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INTRODUCTION 

This case arises from a catastrophic fire that destroyed a residential building in 

Petersburg, Stetson, which resulted in the physical injury of Mr. and Mrs. Cole. After the 

Petersburg Fire Department successfully extinguished the fire, Certified Arson Investigator 

Kelly Severide conducted an arson investigation. The investigation confirmed that Unit 1, 

owned by Ashton Campbell, Defendant in this matter, was the origin of the fire.  

As a result, the State of Stetson charged Defendant with two counts of Reckless 

Arson Causing Physical Injury in violation of Stetson General Statutes § 53a-113. At 

Defendant’s arraignment, Honorable Judge Prince ordered a § 54-56d evaluation after both 

the State and opposing counsel shared concerns regarding Defendant’s competency to 

stand trial. The Department of Mental Health and Addiction Services (DMHAS) for the 

State of Stetson confirmed that Defendant exhibited psychotic symptoms – delusional 

beliefs that he was hired by the Department of Defense (DOD) to study and develop a new 

chemical weapons defense system. Defendant was temporarily committed at Stetson State 

Hospital but refused to take antipsychotic medication. As a result, Defendant’s delusions 

persist, rendering him incompetent and unable to stand trial. In order to ensure justice for 

the victims, the State respectfully requests that this Court grant its Motion for an Order of 

Involuntary Medication, pursuant to this Sell hearing.  
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

On January 31, 2022, the Petersburg Police Department responded to an emergency 

call to Defendant’s residence. Case File 4. Upon arrival, the units on the right side of the 

complex were ablaze, engulfed in flames. Id. At the scene of the incident, Dr. Terry 

Jackson, voluntarily approached Officer Hernandez and provided insight into the origin of 

the fire, implicating Defendant, Ashton Campbell. Id. 

Dr. Jackson and Defendant developed a friendship over their 30 years of 

employment at University of Stetson’s Chemistry Department. Case File 5. Dr. Jackson 

provided the Officer with information regarding his close relationship with Defendant, 

highlighting Defendant’s brilliance and lifestyle. Case File 6-7. Around May 2019, 

Defendant told Dr. Jackson that he obtained a contract working for the DOD. Case File 6. 

Despite their friendship, Defendant refused to share any details regarding his employment 

with the DOD, other than claiming he worked with the chemical weapons defense program. 

Id.  

In March 2020, once classes moved fully remote due to the pandemic, Dr. Jackson 

commented that Defendant’s behavior and attitude towards his students began to shift, and 

his physical appearance was disheveled. In January 2021, Defendant emailed Dr. Jackson 

asking him to cover one of his classes due to his hectic workload with the DOD. Id. 

Following this email exchange, Dr. Jackson and Defendant only spoke a few times via text 

or email, but it was always Dr. Jackson who initiated any contact. Case File 8. Dr. Jackson 

recognized a serious behavior change in Defendant around June 2021, when Defendant 
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came to campus to use the chemistry lab. Despite Defendant’s extensive experience, he 

could not find certain chemicals, including Bunsen burners and beakers, even though they 

were always in the same spot. Id. In fact, Defendant accused Dr. Jackson of hiding the lab 

equipment to undermine his research efforts. Id. 

Over the next six months, Dr. Jackson did not see Defendant in the lab, and despite 

Dr. Jackson reaching out to Defendant via text, Defendant’s responses became shorter and 

shorter. In December 2021, Defendant told Dr. Jackson that he would be teaching students 

regarding his discovery from the DOD. This bewildered Dr. Jackson because Defendant 

previously emphasized the project’s confidentiality. Around that time, Dr. Jackson noticed 

supplies were missing from the lab. However, Dr. Jackson never saw Defendant take 

anything, so he did not want to accuse him. Nonetheless, he reported the missing supplies 

to the administration. Case File 9. 

