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INTRODUCTION 

The defendant, Ashton Campbell, is a 70-year-old Chemistry Professor at the 

University of Stetson.  The defendant suffers from Delusional Disorder—Grandiose Type.  

See Letter from Dr. Ellis Ramani, Chief Psychiatrist Stetson State Hosp., to Maria Sanchez, 

Clerk of the Superior Ct., 26 (Mar. 2, 2022) (on file with author).  The defendant’s mental 

illness causes him to believe he is working on a top-secret mission for the Department of 

Defense ("DOD").1  Under this delusion, the defendant utilized hazardous chemicals inside 

his apartment, caused a fire that destroyed property, physically injured two elderly 

individuals, and placed the apartment complex residents at risk.  Fire Investigation Rep. 

Ex.  1, at 11.   

The defendant was arrested and charged with two counts of Reckless Arson causing 

Physical Injury under Stetson General Statutes § 54-2a.  The defendant’s mental illness 

precludes him from being competent to stand trial for the two charges he faces.  

Antipsychotic medication, such as Haldol, is substantially likely to restore the defendant's 

competence to stand trial.  Yet, the defendant refuses to take the medication.   

 The mental illness the defendant suffers with placed him in the position he is in 

today.  It is the State of Stetson’s responsibility to protect the citizens of our country.  If 

the defendant is not administered antipsychotic medication, he could put himself and those 

 
1 The DOD declined to have any employment relationship with the defendant.  See Letter 

from Lloyd R. Artun III, Sec'y of Def., U.S. Dep't of Def., to Cecil B. Hughes, Assistant 

State's Att'y Pinella Cnty.  
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around him at greater risk.  Thus, the State of Stetson respectfully seeks the involuntary 

administration of  Haldol to the defendant under the criteria established by Sell v. United 

States, 539 U.S. 166 (2003), to restore his competence to stand trial and to protect himself 

and the community at large. 

 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 

A. Background 

Since 2021, the defendant has spiraled into a deep delusional state.  Dr. Terry 

Jackson, a co-worker of the defendant, noticed a change in the defendant's demeanor.  He 

noticed the defendant started acting erratic, aggressive, and even disoriented at times.  See 

Jackson Aff. at 7-9.  Dr. Jackson became alert when he discovered the defendant stole 

dangerous chemicals and burners from the University's lab and was using the dangerous 

chemicals at home.  Id. at 10.  Although Dr. Jackson attempted to advise the University, he 

was too late. Id. 

On January 31, 2022, the defendant utilized the dangerous chemicals at his 

apartment complex and caused a fire that put himself and the people in the building at risk.  

The defendant was under the belief that he was testing out a new weapon system for the 

DOD.  The defendant’s delusion left an elderly couple unconscious who ultimately had to 

be rescued by the fire department and transported to the hospital.2  Additionally, the 

 
2 The physical injuries caused by the defendant to the two elderly individuals were 

“inflammation in the respiratory tract and tracheobronchial tree caused by smoke 

inhalation.” See Jennifer M. Paola, Summary Report of Emergency Medical Treatment 1 

(2022). 
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defendant’s actions caused severe damage to the apartment complex property, likely 

costing thousands of dollars’ worth of repairs.  

B. The Criminal Charges 

On February 7, 2022, the defendant was arrested for recklessly causing the burning 

of a dwelling with dangerous chemicals he stole from the University's chemistry lab.  The 

defendant was then charged with two counts of Reckless Arson Causing Physical Injury, 

facing a maximum sentence of ten years.  18 U.S.C. § 53a-113. 

C. Competency Evaluations and Hearing 

After being arrested, on March 2, 2022, the Petersburg Jail Clinical Team completed 

a psychiatric evaluation of the defendant.  The defendant believes the DOD will produce 

witnesses on his behalf and will dismiss the charges entirely.  Competency Hr'g Tr. 25: 31, 

Mar. 8, 2022.  After four hours, the doctors concluded the defendant suffered from 

Delusional disorder—Grandiose Type.  See Letter from Dr. Ellis Ramani, Chief 

Psychiatrist Stetson State Hosp., to Maria Sanchez, Clerk of the Superior Ct., 33 (Mar. 2, 

2022) (on file with author).  

