
DIDS Attorney Observation Report Reviewer
Date County
Court Judge
Defense Attorney Prosecutor(s)
Attorney Present  In person Number of Clients
Defendants Present  one present two virtual Custodial Status  2 out 1 in custody  
Hearing Types
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Yes    

Yes    

Yes    

N/A  

 N/A  

  N/A  

N/A    

 Yes   
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No 
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Remarks/Recommendations/Notes (continue on reverse):

Attorney's Preparedness

Overall Assessments

Did the Attorney appear for court?
Did the Attorney have the file?

Did the Attorney appear prepared to handle their clients' cases?

Did the Attorney present mitigating evidence and provide argument at 
sentencing?
Did the Attorney address the Presentence Investigation Report (PSI) and/or 
Psychosexual Evaluation/Risk Assessment appropriately?

Did the Attorney counsel each client to refrain from waiving trial rights until the 
attorney completed investigation of the case?
Did the Attorney appear to have counseled clients to refrain from waiving any 
rights at arraignment?
Did the Attorney appear to adequately advise clients of the consequences of 
accepting a plea or going to trial, including any collateral consequences?

Did the court require defendant(s) to reimburse the entity for representation?

Overall, does the Attorney appear to be providing effective representation to 
their clients?

Does the Attorney appear to have a sustainable workload?

Did the Attorney appear to have had a substantive, confidential meeting with 
each client before court?

     How was the Attorney/client communication?

     The Attorney's courtroom advocacy skills were:

     How knowledgable was the Attorney about their cases?

     How prepared did the Attorney appear?

Did the Attorney argue for pretrial release/OR, or for reasonable bail?
Case Stage-Specific Issues

dmsla
Cross-Out



Remarks/Recommendations/Notes, continued:
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	Reviewer: David Schieck
	Date: January 13, 2025
	County: White Pine County
	Court: White Pine District Court
	Judge: Fairman
	Defense Attorney: Jane Eberhardy
	Prosecutors: Melissa Brown
	Number of Clients: 3  Jordan; Evans; Wooldridge
	Hearing Types: Sentencing, Status, Status
	RemarksRecommendationsNotes continue on reverse: -Nichole Jordan.  Sentencing hearing for client in Reno for inpatient drug treatment.  Counsel was very familiar with the progress of the client pending formal sentencing on a Category C
	RemarksRecommendationsNotes continued: felony.  Noted typographical errors in the PSI report and argued mitigating factors of the client's life and addiction history as well as goals for the future.   The Court followed the negotiations and entered a suspended sentence of 19-48 months with drug treatment required throughout.   Eberhardy consistently makes excellent presentations at sentencing and in this case had submitted a confidential filing for the Court to review.   Clearly this is the type of sentencing advocacy the Court was looking to receive on indigent defense cases.

-Keythan Evans.  Status hearing for in custody client on probation and whom had failed to appear for status hearings and failed to stay in contact with his probation officer and had been picked up on a bench warrant for failure to appear.  He had also not stayed in contact with his attorney during this period.  The Court released Evans and set a status hearing and ordered weekly contact with his probation officer.  No violation report had been filed so the Court did not have the option of revoking his probation at this hearing.   Counsel was familiar with the facts and history of the client, who seemed not motivated to succeed despite efforts of the Court.  Will likely have additional reports on Evans in future court observations.

-Ryan Wooldridge.  Status hearing on suspended sentence.  Client out of custody and undergoing training for a variety of vocations.   Ongoing case wherein Court is using status hearings to ensure that client stays out trouble.   Counsel was familiar with the case and the status of the client, and had been in regular contact with the client.
	How was the Attorneyclient communication: Excellent
	The Attorneys courtroom advocacy skills were: Good
	How knowledgable was the Attorney about their cases: Very
	How prepared did the Attorney appear: Well prepared.