Once the Spring 2022 semester commenced, Defendant was nowhere to be found 

on campus and missed the first faculty meeting. Id. Out of concern, Dr. Jackson went to 

Defendant’s apartment at Hannah Village Condominium Complex on January 31, 2022. 

Defendant, indignantly, answered the door in his robe. Id. Dr. Jackson expressed his 

concerns regarding Defendant’s wellbeing, mentioning that certain chemicals and burners 

were missing from the lab. Defendant professed to Dr. Jackson that he took the chemicals 

and burners because he could not afford the thirty-minute drive each way to campus. In 

reality, the commute is only a five-minute drive. Dr. Jackson emphasized the dangers of 

having chemicals outside of the lab, but Defendant irrationally claimed he was just jealous 

of his breakthrough and closed the door in his face. Case File 10. Afterwards, Dr. Jackson 
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went straight to the Dean of the University to explain everything he just encountered but it 

was too late. Dr. Jackson heard sirens and rushed back to Defendant’s apartment, now 

engulfed in flames. Id.  

On February 7, 2022, Defendant was taken into custody. During the transport to his 

arraignment Defendant, unsolicited, screamed “I did nothing wrong. It was just a common 

accident. Call the Department of Defense – they’ll tell you!.” Id. At the arraignment, the 

Honorable Judge Prince ordered a §54-56 evaluation by the DMHAS. 

On February 23, 2022, the DMHAS conducted an evaluation of Defendant to 

determine his competency. Case File 33. This evaluation was conducted by Dr. Ellis 

Ramini, P.h.D., Dr. Fran Storen, Ph.D., and Mary Simonello, L.C.S.W. Defendant’s 

counsel was present during this evaluation and interview. Case File 33. The evaluation did 

not reveal any physical condition that would account for Defendant’s mental state. Case 

File 33. The team unanimously concluded that Defendant was not competent to stand trial 

because of his delusionary state and inability to assist in his own defense. Case File 36. On 

February 27, 2022, the DOD confirmed it never employed Defendant in any capacity. Case 

File 24. 

On March 8th, 2022, Mary Simonello testified regarding the evaluation of the 

Defendant and his competency to stand trial. The Honorable Judge Prince held that 

Defendant was incompetent to stand trial but mentioned a substantial probability he could 

be restored within the maximum statutory period of 18 months. Case File 32. Defendant 

was ordered to the custody of the DMHAS at Stetson State Hospital, Whittier Wing. Id. 

Beginning in March 2022, Dr. Ramani attempted to restore Defendant’s competency 



   
 

5 
 

through psychotherapy, but to no avail. If anything, the Defendant’s delusions intensified 

during this period. Case File 70. Defendant consistently refused antipsychotic medication 

which Doctors find necessary to restore him to competency. Case file 52. 

At the second competency hearing on May 31, 2022, the Honorable Judge Prince 

read a letter from the DMHAS which explained Defendant refused to take any 

antipsychotic medication, which the doctors confirmed was necessary to restore his 

competency. A Sell hearing was set for October 6, 2022, where this Court will hear why 

Defendant meets the required criteria to be involuntarily medicated with Haldol. Case file 

51.  
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ARGUMENT 

 The State’s Motion for an Order of Involuntary Medication should be granted 

because the antipsychotic drug, Haldol, will restore Defendant’s competency to stand trial. 

In order to prevail on its motion, the State must demonstrate that (1) there is an important 

governmental interest at stake; (2) the proposed medication is substantially likely to render 

Defendant competent for trial; (3) involuntary medication is necessary to further the 

government’s interest in prosecution; and (4) the medication is medically appropriate. See 

Sell v. United States, 539 U.S. 166 (2003).  

I. THE STATE HAS AN IMPORTANT GOVERNMENTAL INTEREST IN 

PROSECUTING DEFENDANT.  

