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INTRODUCTION  

 

COMES NOW The State of Stetson, by and through its attorneys herein after 

(the “State”) requests this Court to order the involuntary administration of 

antipsychotic medication upon the Defendant Ashton Campbell (hereinafter the 

“Defendant”) pursuant to Sell v. U.S., 539 U.S. 166 (2003). 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 

On January 31, 2022, there was a three-alarm emergency call to the Hannah 

Village Condominium Complex (“Complex”). Residents of the Complex, Mr. and 

Mrs. Cole, were seriously injured as a result of the fire. Incident Report ¶ 4. Both 

individuals were found unconscious by the Fire Rescue Squad and shortly after were 

revived with CPR. Ct. Exhibit 1 ¶ 11. Officer Michelle Hernandez began to speak 

with observers of the fire when a person who identified himself as Dr. Terry Jackson 

(“Dr. Jackson”) claimed that he knew what happened. Incident Report ¶ 4. 

Dr. Jackson works at the university in the same department as the Defendant. 

Dr. Jackson began his statement by saying the fire must have been a terrible accident, 

noting that the Defendant had not been acting like himself for a while. Witness 

Statement ¶ 5. Dr. Jackson has worked with the Defendant for the last 30 years and 

considers them to be friends. Witness Statement ¶ 5. About 2-and-a-half years ago, 

the Defendant mentioned that he got a contract working for the Department of 

Defense (“DOD”), and that he could not talk much about the nature of his work due 
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to security clearance issues. However, he mentioned his work was related to a 

chemical weapons defense program the government was studying and developing. 

Witness Statement ¶ 6. 

Over the last year, Dr. Jackson noticed the Defendant began acting strange. 

Witness Statement ¶ 6-10. When Dr. Jackson would inquire about the Defendant’s 

behavior, the Defendant would state he was consumed in his work for the DOD. 

Witness Statement ¶ 7-9. The two had not communicated on a regular basis as they 

had in the past. The Defendant presented himself in an unkept manner, skipped 

faculty meetings, and exhibited mood swings. Witness Statement ¶ 7-9. 

Becoming concerned with the Defendant’s well-being, Dr. Jackson visited the 

Defendant’s apartment. There, Dr. Jackson found that the Defendant was in 

possession of certain chemicals and burners that were missing from the University 

lab. Witness Statement ¶ 9-10. Dr. Jackson told the Defendant it was unsafe to have 

the chemicals and burners outside of the lab because of the serious risk of an 

explosion. However, the Defendant justified the presence of the hazardous materials 

by saying that he was the best chemist in the world, and nothing would happen. 

Witness Statement ¶ 9-10. 

Following the incident, a warrant for the Defendant’s arrest was issued. Ct. 

Warrant ¶ 15. The Defendant was indicted with two counts of Reckless Arson 

Causing Injury under Stetson Statutes § 53a-113. Ct. Long Form Info. ¶ 17. On 
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February 8th, 2022, a Court order was issued and required the Defendant to undergo 

a § 54-56(d) evaluation. Arraignment Transcript ¶ 18. After an inquiry to determine 

the validity of the Defendant’s claim that he was under contract with the DOD, the 

DOD sent an email informing the State that the Defendant has never been employed 

by them in any capacity. Ct. Exhibit 6 ¶ 24. 

Over the course of the legal proceedings, Prosecutor Hughes moved for an 

Order of Involuntary Medication following an evidentiary hearing pursuant to Sell 

v. U.S., 539 U.S. 166 (2003). Competency Hearing II ¶ 49. Attorney Pyle requested 

that the Court appoint a Healthcare Guardian for the purpose of doing an independent 

review of the Defendant’s condition. ¶ 49. Both requests were granted by the Court. 

Competency Hearing II ¶ 49-50. 

There were two psychiatric evaluations conducted. One of them was 

conducted by Dr. Lee, the Court appointed Healthcare Guardian. Healthcare 

Guardian Report ¶ 52. At the conclusion of Dr. Lee’s examination, he speculated 

that the Defendant may be suffering from Dementia. Healthcare Guardian Report ¶ 

53. Dr. Lee suggested that the Defendant be treated with Cognitive Behavioral 

Therapy (“CBT”) to aid in restoring the Defendant’s competency. Healthcare 

Guardian Report ¶ 53. 

