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I. NATURE OF THE PROCEEDINGS 

The defendant is presently serving a total effective sentence of 46 years and 6 

months. The sentence was imposed after pleas to Kidnapping in the 2nd degree; Attempt to 

Commit Murder; Robbery pt degree with a deadly weapon and Risk of Injury. Mr. 

Brelsford maximum release date is December 28, 2027. Mr. Brelsford release date is 2027 

because his date of offense is pre 10/01/1994 and he is earning statutory good time at 12 

days per month. Mr. Brelsford also earns 7-day job credit good time, and an outstanding 

meritorious performance award grant which reduces his maximum release date. Mr. 

Brelsford was denied parole at his most recent parole hearing. 

On January 31, 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 August 30, 2022. 

The defendant in a pro -se status and the State represented by Supervisory Attorney John 

Doyle, appeared via video along with the victim's advocate. 
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All interested parties had with an opportunity to address the court and express their position 

on the defendant's application. 

The court in a written decision dated September 16, 2022, denied Mr. Brelsford's 

sentence modification request. Mr. Brelsford filed a motion to reconsider on September 24, 

2022. The matter was scheduled for a video hearing that occurred on September 30, 2022. 

Mr. Brelsford was present via video and the State was represented by Attorney Alexander 

Beck. The State opposed Mr. Brelsford motion for reconsideration and ask that the court 

affirm it's previous decision. 

II. DISCUSSION 

Mr. Brelsford in his motion for re-consideration reiterates to the court that he was 

under the influence of mind-altering drugs and that his illegal actions represented a drug 

induced state that was a result of his addiction at the time of his arrest. Mr. Brelsford 

pointed out that he is no longer a drug addict based on the many treatment programs he had 

successfully completed while incarcerated and his over 28-year period of abstaining from 

drug use. As previously stated, the State objects to any sentence modification at this time. 
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III. DECISION 

The court when rendering its initial decision was aware of the drug dependency and 

the effect it may have had in contributing to the illegal activity by Mr. Brelsford. The court 

must still consider the gravity of the crime. The offense put both police officers and 

innocent civilians at risk and resulted in an injury to a young child. Based on the gravity of 

the offense the court does not believe a sentence modificatio s propriate at this time and 

denies defendant's motion for reconsideration. 
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