This Court should grant the State’s Motion for an Order of Involuntary Medication 

because the State has a significant interest in prosecuting the Defendant to ensure justice 

for the victims. Undoubtedly, the government has an important interest in prosecuting 

serious crimes. Id. Moreover, the necessity of human security demands that the State 

prosecute serious crimes, whether against people or property. Id. In determining the 

seriousness of the crime, it is imperative to consider the maximum penalty the defendant 

faces. United States v. Mackey, 717 F.3d 569, 573 (8th Cir. 2013).  

A. TWO COUNTS OF RECKLESS ARSON CAUSING PHYSICAL 

INJURY IS A SERIOUS CRIME.  

In evaluating the seriousness of a crime, courts should consider the particular facts of 

the case. Id. Additionally, the maximum penalty charged against the defendant is an 
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objective indicator of the seriousness with which society recognizes the alleged offense. 

Id. 

The State has a strong interest in prosecuting serious offenses and ensuring the accused 

is brought to trial. Id. In Mackey, defendant failed to register as a sex offender as required 

under the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA). Id. at 571. Applying 

Sell’s first prong, the Mackey court opined that the maximum penalty authorized by statute 

reflects the seriousness of the crime. Id. at 573. Additionally, the court established that a 

potential ten-year imprisonment, the maximum sentence under the SORNA statute, is 

“serious under any reasonable standard. Id. Defendant contended that despite the ten-year 

maximum imprisonment sentence, the charged offense was a “status” crime and therefore 

did not meet the first prong test of Sell. Id. The court disagreed, stating that “[e]ven where 

the commission of an offense does not itself harm others directly, society may have a strong 

interest in prosecuting the violating and imposing punishment.” Id. at 574. See also United 

States v. Gillenwater, 749 F.3d 1094 (9th Cir. 2014) (finding that despite a sentencing 

range of 33 to 41 months, threating government officials through email was serious enough 

to establish the government’s interest in prosecution). 

 A charge of two counts of Reckless Arson Causing Physical Injury is objectively 

more serious than the Mackey charge because the maximum imprisonment sentence is 

twenty years. See generally id. at 573. The seriousness of these charges was recognized by 

Judge Prince himself, stating during the arraignment that “…these charges are significant, 

and the evidence against him is strong.” Case file 21. In truth, the instant case is more 
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compelling than Mackey. In Mackey, defendant faced a penalty of either a monetary fine 

or imprisonment of not more than ten years. See Mackey, 717 F.3d 573. Here, Defendant 

faces a maximum sentence of 20 years. Sec. 53a-113. Indeed, one count of Reckless Arson 

Causing Physical Injury would be more severe than the punishment in Mackey. Id. 

 Moreover, this crime is inherently more serious than Mackey because Defendant’s 

recklessness caused physically injury and destruction of a residential building. In contrast, 

the Mackey court deemed the defendant’s crime serious, even without property damage or 

physical injury. Id. Here, the seriousness is not abstract. It is undisputed that Mr. and Mrs. 

Cole were found unconscious in their home, and if it were not for the fire department’s 

prompt response, they would have died. Case file 11.  

B. THERE ARE NO SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES HERE THAT 

MINIMIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF PROSECUTION. 

Despite the severity of a crime, special circumstances may mitigate the government’s 

interest in prosecuting a defendant - including the amount of time defendant has already 

endured in custody and the possibility of civil confinement. United States v. Decoteau, 857 

F. Supp.2d 295, 302 (E.D.N.Y. 2012). Importantly, these factors only affect but do not 

completely undermine the State’s interest in prosecution. Sell, 539 U.S. at 180.  

In Decoteau, defendant was charged with conspiracy to commit wire fraud. Decoteau, 

857 F. Supp.2d at 297. After several suggestions of mental illness, a court-ordered 

examination diagnosed defendant with Delusional Disorder, grandiose type. Id. It was 

undisputed that defendant’s crime was serious – carrying a sentence range of 210-262 

months. Id. at 302. Nonetheless, defendant purported that the State’s interest in prosecuting 
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him was undercut for three reasons: (1) his intent to plead guilty; (2) his voluntary return 

to the country, psychiatric condition, and disagreement with the sentencing guidelines; and 

(3) he could be released and then prosecuted after regaining competency. Id. at 303. The 

court found these relevant circumstances unpersuasive and permitted the administration of 

involuntary medication. Id. at 304.  

