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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: Masrch 24, 2025
	County: White PIne County
	Court: White Pine District Court
	Judge: Dobrescu
	Defense Attorney: Andrew Fritz
	Prosecutors: Melissa Brown
	Number of Clients: 1  Charlene Romero
	Hearing Types: Change of Plea
	RemarksRecommendationsNotes continue on reverse: Charlene Romero - case was resolved by a no contest plea to a Category E felony for burglary of vehicle as a result of a settlement conference.   Both parties agreed to recommend
	RemarksRecommendationsNotes continued: probation and drug treatment.   After entry of plea counsel was able to secure release from custody pending sentencing, demonstrating knowledge of the client and underlying issues faced by client.
	How was the Attorneyclient communication: Good
	The Attorneys courtroom advocacy skills were: Good
	How knowledgable was the Attorney about their cases: Very knowledgeable
	How prepared did the Attorney appear: Well prepared