Dr. Ellis Ramani (“Dr. Ramani”) conducted a psychiatric evaluation of the 

Defendant to determine his competency to stand trial and determined that the 
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Defendant is suffering from Delusional Disorder – Grandiose Type. Ct. Exhibit B ¶ 

36-37. This finding resulted in the conclusion that the Defendant is not competent to 

stand trial. Ct. Exhibit B ¶ 36-37. However, in addition to this finding, Dr. Ramani 

noted there is a substantial probability that the Defendant’s competency could be 

restored through psychotherapy and a regimen of antipsychotic medication within 

the next 18 months. Ct. Exhibit B ¶ 37. Subsequently, the Court submitted an order 

committing the Defendant to the Department of Mental Health & Addiction Services 

(“DHMAS”) for twelve weeks, starting May 31, 2022, and not to exceed twenty-six 

weeks. Ct. Exhibit B ¶ 32. 

ARGUMENT 

 

I. The forced administration of antipsychotic drugs is necessary because 

of the State’s interest in prosecuting the Defendant within its statutory 

limits.  

 

The State will satisfy each of the required four factors with the evidence stated 

herein, and therefore has the right to forcibly medicate the defendant. In Sell v. U.S., 

539 U.S. 166 (2003), the Supreme Court determined the State can involuntarily 

medicate an individual to gain competency to stand trial if: (1) a court finds that an 

important governmental interests is at stake; (2) the court concludes that involuntary 

medication will significantly further those concomitant state interests; (3) the court 

concludes that involuntary medication is necessary to further those interests; and (4) 
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the court concludes that administration of the drugs is medically appropriate, i.e., in 

the patient's best medical interest in light of his medical condition. 

The Defendant is charged with two counts of Reckless Arson Causing 

Physical Injury which, when coupled with the destruction of a dwelling caused by 

an explosive, is punishable by five to ten years. Stetson General Statutes §§ 53a-

113, 53a-38. The Supreme Court in Harper recognized that avoiding unwanted 

administration of antipsychotic drugs was a significant liberty interest protected by 

the Due Process Clause found in the 14th Amendment of the United States 

Constitution. Washington v. Harper, 494 U.S. 221 (1990); U.S. Const. amend. XIV 

§ 1. However, this liberty interest may be overcome. The court must first ask whether 

the forced treatment is justified for other reasons, such as those “related to the 

defendant's dangerousness, or ... where the refusal to take drugs puts the defendant's 

health gravely at risk.” Sell, 539 U.S. at 182. If the sole purpose of forced chemical 

treatment is to render a defendant competent for trial, as is the case here, then the 

four factors implemented by the Supreme Court in Sell will control. United States v. 

Gomes, 387 F.3d 157, 160 (2d Cir. 2004). 

A. The State has an important interest in bringing this Defendant to 

trial, because the accused crime has a minimum sentence of five 

years. 

 

 Sell first requires the court to consider whether “important governmental 

interests are at stake” to require the forced administration of antipsychotics. Sell, 539 
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U.S. at 180. It is well established that the State has an important interest in the 

prosecution of a “serious” crime. United States v. Grigsby, 712 F.3d 964, 969 (6th 

Cir. 2013). Once the State has satisfied its burden of proving the crime is “serious” 

the defendant will have the opportunity to argue that certain circumstances “may 

lessen the importance of that interest.” Sell, 539 U.S. at 180. 

i. The Defendant’s actions constitute a serious crime because 

he recklessly caused the burning down of a building and 

serious injury of two people.  

 

 The Supreme Court's opinion in Sell does not give guidance as to what crimes 

should be considered as “serious” for the purpose of involuntary administration of 

medication to restore a Defendant’s competency. However, the Supreme Court has 

addressed the issue of what amounts to a “serious crime” within the context of the 

Sixth Amendment right to jury trial. 

 The Court has held, the right to trial by jury extends only to persons charged 

with “serious” offenses. Duncan v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 154-58 (1968). The 

Supreme Court defines “serious” crimes, as required for the sixth amendment right 

to a jury trial, as offenses where “a term of imprisonment exceeding six months may 

be imposed”. Baldwin v. New York, 399 U.S. 66, 68-69 (1970). (citing Duncan v. 

Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 159-60 (1968)). The Courts have not expressly stated the 

proper method to evaluate a crime’s “seriousness” as a qualifying interest for 

involuntary medication. However, the most common method is found in U.S. v. 
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Evans where the Fourth Circuit stated, “it is appropriate to focus on the maximum 

penalty authorized by statute in determining if a crime is “serious” for involuntary 

medication purposes.” United States v. Evans, 404 F.3d 227, 237 (4th Cir.2005). 

 In U.S. v. Gomes, the Government had an important interest in bringing to 

trial a defendant charged with possession of firearm by a convicted felon. Gomes, 

387 F.3d at 157. The defendant's possession was compounded by three prior 

convictions for serious drug offenses facing a possible minimum sentence of fifteen 

years. Id. Additionally, the court reasoned that the danger posed by the possession 

of the firearm when compounded with the prior convictions was dangerous, 

indicating the crime was serious by nature. Id. The court held that Gomes committed 

a crime serious enough to satisfy the first Sell factor allowing the court to 

involuntarily administer psychotropic drugs to render defendant competent to stand 

trial. Id. 

In U.S. v. Horton, the defendant was charged with one count of mailing a 

threatening communication subjecting him to a minimum sentencing of five years if 

convicted. United States v. Horton, 941 F. Supp. 2d 843 (N.D. Ohio 2013). This 

court found that a crime rose to the level of seriousness when a defendant makes 

communications that threaten death or serious bodily injury. Id. As such, the court 

determined the defendant committed a serious crime. Id. 
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 Here, the Defendant is facing a trial for two counts of Reckless Arson Causing 

Physical Injury involving the destruction of a dwelling caused by explosive 

chemicals. Stetson General Statutes §§ 53a-113, 53a-38. The Defendant has 

committed a crime serious by nature. The Defendant’s explosive chemicals caused 

the destruction of an apartment building, serious bodily harm to residents of the 

apartment, and created a hazard to the public. The severity of the crime is heighted 

like in Gomes because there are two counts, and the crime of arson is compounded 

with the destruction of a dwelling. The Fire caused two residents in the apartment 

building to become hospitalized. Further, fire, by nature, can cause death or serious 

bodily injury. 

Therefore, the Defendant committed a serious crime because he caused a fire 

that seriously injured two people, burned down an apartment complex, and created 

a hazard to the general public. As such, the State meets its burden of proving the 

crime is “serious” as required by Sell. However, although the Defendant may attempt 

to raise “special circumstances” to lessen the State’s interest, the court will find that 

no such circumstances exist. 

ii. There are no applicable “special circumstances” which may dilute 

the government’s important interest because, the risk of civil 

commitment is low considering the Defendant’s medical 

circumstances. 

 

To overcome the State’s evidence that the crime is serious amounting to an 

important interest, the court must decide whether special circumstances are present. 
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Generally, “the Government's interest in bringing to trial an individual accused of a 

serious crime is important” however, certain circumstances “may lessen the 

importance of that interest.” Sell, 539 U.S. at 180. 

 The sixth circuit in U.S. v. Grigsby, found that substantial evidence in the 

record supported the conclusion that the defendant would remain psychotic after the 

forced administration of medicine. 712 F.3d 964, 964 (6th Cir. 2013). This “special 

circumstance” diluted the government’s important interest in prosecuting the crime 

because the defendant would likely be found not guilty by reason of insanity and 

would face lengthy commitment to an institution. Id. 

 Here, there are no circumstances which would dilute the State’s interest. 

Unlike the circumstances in Grigsby, the record supports a conclusion that the 

Defendant’s delusions will subside once the medicine is administered, eliminating 

the possibility of a lengthy stay in civil confinement. Ct. Exhibit B ¶ 53. The 

Defendant’s psychotic condition is confined within his delusions. People suffering 

from delusional disorder can live a relatively normal life through treatment. Once 

the delusions subside, the probability of civil commitment is eliminated. Ct. Exhibit 

7 ¶ 43. 

Therefore, the State’s important interest is not overcome by any applicable 

special circumstances, because there are none supported by the facts of this case. 