This case lacks even the relevant circumstances argued in Decoteau. Admittingly, the 

sentencing range in Decoteau is longer; however, the particular facts at Defendant’s 

disposal are even less persuasive than in Decoteau. See id. As an initial matter, nothing in 

the record indicates that Defendant will plead guilty. Arguably, Defendant could point to 

his clean criminal record and upstanding position as a doctor as factors that undermine the 

State’s interest in prosecution. Case file 20. For whatever worth these arguments might 

have at the time of sentencing, they are both refutable and of little significance at this 

juncture. See Decoteau, 857 F. Supp.2d 295 at 303. Admittingly, these arguments could be 

considered by the Court when applying the sentencing guidelines, but they do not diminish 

the State’s significant interest in bringing justice for Mr. and Ms. Cole. Id. 

Even Defendant’s pre-trial confinement does not undermine the State’s interest in 

criminal prosecution. A defendant’s confinement for a significant amount of time affects 

but does not completely undermine the need for prosecution, and this Defendant was 

confined only for eight months. Gillenwater, 749 F.3d at 1101 (emphasis added). Eight 

months can hardly be considered “significant” against a maximum sentence of twenty 

years. Moreover, the State’s interest in criminal prosecution is still significant because a 
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conviction would place critical limitations on Defendant’s future – i.e., ability to teach on 

a college campus. See id. at 1102.  

Lastly, Defendant is unlikely to be considered for civil confinement because at this 

time, he is not a danger to himself or others. See Addington v. Texas, 441 U.S. 418, 426 

(1979). Irrespective, the possibility of future civil confinement does not totally undermine 

or replace the government’s interest for a criminal trial. Mackey, 717 F.3d at 574.  

II. INVOLUNTARY MEDICATION WILL SIGNIFICANTLY FURTHER 

THE STATE’S INTEREST IN PROSECUTING DEFENDANT.  

Without antipsychotic medication, Defendant’s delusions will persist, and he will 

conveniently remain incompetent for trial. Notably, the second prong of Sell is satisfied “if 

the treatment (1) is ‘substantially likely’ to restore defendant to competence while (2) being 

‘substantially unlikely’ to cause side effects that will interfere significantly with 

defendant's ability to assist in his defense.” Decoteau, 857 F. Supp. 2d at 304.  

Haldol is substantially likely to render Defendant competent for trial because the 

antipsychotic medication will ease his psychotic delusions. Defendant’s delusional state - 

believing that he works for the DOD and will be exonerated - is fundamentally interfering 

with his legal representation; therefore, a course of treatment that eliminates his 

incompetency is required. See generally People v. Coleman, 145 Cal. Rptr.3d 329 (Ct. App. 

2012).  

 In Coleman, defendant was charged with attempted forcible rape but found 

incompetent to stand trial due to schizophrenia disorder. Id. at 331. The court therefore 
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authorized defendant to be involuntarily administered antipsychotic medication. Id. at 332. 

After being administered Haldol for seven months, the court deemed defendant competent 

for trial. Id. Defendant thereafter began to refuse medication, and the progress he had 

gained quickly deteriorated. Id. Defendant’s delusions that nonexistent surveillance 

footage would exonerate him returned and interfered with his competency to stand trial. Id. 

at 335. A Sell hearing was conducted, and the court held that antipsychotic medication 

would substantially enable defendant to regain competency for trial. Id. 

