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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court considered whether the defendant presented a colorable double-
jeopardy claim permitting an interlocutory appeal from the denial of his motion to dismiss a first-
degree manslaughter charge. The court held that a claim based on multiple punishments, rather than
successive prosecution, does not support interlocutory review because the defendant may still be tried
and can challenge any punishment after final judgment. The court also rejected the defendant’s
collateral-estoppel argument because his prior conviction followed a guilty plea rather than a trial and
acquittal, and dismissed the appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant's claim that a later manslaughter prosecution would result in multiple punishment
for the same offense was a colorable double-jeopardy claim supporting an interlocutory appeal.

2. Whether the defendant's collateral-estoppel claim based on his prior guilty plea and conviction presented
a colorable double-jeopardy claim supporting interlocutory appellate jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. A claim alleging only multiple punishments, rather than successive prosecution, does not present a
colorable double-jeopardy claim supporting an interlocutory appeal because the multiple-punishments
protection applies to punishments imposed in a single trial and does not protect against being tried.

2. The defendant did not present a colorable collateral-estoppel claim because collateral estoppel requires
an issue of ultimate fact to have been necessarily determined in the defendant's favor in a valid prior
judgment, and the defendant's prior proceeding resulted in a guilty plea and conviction rather than a trial
and acquittal.

3. Because the defendant's claims were not colorable double-jeopardy claims within the interlocutory-
appeal exception to the final-judgment rule, the court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over the appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The only real question is whether the double jeopardy claim is colorable.” (at 775-776)

“To the extent, however, that these cases suggest that a double jeopardy claim of multiple punishment, rather
than successive prosecution, may be appealed interlocutorily, they are overruled because a multiple
punishment claim is simply inconsistent with the rationale for such an interlocutory appeal.” (at 779-780)

“The very foundation of a colorable double jeopardy collateral estoppel claim is that the defendant was tried
and acquitted on the issue that he now seeks to prevent the state from relitigating.” (at 781)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Crawford participated in a July 1995 assault that caused the victim severe craniocerebral trauma, a prolonged
coma, and a persistent vegetative condition. In 1997, while the victim remained hospitalized, Crawford pleaded
guilty to assault, kidnapping, and related conspiracy offenses and received a total effective sentence of twenty-
five years, execution suspended after eleven years, followed by probation. The state expressly reserved the right
to bring appropriate homicide charges if the victim died. The victim died in November 1998 from delayed
medical complications of the trauma, after which the state charged Crawford with first-degree manslaughter.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crawford pleaded guilty to assault, kidnapping, and conspiracy charges arising from a beating that left the victim
in a vegetative state. After the victim died, the state charged Crawford with first-degree manslaughter. The trial
court denied his motion to dismiss, and the Appellate Court appeal was transferred to the Connecticut Supreme
Court.

DISPOSITION



dismissed
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