On March 28, 2022, after considering the psychiatric evaluation, this Court 

concluded that the defendant was not competent to stand trial because he did not understand 

the nature of the proceeding against him and could not assist in his defense.  Id. at 31.  This 

Court ordered the defendant to be committed into the custody of the Department of Mental 

Health and Addiction at Stetson State Hospital.  Id. at 32.  The evaluating doctors at Stetson 

State Hospital recommended administering the antipsychotic drug Haldol (generic is 

Haloperidol) and psychotherapy to restore the defendant to competency.  Id. at 37.  
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Psychotherapy has proven to be ineffective in restoring the defendant to competence.  Thus, 

the administration of Haldol is the only treatment that could effectively restore the 

defendant to competence.  See Letter from Dr. Ellis Ramani, Chief Psychiatrist Stetson 

State Hosp., to Maria Sanchez, Clerk of the Superior Ct., Ex.  B, 58 (May 26, 2022) (on 

file with author).  Still, to this date, the defendant has refused to be treated with the 

medication.  Id.

ARGUMENT 

A. The defendant should be administered with antipsychotic medication 

to restore his competence to stand trial. 

In Sell v. United States, the Supreme Court held the defendant’s interest in refusing 

medication administration could be outweighed by the government’s interest in bringing a 

defendant to trial.  Sell, 539 U.S. at 186.  The Supreme Court determined the government 

may involuntarily medicate a defendant to render the defendant competent to stand trial if 

four factors are met:  

(1) important government interests are at stake;  

(2) involuntary medication will significantly further the government and the 

defendant's interests;  

(3) involuntary medication is necessary to further the important government and the 

defendant’s interest; and  

(4) the administration of antipsychotic medication is medically appropriate.   

Id. at 180.  In the present case, the State of Stetson can prove the four factors established 

under Sell.  Thus, the State of Stetson seeks the involuntary administration of Haldol to the 

defendant to restore his competence to stand trial. 
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I. The State of Stetson has an important interest in restoring the 

defendant to competence. 

First, the State of Stetson has an important government interest in prosecuting the 

defendant because he committed a serious crime against persons and property.  The 

seriousness of his crime is evident in the reckless nature and severity.   

In Sell, the Court recognized the importance of bringing an accused individual who 

committed a serious crime against a person or property to trial. Id. at 180 (“[P]ower to 

bring an accused to trial is fundamental to a scheme of ‘ordered liberty’ and a prerequisite 

to social justice and peace”) (quoting Riggins v. Nevada, 504 U.S. 127, 136 (1992)).3   

Here, the defendant is charged with two counts of Reckless Arson Causing Physical 

injury in violation of Stetson General Statutes § 53a-113.  The defendant is accused of 

recklessly causing the burning of a dwelling resulting in the physical injury of two 

individuals.  The defendant's crime is a serious crime against a person and property.  

On its face, the severity of the defendant's crime is evident by the ten-year statutory 

maximum penalty the defendant faces.  18 U.S.C. § 53a-38.  In Evans, the Fourth Circuit 

determined a ten-year sentence is “‘serious’ under any reasonable standard.” See United 

States v. Evans, 404 F.3d 227, 237 (4th Cir. 2005).  The maximum penalty authorized by 

statute is an objective indicator of the seriousness of the crime.  United States v. Green, 

532 F.3d 538, 549 (6th Cir. 2008) (quoting Blanton v. City of N.  Las Vegas, 489 U.S. 538, 

 
3 Unless “special circumstances" undermine the government's interest in bringing the 

accused to trial.  Sell, 539 U.S., 180-81.  In the present case, no special circumstances 

undermine the government’s interest since the defendant has only been in confinement 

since February 9, 2022, which is minimal to the potential sentence of ten years that the 

defendant faces. 
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541–42 ("In fixing the maximum penalty of a crime, a legislature includes within the 

definition of the crime itself a judgment about the seriousness of the offense.  The judiciary 

should not substitute its judgment as to seriousness for that of the legislature . . . .”).  Since 

the maximum statutory penalty is the most objective means to determine the seriousness 

of the crime, the defendant’s crime should be considered serious by this Court. 