 Here, Defendant’s severe psychotic delusions are similarly interfering with his legal 

representation. Although Defendant understands he is charged with serious crimes, his 

delusions are rendering him incompetent. Case file 30. Defendant cannot stand trial until 

these psychotic symptoms subside, as it is impermissible for a delusional defendant to rest 

the entire defense upon a delusional belief. United States v. Gomes, 387 F.3d 157, 161 (2d 

Cir. 2004); see also Decoteau, 857 F. Supp. 2d at 299 (explaining that the target of the 

involuntary medication is the symptoms and not the underlying disorder).  

 Dr. Ramani, Chief Psychiatrist at Stetson State Hospital, has opined that Haldol, a 

medication in use for over 70 years, is the preferred treatment method for Delusional 

Disorder and will restore Defendant to competency. Case file 56. In support of his opinion, 

Dr. Ramani cited an American Psychiatric Association (APA) study that found 73 percent 

of patients were restored to competency. Id. 

Despite the substantial likelihood of returning Defendant’s competency to stand trial, 

Haldol must also be substantially unlikely to have side effects that interfere with trial. Sell, 
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539 U.S. at 181 (emphasis add). The administration of Haldol can easily be adjusted 

according to Defendant’s needs, in order to obviate side effects. Case file 57. It is well 

accepted throughout the medical community that the majority of patients who are 

administered Haldol suffer, if at all, only from common side effects, including headache, 

dizziness, and nausea. Id.; see also Decoteau 857 F. Supp.2d at 299 (supporting that 

involuntary medication administration can proceed if side effects can be modified or 

adjusted.)   

Dr. Ramani also explained in the Treatment Recommendation Report that serious side 

effects of Haldol are quite rare and even if they arise, they can be easily managed by 

lowering the dosage. Case file 57. Moreover, patients who receive Haldol are likely to have 

common side effects, which are simply more of a nuisance. Id. These potential side effects 

will not interfere with Defendant’s reasoning, cognition, or understanding and are 

substantially unlikely to render the trial unfair in any capacity. Id.  

III. INVOLUNTARY MEDICATION IS NECESSARY TO FURTHER 

THOSE  INTERESTS. 

 

Under the third Sell factor, this Court must determine whether involuntary 

medication is necessary to further an important government interest. 539 U.S. 166 at 

181.  When measuring the necessity of forced medication, the Supreme Court has 

instructed trial courts to consider whether “alternative, less intrusive treatments are 

unlikely to achieve substantially the same result.” Id. Nevertheless, when a defendant has 

no insight into his mental illness, courts recognize the ineffectiveness of alternative 

treatment such as psychotherapy. Gomes, 387 F.3d at 162.  
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A. DEFENDANT LACKS INSIGHT INTO HIS DELUSIONAL 

DISORDER. 

 

         Courts have concluded that when a defendant lacks sight on their mental illness, 

psychotherapy is ineffective. Id. In Gomes, the defendant was ordered to the custody of the 

Attorney General to determine whether there was a substantial possibility he would attain 

the capacity to proceed to trial in the foreseeable future. Id. at 159.  The staff psychologist 

who evaluated defendant for 29 days diagnosed defendant with a Delusional 

Disorder. Id. Relying on the government’s expert, the court held that less intrusive means 

were unlikely to restore defendant’s competence because defendant lacked insight into his 

mental condition. Id. at 162-163; See also Gillenwater, 749 F.3d at 1104 (holding 

psychotherapy was bound to fail because defendant lacks insight into his condition and 

rejecting defendant’s doctor who claimed psychoactive medication was unnecessary.) 

