United States v. Rainford

Citation: United States v. Rainford, No. 24-7022 (10th Cir. Dec. 9, 2025) (published).

In this case, out of the Tenth Circuit, relying in part on CAAF decisions, reverses
a conviction for an instructional error concerning the involuntary intoxication defense.

Robert Rainford and Trent Scroggins were friendly next-door
neighbors in Muskogee, Oklahoma. They had no history of
conflict. But one morning, Rainford knocked on the back door
of Scroggins’ house. Scroggins, expecting an amiable chat,
said hello and then went out to his patio to show Rainford his
rock garden. Once outside, Rainford shot Scroggins ten times
in the back. Scroggins’ stepson watched from the window as
Rainford shot his stepfather and then stood over his lifeless
body cursing at him. After he was arrested, Rainford told the
police that Scroggins had molested Rainford’s daughter, so he
shot him to protect her. In reality, Scroggins had never done
anything inappropriate to Rainford’s daughter. Rainford was
examined by a Bureau of Prisons (BOP) psychologist who
concluded that he suffered from paranoid delusions and was
psychotic when he shot Scroggins. In the months leading up
to the shooting, Rainford had been prescribed exceedingly
high doses of the prescription amphetamine Adderall. The
BOP psychologist determined that this prescription caused
amphetamine-induced psychosis. At trial, Rainford raised
involuntary intoxication from his Adderall consumption as an
affirmative defense. The jury was instructed on involuntary
intoxication, but they were told that Rainford could not have
been involuntarily intoxicated if he had knowledge of
Adderall’s possible intoxicating effects or if he had used illegal
drugs while on Adderall.

As a threshold question, the Court notes how, unlike insanity, Congress has not
codified involuntary intoxication as an affirmative defense. Nonetheless, the Tenth
Circuit recognized involuntary intoxication as a potential defense in United States v.
Bindley, 157 F.3d 1235, 1241 (10th Cir. 1998). The Court found further support for its
existence from British common law, state court decisions, the Model Penal Code, and
military law. Included in its survey of involuntary intoxication decisions are two CAAF
cases: United States v. MacDonald and United States v. Hensler. These cases not only
recognized an affirmative defense of involuntary intoxication but also aided the Court in
defining the limits of the defense.


https://www.ca10.uscourts.gov/sites/ca10/files/opinions/010111349071.pdf

In particular, the Court turned to CAAF’s decision in United States v. Hensler, 44
M.J. 184 (C.A.A.F. 1996), to distinguish between the level of knowledge necessary to
eliminate the defense. In Hensler, the appellant raised the defense of involuntary
intoxication caused by the mixing of alcohol with several drugs. Id. at 186. She argued
the combination left her in a state where she could not have the requisite intent to
commit fraternization. Id. CAAF held involuntary intoxication applied for the first
specification of fraternization but could not apply for fraternization specifications on
future dates because, by that point, the appellant had knowledge of how mixing those
substances affected her. Id. at 189. The Rainford Court relied on Hensler for two
propositions. First, the initial experience of mixing drugs can provide knowledge of how
those drugs affect the defendant for subsequent uses. Second, the presence of non-
medically prescribed substances (drugs or alcohol) do not eliminate an involuntary
intoxication defense if the defendant had no knowledge how those substances would
interact.

Drawing from this background, the Tenth Circuit listed the four
forms of involuntary intoxication it recognizes.

(1) where the intoxication was caused by the fault of another
(i.e., through force, duress, fraud, or contrivance); (2) where
the intoxication was caused by an innocent mistake on the
part of the defendant; (3) where a defendant unknowingly
suffers from a physiological or psychological condition that
renders him abnormally susceptible to a legal intoxicant
(sometimes referred to as “pathological intoxication”); and (4)
where unexpected intoxication results from a medically
prescribed drug.

At trial, the district court instructed the jury that:

An intoxicated condition produced involuntarily by innocent
mistake is not present in any of the following situations:

(1) where Mr. Rainford was abusing Adderall, whether in the
prescribed amount or not;

(2) where Mr. Rainford was using Adderall along with illegal
drugs like methamphetamine;

(3) where Mr. Rainford had knowledge or should have had
knowledge based on warnings or prior experience, of the
possible intoxicating effects of Adderall. Warnings about the
intoxicating effects of Adderall can come from medical



professionals, like doctors or pharmacists, or anyone else
familiar with the effects of Adderall; or

(4) where Mr. Rainford misrepresented facts to his
prescribing practitioners in order to obtain Adderall. If
innocent mistake is not present, you may not find involuntary
intoxication.

The Court held instructions (2) and (3) were in error. Starting with (3), the Court
held that what “matters is whether a defendant had knowledge of the specific kind of
intoxicating effect that is alleged to have occurred.” Here, the Court held that the
prescription drugs warnings of “possible intoxicating effects” are not necessarily
sufficient to show the defendant had knowledge to disqualify the involuntary
intoxication defense. As for (2), the Court held it was error to instruct the jury that the
use of illegal drugs “along with” prescription medication per se voids an involuntary
intoxication defense. “The relevant question is not whether Rainford used an illegal
drug, but whether methamphetamine was the cause of Rainford’s mental state on the
day of the offense instead of the prescribed Adderall.”

Sound similar? Last term, CAAF published United States v. Navarro-Aguirre
where Appellant challenged the legal sufficiency of the wrongful use of Ambien in a
contested court-martial and the providence of a guilty plea to reckless driving. United
States v. Navarro-Aguirre, No. 24-0146/AF (C.A.A.F. July 24, 2025). Judge Johnson,
dissenting in part, noted how the military judge instructed the appellant on voluntary
intoxication instead of involuntary intoxication. Based on the appellant’s admissions
and the military judge’s instructional error, “we cannot reasonably infer that Appellant
culpably disregarded the risk to others by using lawfully prescribed medication, at the
correct dosage, immediately prior to sleeping, as it was intended.”

There is no evidence he had ever taken Ambien before or had
any personal knowledge of how it would affect him. The
prescribing nurse practitioner testified that people’s reactions
to Ambien use differ, so people “have to govern [their]
response based on [their] own knowledge after taking [it] at
least once or a few times to know” how it affects them. She
never testified to informing Appellant of the possibility of
sleep driving as a side effect. Nor is there evidence in the
record to support that Appellant was aware that “complex
sleep behaviors, including . . . sleep-driving,” was a known
side effect, or that he may be susceptible to it.

The relevant question is whether the accused is aware of the specific kind of intoxicating
effect.



Appellant’s counsel in Navarro-Aguirre did not raise instructional error on
appeal, so this discussion of involuntary intoxication only arose in the context of
whether the appellant’s statements supported a mens rea of recklessness. CAAF
affirmed the appellant’s guilty plea, but practitioners should stay aware of the difference
between involuntary and voluntary intoxication.



