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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court held that when the State adds a new charge after a defendant has
waived a jury trial, the district court must obtain a renewed, personal waiver for the added charge. The
court concluded that defense counsel’s reference to an earlier waiver did not satisfy Minnesota Rule of
Criminal Procedure 26.01 and that the error was plain, prejudicial, and affected the fairness and
integrity of the proceedings. The court reversed the court of appeals, vacated the first-degree criminal
sexual conduct conviction, and remanded for further proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Little appealed the Minnesota Court of Appeals' affirmance of his first-
degree criminal sexual conduct conviction after a bench trial
conducted without a renewed personal jury-trial waiver following the
State's amendment of the complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied plain-error analysis because Little did not object at
trial, but concluded that relief was warranted without resolving
whether harmless-error or plain-error review governed. Plain error
requires an error, that is plain, that affects substantial rights, and that
seriously affects the fairness and integrity of the judicial proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a defendant who has waived a jury trial must personally renew that waiver when the State later
amends the complaint to add a new criminal charge.

2. Whether defense counsel's statement that a prior jury-trial waiver had been placed on the record satisfies
the personal-waiver requirement for the newly added charge.

3. Whether the district court's failure to obtain a renewed personal waiver constituted plain error affecting
Little's substantial rights and requiring relief.

HOLDINGS

1. When the State amends a criminal complaint after a defendant has waived a jury trial, the district court
must obtain a renewed waiver of the defendant's right to a jury trial on the newly added charge.

2. Defense counsel's statement that a record had been made of Little's earlier waiver did not satisfy
Minnesota's requirement that the defendant personally waive the right to a jury trial in writing or on the
record in open court.

3. The district court's failure to obtain a personal jury-trial waiver on the added first-degree charge was
plain error affecting Little's substantial rights, and reversal was required to protect the fairness and
integrity of the judicial proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“when the State amends the complaint after a defendant’s jury-trial waiver, the district court must obtain a
renewed waiver of the defendant’s right to a jury trial on the newly added charge.” (883)

“Because the statement relied on by the State came from Little’s attorney—not Little himself—the statement
does not satisfy the requirements of Minn. R. Crim. P. 26.01.” (883)

“As a result, we reverse Little’s first-degree criminal sexual conduct conviction and remand for further
proceedings consistent with this opinion.” (887)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The State initially charged Little with third- and fourth-degree criminal sexual conduct arising from an encounter
with a 14-year-old girl. Little personally waived a jury trial on January 20, 2011. After the State amended the
complaint on February 1 to add first-degree criminal sexual conduct, Little did not receive the amended
complaint and never personally waived a jury trial on the added charge. The district court conducted a bench
trial and convicted Little on all three counts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court found Little guilty of first-, third-, and fourth-degree criminal sexual conduct after conducting
a bench trial. It denied his post-trial motion and sentenced him to 153 months in prison. The court of appeals



affirmed the first-degree conviction, concluding that the district court did not plainly err because no precedent
required a renewed jury waiver after an amended complaint. The Minnesota Supreme Court reversed, vacated
the first-degree conviction, and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court of appeals' decision was reversed, Little's first-degree criminal sexual conduct conviction was vacated,
and the matter was remanded to the district court for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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