Similarly, here, psychotherapy will be ineffective to render Defendant competent 

because he, too, undisputedly lacks insight into his mental illness. See Gomes, 387 F.3d at 

162. For instance, Pat Griffin testified that Defendant will be the first to tell you that “he is 

not crazy like they say he is.” Case File 70.  Ms. Griffin also testified she heard Defendant 

tell another patient “I’ll never take those damn pills! I’m not crazy. I’m a genius! Probably 

the best chemist in the world and the DOD knows it”. Id. at 71.  Therefore, as illustrated, 

despite no record of Defendant ever working for the DOD, Defendant has continued to 

claim works for the DOD. Id. at 24. Strikingly, here, doctors evaluated and attempted to 

treat Defendant approximately four times longer than the doctor in Gomes. 387 F.3d at 

159; Case File 55. Under Gomes, this Court must find less intrusive means unlikely to 
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restore Defendant’s competency because he lacks insight into his mental illness. 305 F. 

Supp. 2d at 162; See also Gillenwater, 749 F.3d at 1104.  

B. PSYCHOTHERAPY HAS ALREADY BEEN INEFFECTIVE IN 

RESTORING DEFENDANT’S COMPETENCY. 

 

The issue is not whether the government has attempted alternative therapy, but 

whether such therapy would be “unlikely to achieve the substantially same results” as 

medication. United States v. James, 959 F.3d 660, 667 (5th Cir. 2020). In James, defendant 

claimed the government did not satisfy the third prong of Sell, because it did not consider 

the possibility of alternative treatment other than group educational classes. Id. The court 

credited the government witnesses and held that less intrusive methods of treatment would 

be ineffective. Id. at 668. (holding that although the government’s position would be 

strengthened if it could cite alternative treatment options that had been tried for the 

defendant without success, there is no requirement that it first pursue such alternatives).  

         Psychotherapy has already failed to achieve substantially the same results as 

medication. See id. at 668. Dr. Ramani cited the APA study, where around 75% of 

defendants suffering from Delusional Disorders were restored to competency following the 

court mandated treatment. Case File 56. Defendant’s own expert, Dr. Lee, himself 

published an article in the American Journal of Psychiatry titled “Cognitive Behavioral 

Therapy: Sometimes It Works, Sometimes it Doesn’t.” Id. at 68. Not only does this 50/50 

likelihood contradict the third prong in Sell, but the title also itself reads as a gamble and 

given the severity of this crime, Defendant’s competency should not be left to 

chance. Unlike defendant in James, Defendant here has already engaged in psychotherapy 
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with Dr. Ramani and Dr. Storen for months with absolutely no success in mitigating 

Defendant’s delusions. See 959 F.3d at 669; Case File 55.  If anything, Defendant’s 

delusions intensified. Id. at 70. Under James, there is no requirement for the government 

to pursue CBT, especially because psychotherapy has already been ineffective. See 959 

F.3d at 669; Case File 58. Moreover, this Court must find CBT ineffective because 

psychotherapy has already been proven to exacerbate Defendant’s delusions. See James, 

959 F.3d at 667. 

IV. ADMINISTERING THE HALDOL IS MEDICALLY APPROPRIATE 

        Under the fourth prong of Sell, this Court must consider whether involuntary 

medication is medically appropriate and in the best medical interest of defendant.  539 U.S. 

166 at 181. Moreover, courts require a proposed treatment plan that considers all the 

particular characteristics of defendant. See U.S. v. Green, 532 F.3d 538, 555 (6th Cir. 

2008). Although Haldol has potential side effects, the risk is slight and can be minimized 

through careful monitoring. United States v. Bethea, No. 4:05CR00329 HEAAGF, 2006 

WL 1313977, at *6 (E.D. Mo. May 11, 2006). 

A. DR. RAMANI’S TREATMENT PLAN IS TAILORED TO 

DEFENDANT. 

