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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court reversed a criminal conviction because the trial court's Faretta canvass did
not adequately establish that Christian Stephon Miles knowingly and voluntarily waived his right to
counsel. The court held that when a defendant's responses reveal a lack of understanding regarding the
charges or potential aggregate sentences, the trial court must address that misunderstanding and
explain the risks of self-representation. The court also disapproved of the trial court's disparaging
comments about Miles's decision to proceed pro se and remanded the case for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Miles knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived his constitutional right to counsel after
the trial court's Faretta canvass failed to address his apparent misunderstanding of the aggregate
potential sentence and the charges.

2. Whether a trial court conducting a Faretta canvass must respond when the defendant's answers
affirmatively demonstrate a lack of understanding of the charges or the risks and disadvantages of self-
representation.

3. Whether a trial court may disparage a defendant's decision to waive counsel and proceed pro se.

HOLDINGS

1. A criminal defendant's waiver of the right to counsel must be knowing, intelligent, and voluntary, with a
full understanding of the risks and disadvantages of self-representation. Where the defendant does not
generally understand the aggregate potential sentence posed by the charges collectively, the record does
not establish that the defendant comprehended the risks of waiving counsel.

2. Although no particular questions or mechanical script are constitutionally required during a Faretta
canvass, when the defendant's responses affirmatively indicate a lack of understanding of the charges or
potential sentences, the trial court should address that misunderstanding and ensure that the defendant
decides whether to proceed pro se with eyes open.

3. A conviction obtained after an invalid waiver of the right to counsel is per se invalid and is not subject to
harmless-error analysis.

4. A trial court should not disparage a defendant's choice to exercise the constitutional right to waive
counsel and proceed pro se; the canvass must be conducted courteously and with the restraint, dignity,
decorum, and impartiality required of judicial proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A sentence of 5 years to life and a sentence of 12 years to life are simply not the same sentence.” (at 8)

“But a Faretta canvass is also not a list of questions to be asked without consideration of the answers. A
canvass is a conversation.” (at 9-10)

“While no specific questions are constitutionally required, a trial court that learns during the canvass that the
defendant may not understand the charges or the potential sentences should address that lack of
understanding.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Miles was charged with four serious offenses arising from his contact with a sixteen-year-old victim, whom he
allegedly enticed into prostitution, helped flee home, assisted in removing an ankle bracelet, and advertised on
Craigslist. Dissatisfied with appointed counsel, Miles sought to represent himself. During the Faretta canvass, he
demonstrated some understanding of trial procedure but could not adequately explain the elements of sex
trafficking and was told only generally that he faced five years to life, without an explanation of the aggregate
mandatory minimum sentence or the possibility that sentences could run consecutively. The trial court also
disparaged self-representation, then allowed Miles to proceed pro se; he was convicted and received consecutive
sentences totaling 163 months to life.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Miles was convicted in the Eighth Judicial District Court of sex trafficking of a child under eighteen, first-degree
kidnapping, living from the earnings of a prostitute, and child abuse, neglect, or endangerment. He represented
himself at trial after the district court granted his request to waive counsel following a Faretta canvass. The court
imposed consecutive sentences totaling 163 months to life. The Nevada Court of Appeals affirmed, but the
Nevada Supreme Court reversed and remanded because the canvass did not establish a knowing and voluntary
waiver of counsel.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court must conduct further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including a proper Faretta
canvass that addresses Miles's apparent lack of understanding of the potential aggregate sentence and the
elements or disadvantages relevant to the charged offenses.
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