed the court and 
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opposed the modification. The defendant's sister Deborah Price submitted a statement 

objecting to the sentence modification. In addition, the defendant's other sister Shanita 

Price addressed the court and opposed the sentence modification. 

According to the Department of Corrections database, the defendant's maximum 

release date from incarceration is June 3, 2059. The defendant's motion for sentence 

modification seeks "to reduce his 60-year prison sentence by 35 years, which would allow 

for his early release from prison". The state opposed the modification on the record based 

on the harm and devastation caused to the victim and his family. 

II. DISCUSSION 

The penological objectives of sentencing are "deterrence, retribution, incapacitation, 

and rehabilitation". State v. Santiago, 318 Conn. 1, 22 (2015). "[A] judgment of conviction 

must conform to the crime with which the defendant was charged, and the sentence imposed 

must conform to that crime". (Citations omitted, internal quotation omitted). State v. Mollo, 

63 Conn. App. 487, 490; cert. denied 257 Conn. 904 (2001). The interest of the state in 

preventing and punishing criminality lies not just in incapacitating dangerous criminals, but 

also in demonstrating that transgressions of society's prohibitions will be met with an 

appropriate response by punishing offenders. See State v. Jacobs, 70 Conn. App. 488 

(2002). Concomitantly, the United States Supreme Court has observed that "[a]cceptance of 

responsibility is the beginning of rehabilitation ... and a recognition that there are rewards 

for those who attempt to reform is a vital and necessary step toward completion". McKune 

v. Lile, 536 U.S. 24, 27 (2002). 

2 



C.G.S. § 53a-39 permits "[a] judge ... after hearing and for good cause shown, [to) 

reduce the sentence" of a defendant sentenced after trial. Unfortunately, the term "good 

cause" is not defined in the statute. However, the term "good cause" is used in all areas of 

the law and the definition is usually left to its common understanding and usage. That 

common understanding and usage is articulated in Black's Law Dictionary (9th Ed. 2009) as 

"[ a] legally sufficient reason". Therefore, it is with this understanding and standard, 

considering the accepted objectives of serxencing as well, that this court reviews the 

information presented to determine whether good cause, "a legally sufficient reason", has 

been established by the defendant to modify his sentence. 

Undeniably relevant to the court's adjudication of whether "good cause" exists 

sufficient to modify the defendant's sentence are the facts central to the defendant's 

conviction. The relevant facts pertaining to the defendant's conviction are as follows: 

Shortly before 7:30 pm on October 27, 1997, George David Wright drove a stolen Jeep 

Cherokee to the Quinnipiac terrace housing complex in New Haven, also known as "the 

Island." The victim, Daryl Price, was in the passenger seat of the Jeep, and Calvin Taylor 

was seated in the back. At the housing complex, Wright and Taylor exited the vehicle, and 

Tacuma Grear approached the Jeep to talk to the victim. They talked about the killing of 

Grear's brother, Corey Grear, which had occurred approximately one week earlier, for 

which the victim had apologized. Corey Grear was a friend of the defendant, and the 

defendant had held him in his arms after Grear was fatally shot by the victim. The 

defendant had witnessed the victim shoot Corey Grear. Corey Grear was also a member, as 
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was the defendant of the Island Brothers, a street gang into which the victim had been 

introduced and sponsored by the defendant. As his sponsor, the defendant was responsible 

for disciplining the victim should the victim kill a fellow gang member. . 

As Tacuma Grear walked away from the Jeep, the defendant had come up to the driver's 

side of the Jeep carrying a handgun. He then leaned into the Jeep and fired four times into 

the vehicle. Two .45 caliber bullets hit the victim, killing him, and two other bullets were 

found in the Jeep. State v. Crocker, 83 Conn App 615,619 (2004). 

Although the defendant expresses remorse and condolences to the victim's family for 

the situation, he helped to create and the subsequent death of Mr. Price, Mr. Crocker denies 

that he was the shooter and continues to assert his innocence. 

The defendant was 22 years old when he committed the murder. He is now 

45 and has spent approximately 23 years in prison. The defendant submitted written 

materials documenting his training, and efforts at rehabilitation, during his incarceration. 

The Court also reviewed letters from Shawn Cracker's son, his younger sister, aunt 

and numerous cousins. The Court listened to testimony from Mr. Cracker's son, his God 

sister, and his mother. Mr. Crocker made a statement and submitted a written statement. 

The court also reviewed materials submitted by Attorney Michael Brown counsel for Mr. 

Crocker. 