Further, a crime does not have to be violent or harmful to others to be considered 

serious for Sell.  Id. at 549.  In Sell, the Court considered fraud a serious crime.  Sell, 

539 U.S. at 181.  In previous decisions, circuit courts concluded the government had an 

important government interest in cases such as: a defendant charged with illegally 

reentering the United States after removal, a defendant charged with sending mail 

threatening communication, and a defendant indicted for failing to register as a sex 

offender.  United States v. Hernandez-Vazquez, 513 F.3d 908, 919 (9th Cir. 2008); United 

States v. Gillenwater, 749 F.3d 1094, 1101 (9th Cir. 2014); United States v. Mackey, 717 

F.3d 569, 571 (8th Cir. 2013).  

The nature of the defendant’s crime is more serious than the previous crimes listed.  

The defendant caused the burning of a residential building causing severe damage to the 

property and physically injuring two elderly residents.  The defendant’s reckless actions 

could have had potentially life-threatening consequences for the numerous individuals 

residing in the dwelling.  Thus, the State of Stetson has an important interest in prosecuting 

the defendant’s serious crime. 

II. The administration of antipsychotic drugs will significantly 

further the government’s interest in rendering the defendant 

competent to stand trial. 



 7 

To satisfy the second factor under Sell, the administration of the drugs must: (1) be 

substantially likely to render the defendant competent for trial, and (2) the medication's 

side effects must be substantially unlikely to interfere with the defendant’s ability to stand 

trial and assist the defense.  Sell, 539 U.S. at 181.  

First, medicating the defendant with Haldol is substantially likely to render the 

defendant competent for trial.  Antipsychotic medications like Haldol have a 75% 

likelihood of restoring the defendants' competence to stand trial.  Id. at 56.  Specifically, 

Haloperidol, the generic form of Haldol, has successfully restored defendants' competency 

to stand trial.  Id.  In 2010, an American Psychiatric Association study found that among 

forty-four people diagnosed with Delusional Disorder and treated with Haloperidol 

(Haldol), thirty-two (~73%) improved sufficiently to be considered competent to stand 

trial. Id.   

The studies establish that the administration of Haldol is substantially likely to 

restore the defendant’s competence to stand trial. See United States v. Gomes, 389 F.3d 

157, 162 (2nd Cir. 2004) (holding that a 70 percent success rate in restoring defendants to 

competence with antipsychotic medication satisfied the substantiality requirement 

provided by Sell); United States v. Bradley, 417 F.3d 1107, 1115 (10th Cir. 2005) (finding 

the second Sell factor was satisfied by testimony of the evaluating psychologist in which 

“[h]e was “guardedly optimistic that the administration of antipsychotic medication would 

materially aid in restoring [the defendant] to competency.”). 

Second, the administration of Haldol is unlikely to have side effects that will 

substantially affect the ability of the defendant to assist in his defense at trial.  Haldol is 
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unlikely to impair the defendant's cognitive abilities; the side effects do not “entail serious 

harm, but only inconvenience or discomfort.” See Treatment Recommendation Report 

from Dr. Ramani, 57 (July 11, 2022).  In fact, 85% of the patients medicated with Haldol 

do not suffer any physical side effects.  Id.  In the rare instance that the defendant suffers 

from serious side effects, the doctors can easily manage the symptoms by reducing the 

dosage.  Id; See United States v. Coy, 991 F.3d 924, 930 (8th Cir. 2021) (explaining that 

when medication side effects can be managed, it is substantially unlikely that the 

medication will interfere with the defendant’s ability to assist counsel in his defense). 

