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PER CURI AM !

Fl ores appeals his conviction on weapons offenses. Because
the district court erred in denying Flores's request to waive
counsel and represent hinself, we vacate the judgnent of conviction
and remand for a new trial.

l.

A jury found Jesse Flores guilty of making firearns (count

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



one), possession of an unregistered firearm(count two), possession
of a nonserialized firearm (count three), and possession of
firearnms by a convicted fel on enhanced (count four). The district
court inposed concurrent terns of inprisonnment of 120 nonths on
counts one, two, and three and 262 nont hs on count four; concurrent
ternms of supervised release of three years on each count; and a
speci al assessnent of $200.
1.

Flores argues that the district court deprived him of his
right to represent hinself at trial. He contends that his waiver
of his right to counsel was knowi ng, intelligent, and unequivocal.

A defendant has a constitutional right to waive counsel and
conduct his own defense. Faretta v. California, 422 U S. 806, 833-
35, 95 S. . 2525, 45 L.Ed.2d 562 (1975). "To assert his right of
sel f-representation, a defendant nust "~ knowi ngly and intelligently'
waive his right to counsel, and the request nust be "clear and
unequi vocal .'" Burton v. Collins, 937 F.2d 131, 133 (5th Gr.),
cert. denied, 112 S . C. 642 (1991) (citations omtted). A
def endant has a stronger right to self-representation if he nmakes
his request before trial begins. See Fulford v. Maggio, 692 F.2d
354, 362 (5th Cr. 1982), rev'd on other grounds, 462 U S 111
(1983).

On the day the case was set for jury selection and trial
Flores filed a request for | eave to represent hinself and to permt
st andby counsel. Counsel argued that Flores had worked as a

paral egal and had prepared sone of the pleadings in the case



Under oath, Flores stated that he understood the charges agai nst
him he had been involved in researching his case for severa
mont hs, he was a paral egal and possessed the necessary skills to
conduct his defense, and he had hel ped nmany others in prison to
draft their pleadings and enjoyed sone success. The district court
expressed di sagreenent with Flores' decision, warned himthat he
woul d be bound by the rules of procedure and evi dence, and advi sed
himto proceed with counsel
The district court found that Flores had not nade an
intelligent waiver of his right to counsel and denied his notionto
represent hinself. This finding was error. A reading of the
transcript reveal s no reason to question that Flores' waiver of his
right to counsel was clear, unequivocal, know ng, and intelligent.
Al t hough the Governnment contends that Flores did not
understand the nature of the charges against him the record does
not support that contention. The Governnent argues that Flores did
not present docunentation that he was a paral egal and had not
worked in that capacity for ten years. However, assumng that is
true, specific details of Flores's paralegal background have
limted relevance to the issue before the district court: Dd
Flores intelligently waive his right to counsel? Flores's
techni cal | egal know edge "was not rel evant to an assessnent of his
know ng exercise of the right to defend hinself." Faretta v.
California, 422 U S. at 836.
Because Fl ores nade a cl ear, unequivocal, intelligent, know ng

wai ver of his right to counsel, the district court erred in denying



himthe right to represent hinmself. Accordingly, the judgnent of
convi ction and sentence is vacated and the case is remanded for a
new trial.?

VACATED and REMANDED.

2 Flores raised one additional issue which we consider
because its resolution may assist in the retrial. Flores
contends the district court erred in refusing to furnish himwth
the nanme of the confidential informant whose affidavit supported
a search warrant. The district court, after an in canera
heari ng, gave adequate reasons for denying Flores' request and
the record supports its ruling. Flores also asked for a redacted
copy of the affidavit with nanes and other information that m ght
identify the informant deleted. If Flores renews this notion,
the district court should give an explanation for its ruling.

See United States v. Singh, 922 F.2d 1169 (5th Gr.), cert
denied, 111 S.Ct. 2066 (1991).