 

         An individualized treatment plan clearly meets the requirement that the proposed 

course of treatment is “medically appropriate.” See Green, 532 F.3d at 555–

56.  In Green, the doctor identified the specific medications that would be used and the 

reasons for the selection of each drug, the dosages that would be administered, the duration 

of the treatment period, the possible side effects and the specific plan for evaluating and 

https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1.next.westlaw.com%2FLink%2FDocument%2FFullText%3FfindType%3DY%26serNum%3D2016530757%26pubNum%3D506%26originatingDoc%3DI60392c04abeb11e28500bda794601919%26refType%3DRP%26fi%3Dco_pp_sp_506_555%26originationContext%3Ddocument%26transitionType%3DDocumentItem%26ppcid%3D9cc18127b479411fbc51ce7beceac35f%26contextData%3D(sc.Keycite)%23co_pp_sp_506_555&data=05%7C01%7Caxd1037%40miami.edu%7Caea35b76445d4440f6c408da8b9c3622%7C2a144b72f23942d48c0e6f0f17c48e33%7C0%7C0%7C637975800278334886%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=S%2FNflCQikKpndruw%2BFi7zfjSBFQwL%2Fymv6aHIJh%2Bcz8%3D&reserved=0
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1.next.westlaw.com%2FLink%2FDocument%2FFullText%3FfindType%3DY%26serNum%3D2016530757%26pubNum%3D506%26originatingDoc%3DI60392c04abeb11e28500bda794601919%26refType%3DRP%26fi%3Dco_pp_sp_506_555%26originationContext%3Ddocument%26transitionType%3DDocumentItem%26ppcid%3D9cc18127b479411fbc51ce7beceac35f%26contextData%3D(sc.Keycite)%23co_pp_sp_506_555&data=05%7C01%7Caxd1037%40miami.edu%7Caea35b76445d4440f6c408da8b9c3622%7C2a144b72f23942d48c0e6f0f17c48e33%7C0%7C0%7C637975800278334886%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=S%2FNflCQikKpndruw%2BFi7zfjSBFQwL%2Fymv6aHIJh%2Bcz8%3D&reserved=0


   
 

16 
 

treating any emerging side effects. Id. Based on the doctor's modified approach to the 

specific defendant and his condition, the government satisfied the fourth prong in Sell. Id. 

at 558.  See also U.S. v. Abrego No. CR-11-02275-PHX-GMS, 2013 WL 551443, at *5 

(D. Ariz. Feb. 13, 2013) (finding that the government established by clear and convincing 

evidence that involuntary medication is medically appropriate because the government 

doctors’ reports revealed they were proceeding with caution and sensitivity). But see 

United States v. Evans, 404 F.3d 227, 242 (4th Cir. 2005) (holding the fourth prong 

in Sell was not satisfied because the government merely discussed antipsychotic drugs and 

their benefits and burdens in a general manner that in no way considered 

the particularized medical needs of defendant in question).  

Here, like the doctors in Green, Dr. Ramani has presented a clear treatment plan 

modified specifically to Defendant and his underlying conditions. See Green at 532 F.3d 

at 557; Case File 55-58. In an attempt to undermine Dr. Ramani, Defendant may claim he 

overlooked Defendant’s cardiac arrhythmia, hypertension, and diabetes as factors that put 

him at elevated risk of side effects. However, Dr. Ramani approached each of those 

underlying conditions with vigilance in the proposed treatment plan. Id. at 57. Defendant’s 

pacemaker has had no complications for over twenty years, and his blood pressure and 

diabetes have continued to be successfully managed. Id. If anything, Dr. Lee is the one not 

proceeding with caution and sensitivity because the stress caused by the delusions 

regarding the DOD will likely continue to raise Defendant’s blood pressure. Id. With 

respect to Defendant’s diabetes, Dr. Ramani was not aware of any studies that reflect 

worsening diabetes in those that already suffer from the condition and Dr. Lee was only 
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able to provide data on the risk of developing diabetes. Id.; Id. at 64.  Unlike the doctor 

in Evans, Dr. Ramani considered the particularized medical needs of Defendant. See 404 

F.3d 227 at 242.  