Thus, the State’s interest is important as required by the second Sell factor. 
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B. The administration of Haldol will further the State’s important 

interest in prosecuting the Defendant because it is substantially 

likely to render him competent to stand trial. 
 

The second Sell factor requires the court to conclude that “involuntary 

medication will significantly further the concomitant state interests.” Sell, 539 U.S. 

at 181. To accomplish this the State must make a two-part inquiry. First, the State 

must show that “administration of the drugs is substantially likely to render the 

defendant competent to stand trial.” Id. Additionally, the State must show that the 

“administration of the drugs is substantially unlikely to have side effects that will 

interfere significantly with the defendant's ability to assist counsel in conducting a 

trial defense.” Id. Courts have found that the administration of medication is 

substantially likely to render a defendant competent to stand trial if there is at least 

a seventy percent chance of success. Gomes, 305 F.Supp.2d at 165; United States v. 

Feretti, 2009 WL 473-227, at *5 (N.D.N.Y. Dec. 2, 2009). 

i. The administration of Haldol is substantially likely to render 

the Defendant competent to stand trial. 

 

In the present case, the Defendant holds a seventy-five percent chance that 

antipsychotic medication will be successful, proving it is substantially likely to 

render the Defendant competent to stand trial. A letter from DHMAS dated July 11, 

2022, provided findings from clinical studies that for defendants suffering from 

Delusional Disorder, the likelihood a Defendant can be restored to competency after 

a court mandated treatment with antipsychotic medication is around seventy-five 
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percent. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 56. Additionally, the Defendant was 

evaluated by a clinical team comprised of Dr. Ramani, Dr. Storen, and social worker 

Mary Simonello. Their combined findings were evidenced in a separate letter from 

DMHAS. These professionals concluded that there is a substantial probability that 

the Defendant can be restored to competency within the statutory maximum period 

through mental health treatment in an inpatient setting, including psychotherapy. Ct. 

Exhibit A ¶ 37. Additionally, the Defendant’s competence will likely be restored by 

the administration of a regimen of psychiatric medication, specifically the 

antipsychotic drug Haldol. Ct. Exhibit A ¶ 37. 

ii. The administration of Haldol is substantially unlikely to have 

side effects that will interfere with the Defendant's ability to 

assist counsel in trial defense. 

 

The record supports that not only is Haldol unlikely to have debilitating side 

effects, but it is likely to improve the Defendants’ cognitive abilities. In the 

Treatment Recommendation Report, Dr. Ramani performed a full analysis of the 

Defendants physical and mental state and found that “[P]roposed treatment with 

antipsychotic medication is unlikely to adversely affect the Defendant’s cognition, 

but rather is likely to enhance it.” Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 56. Dr. 

Ramani further concluded the therapeutic effect of antipsychotic medication will 

improve the Defendant’s thinking. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 58. People 

with psychotic disorders are severely impaired when it comes to the form and content 
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of their thoughts. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 58. Therefore, treatment of 

these impairments with antipsychotic medication is likely to enhance, rather than 

undermine, the fairness of any legal proceeding.” Treatment Recommendation 

Report ¶ 58. 

The evidence in the record supports a seventy-five percent chance that the 

medication will be successful. This, combined with the clinical team’s findings, 

prove that the administration of Haldol is substantially likely to render the Defendant 

competent to stand trial. The administration of Haldol is substantially unlikely to 

have side effects that will interfere significantly with the Defendant's ability to assist 

counsel in conducting his defense. The administration is conversely expected to 

improve the Defendant’s cognitive ability. Therefore, because both factors have 

been satisfied, the administration of Haldol will further the state’s important interest 

in prosecuting the defendant. 

C. The administration of Haldol is necessary to restore the 

Defendant’s competency within the statute of limitations. 

 

 According to Stetson General Statutes 54-56d(i), 18 months is the statutory 

maximum which the trial must be brought within. Competency Hearing I ¶ 32. This 

heightens the State’s interest because if the Defendant is not brought to competency 

within eighteen months, the opportunity to try the Defendant is lost. 

