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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF IOWA

No. 3-835 / 02-1830

Filed November 26, 2003

STATE OF IOWA,


Plaintiff-Appellee,

vs.

VICTOR R. STOTLER,


Defendant-Appellant.


Appeal from the Iowa District Court for Lee (South) County, William L. Dowell, Judge.


Victor Stotler appeals from his conviction and sentence for possession of more than five grams of methamphetamine with intent to deliver in violation of Iowa Code section 124.401(1)(b)(7) (2001).  AFFIRMED.


Linda Del Gallo, State Appellate Defender, and Tricia Johnston, Assistant Appellate Defender, for appellant.


Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General, Sheryl Soich, Assistant Attorney General, and Michael Short, County Attorney, for appellee.


Considered by Huitink, P.J., and Zimmer and Miller, JJ.

HUITINK, P.J.

Victor Stotler appeals from his conviction and sentence for possession of more than five grams of methamphetamine with intent to deliver in violation of Iowa Code section 124.401(1)(b)(7) (2001).  Stotler claims he was denied effective assistance of trial counsel.


I.  Standard of Review


We review ineffective assistance of counsel claims de novo.  State v. Bergmann, 600 N.W.2d 311, 313 (Iowa 1999).


II.  Ineffective Assistance of Trial Counsel

Stotler argues he has been denied effective assistance of counsel by his attorney’s (1) failure to preserve error by making a specific motion for judgment of acquittal; (2) failure to adequately explain the charges; and (3) failure to argue the weight of the evidence required a new trial.  Ordinarily, we preserve ineffective assistance of counsel claims for postconviction proceedings to enable full development of the record and to afford trial counsel an opportunity to respond.  Berryhill v. State, 603 N.W.2d 243, 245 (Iowa 1999).  “Even a lawyer is entitled to his day in court, especially when his professional reputation is impugned.”  State v. Coil, 264 N.W.2d 293, 296 (Iowa 1978).  We find the record is insufficient in this case to address Stotler’s ineffective assistance claims on direct appeal and therefore, we preserve his claims for possible postconviction relief.

Because there are no other issues raised necessitating reversal of Stotler’s conviction, we affirm the judgment of the district court.

AFFIRMED.







