S15
Insanity

There is an issue about the Defendant’s sanity when the charged offense occurred. If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that the Defendant committed the offense, you must consider whether the Defendant was “not guilty only by reason of insanity.”
A defendant is “insane” only if the defendant is unable – because of severe mental disease or defect – to appreciate the nature and quality or wrongfulness of an act. But mental disease or defect doesn’t otherwise constitute a defense.
On the issue of insanity, it is the Defendant who must prove his insanity by clear and convincing evidence. Clear and convincing evidence is evidence sufficient to persuade you that the Defendant’s claim is highly probable. It is a higher standard of proof than a preponderance of the evidence but less exacting than proof beyond a reasonable doubt.
A “preponderance of the evidence” is enough evidence to persuade you that the Defendant’s claim is more likely true than not true.
If the Defendant proves insanity by clear and convincing evidence, then you must find the Defendant “not guilty only by reason of insanity.” 
So there are three possible verdicts:
· guilty;

· not guilty; and
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