 The Defendant’s only alternative treatment option is cognitive behavioral 

therapy (“CBT”). Dr. Ramani went on record stating that he does not think CBT talk 
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therapy will be successful in treating the Defendant’s condition because it does not 

address the root of the problem—overactive dopamine receptors. Treatment 

Recommendation Report ¶ 58. Dr. Lee recommends CBT as the Defendant’s sole 

treatment but has not provided any evidence to support that this treatment is 

substantially likely to be effective. Rather, Dr. Lee noted that CBT is often 

inappropriately touted as a cure for patients with physically degenerative, or severe 

psychotic mental illness. Professional Summary ¶ 68. CBT is typically used to 

supplement antipsychotic medication in treating psychotic patients and has not been 

proven effective on its own. The use of CBT without antipsychotics is not likely to 

cause the Defendant to reach competency within the statutory window. Additionally, 

Haldol is the only Antipsychotic medication available in the State of Stetson. 

Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 56. 

 Therefore, the statutory limitation on the State’s ability to prosecute the 

Defendant makes a timely treatment necessary to accomplish the State’s interest 

because there are no viable alternatives. The record supports the conclusion that the 

forced administration of Haldol is the only way to restore the Defendant to 

competency within the statutory period.  

D. The administration of Haldol is medically appropriate and in the 

best interest of the Defendant considering his medical condition. 

 

The court must decide whether the evidence in the record supports a finding 

that administering Haldol is in the Defendant’s best interest. The fourth Sell factor 
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requires that the court must conclude that administration of the drugs is medically 

appropriate, i.e., in the patient's best medical interest considering his medical 

condition. Sell, 539 U.S. at 181. 

The Defendant is diagnosed with Delusional Disorder. The American 

Psychiatric Association noted that the severity of delusions people with this illness 

suffer, may gradually get worse. Ct. Exhibit 7 ¶ 43. This can eventually progress to 

a severe psychotic mental illness that interferes with daily functions. Ct. Exhibit 7 ¶ 

43. The record evidences a decline in the Defendant’s mental health in the past year 

which runs parallel to the onset of his delusions. Witness Statement ¶ 8. In a letter 

from DMHAS, Dr. Ramani describes how he was able to voluntarily medicate the 

Defendant for anxiety and depression. Because of his positive response to these 

medications, Dr. Ramani believes administering antipsychotic medication will 

benefit the Defendant’s quality of life beyond simply restoring his capacity to stand 

trial. Ct. Exhibit B ¶ 53. The Treatment Recommendation Report found that 

treatment with Haldol is medically appropriate and the best cause of action 

considering the Defendant’s condition. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 58. 

Further, Dr. Ramani’s determined that there is a substantial likelihood that the 

Defendant could be restored to competency and his overall lifestyle greatly 

improved, following administration of the antipsychotic drug Haldol. Treatment 

Recommendation Report ¶ 58. 
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Medically, each complication or health risk caused by the administration of 

Haldol can be mitigated. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 57. Each doctor 

involved in this case agrees that the Defendant’s health will need to be monitored. 

However, no doctor has determined the effects are serious or life threatening. The 

effects can be monitored, mitigated, and are generally considered a “nuisance” 

instead of severe. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 57. Further, Dr. Ramani 

provides a detailed evaluation of how to prevent each potential risk proposed by the 

medication. Treatment Recommendation Report ¶ 57. 

Therefore, the record supports that outside of the State’s interest in 

prosecuting the Defendant, the administration of Haldol is in the Defendant’s best 

interest. The administration of Haldol will improve the Defendant’s mental health 

and overall well-being. The potential side effects of the medication are not serious 

and do not outweigh the benefits the Defendant will receive. As such, the 

administration of Haldol is medically appropriate and in the best interest of the 

Defendant considering his medical condition. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the State has an important interest in prosecuting the 

Defendant within the statutory limitations. The administration of Haldol will further 

the State’s important interest in prosecuting the Defendant by rendering him 

competent to stand trial. The administration is necessary to accomplish competency 
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within the statutory limits because there is no effective alternative. Lastly based on 

the Defendant’s medical elevations, the administration of Haldol is medically 

appropriate in the Defendant’s best interest. Having satisfied all four of the Sell 

Factors the State requests the court grant the Order of involuntarily medicating the 

Defendant for the purpose of gaining competency to stand trial. 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

s/ __________________ 

Team 203 

Attorneys for The State of Stetson 
 

Pinella, Stetson 

September, 1 2022 