The court thoroughly reviewed the materials submitted by Attorney Michael Brown 

in support of the motion. In summary, counsel emphasizes the defendant's apology to the 
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victim's family, his good behavior record while incarcerated, work history while 

incarcerated, rehabilitation, and extraordinary work. 

III. ANALYSIS 

In analyzing whether "a legally sufficient reason" exists to warrant a modification of 

the defendant's sentence, the court has considered whether the defendant has demonstrated 

substantial rehabilitation since the date the crime was committed. Factors that have been 

examined include, but are not limited to: (1) the gravity of his crime; (2) correctional record 

and length of time incarcerated; (3) his age and circumstances at the time of the commission 

of the crime; (4) whether he has demonstrated remorse and increased maturity since the date 

of the offense; (5) whether he has contributed to the welfare of other persons through service 

while incarcerated; and (6) the degree. in which he has fully availed himself of opportunities 

for growth, rehabilitation, and contribution within the correctional system considering the 

nature and circumstances of the crime he committed. 1 

1 While not directly applicable to C.G.S.§ 53a-39, the statute governing parole eligibility and 
suitability, C.G.S.§ 54-125a ( 4), provides an instructive and useful framework in assessing 
the existence of "good cause" sufficient to modify a sentence. Although it relates 
specifically to the question ofrelease to parole, C.G.S.§ 54-125 (a)(4) contemplates certain 
considerations pertinent to question of interpreting and appraising the issue of "good cause", 
particularly since the factors enumerated must be, according to statute, evaluated with the 
objective of being consistent with the factors set forth in C.G.S.§ 54-300. According to 
C.G.S.§54-300 " ... (1) The primary purpose of sentencing in the'state is to enhance public 
safety while holding the offender accountable to the community, (2) sentencing should 
reflect the seriousness of the offense and be proportional to the harm to victims and the 
community, using the most appropriate sanctions available, including incarceration, 
community punishment and supervision, (3) sentencing should have as an overriding goal 
the reduction of criminal activity, the imposition of just punishment and the provision of 
meaningful and effective rehabilitation and reintegration of the offender, and ( 4) sentences 
should be fair, just and equitable while promoting respect for the law. 
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The defendant at the time of sentencing faced a maximum possible penalty of 70 

years of incarceration. It was a serious crime that required substantial punishment. He 

received 60 years. The penological objectives of sentencing, both punitive and rehabilitative 

as previously discussed, have been considered by this court. It is self-evident that 25 years of 

incarceration is a long time. The length of incarceration the defendant has already completed 

is not an unreasonable consideration when evaluating the existence of "good cause". The 

length of the sentence, however, is a manifestation of the seriousness of the offence for 

which the defendant is incarcerated. 

The legislature has mandated that conviction for certain offenses renders an inmate 

ineligible for parole consideration. Murder is such an offense. The legislature can certainly 

modify that mandate. The argument that the length of incarceration already served should 

alone serve as a potential basis for release earlier than the expiration of an imposed sentence 

does not currently find support in C.G.S § 54-124a, which delineates factors relevant to the 

granting of parole. Similarly, the legislature can modify C.G.S. § 53a-39 in order to 

delineate factors to be considered by courts charged with determining whether "good cause" 

exists to modify a sentence. Those factors could consequently include the amount of time 

already served. 

The gravity of the crime committed by the defendant, Murder, in the court's view 

must be a consideration in evaluating the "good cause" equation. Given the gravity of the 

crime, a commensurable level of rationale is at a minimum the starting point for a finding of 

"good cause" to be warranted. 

The court acknowledges, as it must, the defendant's work history, classwork, and 

vocational training while an inmate the past twenty-five years, and as previously discussed, 
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the length of time he has already served. It is not the court's intention to minimize or 

diminish the defendant's achievements, or the fact that he has been incarcerated for 25 

years. The court recognizes that despite some initial and minor disciplinary issues during 

his time in corrections, the defendant has not had a significant disciplinary problem in the . 
last 7 years. 

However, the court should not and cannot ignore the devastation and harm 

' resulting from this senseless act of violence. The life of -a 22-year-old young man was 

prematurely ended. 

Mr. Young at the time of this request has only served 25 years of a crime that 
' ' 

currently carries a mandatory minimum of 25 years. 

Therefore, after a review and consideration of the information and material 

presented, and with contemplation of the proper standard, the court finds the defendant has 

not established "good cause" to modify the sentence imposed by the trial court. The 

circumstances presented by the defendant do not establish "good cause", to wit: "a legally 

sufficient reason", to modify the sentence when balanced against the facts and harm created 

by the serious crime he committed. 
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For all those reasons, the defendant's Motion to Modify Sentence is denied. 

Hon. Gerald L. Harmon 
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