 Medicating the defendant with Haldol is likely to enhance rather than impair the 

defendant’s ability to have a fair trial.  The administration of Haldol is substantially likely 

to render the defendant competent to stand trial, and the side effects are substantially 

unlikely to impair his ability to assist counsel in his defense. 

III. The administration of antipsychotic drugs is the least intrusive 

treatment to restore the defendant to competence. 

Next, involuntarily medicating the defendant with Haldol is necessary to restore the 

defendant’s competence to stand trial since the least intrusive means have proven 

unsuccessful in restoring the defendant to competence.  

The defendant has been in psychotherapy since March 25, 2022; however, there has 

not been any improvement in the defendant’s condition.  See Letter from Dr. Ellis Ramani, 

Chief Psychiatrist Stetson State Hosp., to Maria Sanchez, Clerk of the Superior Ct., Ex.  B, 

53 (May 26, 2022).  The defendant still believes that he has a contract with the Department 

of Defense, expressing he wants to be “alert” when the Department of Defense contacts 
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him for his “brilliant discovery.” See Letter from Dr. Ellis Ramani, Ex.  B at 53.  As a 

result, the defendant refuses to take the antipsychotic medication recommended by his 

psychiatrist, making it extremely unlikely that his condition will improve and jeopardize 

spiraling deeper into the delusional state he currently is in. Id. (“If he is not treated with 

antipsychotic medication, he may spiral into a deeper delusional state.”); see United States 

v. Morris, No. 95-50-SLR, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 38785, at *20 (D. Del. Feb. 8, 2005) 

(holding involuntary medication of the defendant was necessary since the defendant’s 

condition prevented him from being responsive to least restrictive treatment such as 

cognitive therapy). 

Since the defendant cannot comprehend that he has a mental illness, any other least 

restrictive means could only serve as supplemental treatment.  See Treatment 

Recommendation Report from Dr. Ramani, 58 (July 11, 2022).  Medication is required to 

block the dopamine receptors from being over-stimulated. Id.  Until the dopamine receptors 

are blocked, it is extremely unlikely that the defendant’s condition will improve.  Id.  Thus, 

the only way to restore the defendant’s competence is by medicating the defendant with 

antipsychotic medication. Id.  Haldol is the least restrictive means to restore the defendant 

to competence to stand trial. 

IV. The administration of antipsychotic drugs is medically 

appropriate for the defendant. 

The defendant is spiraling into a deeper delusional state, affecting his lifestyle and 

his overall health.  Treatment Recommendation Report from Dr. Ramani, 58 (July 11, 
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2022).  Medicating the defendant with Haldol will not only promote the State of Stetson’s 

interests but the defendant's interests.   

The administration of Haldol is unlikely to be detrimental to the defendant's 

conditions, considering the defendant's medical needs.  The psychiatrist's medical plan 

considers the defendant’s pre-existing medical conditions.  Id. at 57.  There is no substantial 

evidence that the defendant’s pre-existing conditions jeopardize his health.  Id.  Further, 

the specialist will monitor the defendant's conditions to prevent any serious complications 

and be ready to adjust the medication considering the defendant's health when the 

medication is administered.  Id; see Gomes, 387 F.3d at 163 (holding treatment with Haldol 

was medically appropriate since there was no evidence the medication would be medically 

contraindicated in the defendant's situation). 

The defendant's mental illness does not allow him to understand that taking Haldol 

is in his best interest.  His mental illness placed him in the current position and could 

potentially place him in a worse condition if not treated.  Thus, the administration of Haldol 

is not only medically appropriate but necessary to restore the defendant to his old self, a 

brilliant and competent chemist working at the University of Stetson

 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the Government, for all of the reasons herein set forth, respectfully 

requests this Honorable Court, enter an Order granting the Government’s motion for the 

involuntary administration of antipsychotic medication to restore the defendant to 

competence to stand trial.   
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Dated: Sept. 1, 2022 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/      TEAM 208             

Attorneys for The Government 

Team 208 

 