As with any medication, there are inevitably potential side effects, however, the 

common side effects of Haldol do not entail risk of serious harm and are more inconvenient 

than they are debilitating. Case File 57.  Despite the improbable risks of serious side 

effects, Dr. Ramani still has detailed protocols to ensure Defendant’s 

health. Id. Under Green, the fact that Dr. Ramani offered alternatives depending on 

Defendant’s reaction to forced medication only supports the individualized and 

appropriately tailored nature of the treatment plan. See 532 F.3d at 557.  

Despite evidence proving otherwise, Defendant may argue he has dementia, finding 

Haldol inappropriate. However, this argument fails. Although Delusional Disorders are not 

so common, they are certainly not a “hoax” like Dr. Lee says they are. Case File 74. The 

APA explains that healthcare providers accurately diagnose Delusional Disorders when a 

person has one or more delusions for one month or more that cannot be explained by 

another condition by analyzing imaging tests, a urine drug screen, and blood tests. Id. at 40. 

Here, there are irrefutably no physical signs of dementia in CT scans and MRI imaging of 

Defendant’s brain. Case File 62. Dr. Ramani’s diagnosis is supported by the APA because 

Defendant’s delusions have worsened since May 2019 and there are no physical signs 

indicating another cause of the delusion in his brain. Case File 40. While the Government 

concedes Defendant has displayed some confusion and forgetfulness, according to the 

APA, Dementia is very detectable in CT scans and MRI imaging. Id. Defendant may try to 
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claim the lack of physical evidence is due to Defendant suffering preliminary stages of 

Dementia, but this baseless claim is contradicted by the fact Defendant began claiming 

affiliation with the DOD over three years ago. Id. at 6. 

B. THE ADMINISTRATION OF HALDOL WILL POSITIVELY IMPACT 

DEFENDANT. 

 

It is in a defendant’s best medical interest to live a life free of delusions. United 

States v. Villalobos, No. 3:19-CR-00040-DCN, 2022 WL 716745, at *12 (D. Idaho Mar. 

10, 2022). In Villalobos, defendant’s delusions were not only confined to his ability to 

stand trial, but they also profoundly negatively impacted his relationships with those closest 

to him. Id. The court found giving defendant medication will help him reunite with his 

loved ones rather than viewing them as enemies in his conspiratorial delusions. Id. (holding 

that the high success rate of antipsychotic medication in individuals with Delusional 

Disorder clearly indicates that this treatment would make a positive impact on defendant 

in his best medical interest). 

Similarly, Defendant has a medical interest in living a life free of delusions. See id. Dr. 

Jackson highlighted his thirty-year friendship with Defendant. Case file 5. Like defendant 

in Villalobos, Defendant’s delusions have deteriorated his relationship with Dr. 

Jackson. Id. No. 3:19-CR-00040-DCN, 2022 WL 716745, at *12; Case File 5-10. 

Although once a close friend and colleague, Defendant has become increasingly aggressive 

towards Dr. Jackson and has continuously accused him of sabotaging his imaginary work 

with the DOD. Id. Under Villalobos, the high success rate of Haldol will allow Defendant 
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to reunite with his close friend rather than viewing him as an enemy in his deranged 

delusions.  See No. 3:19-CR-00040-DCN, 2022 WL 716745, at *12. 

CONCLUSION 

 The State’s Motion for an Order of Involuntary Medication should be granted 

because Defendant will not be able to regain his competency to stand trial without being 

administered antipsychotic medication. Defendant’s crime, Reckless Arson Causing 

Physical Injury, is undeniably serious when taking into consideration the surrounding 

circumstances of the case and the maximum sentence of imprisonment. However, 

Defendant’s delusional state is preventing him from standing trial. Given these 

circumstances, it is necessary for Defendant to be administered Haldol to ease the psychotic 

symptoms he is exhibiting before this Court can render him competent to stand trial. Lastly, 

Dr. Ramani’s modified treatment plan is medically appropriate because it will allow 

Defendant to live a life free of delusions with minimal side effects. For the forgoing 

reasons, the State respectfully requests that this Court grant its Motion for Involuntary 

Medication.  
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