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C A T T A N I, Judge: 
 
¶1 Paul Thomas Valdespino petitions for review of the superior 
court’s summary dismissal of his second petition for post-conviction relief.  
For reasons that follow, we grant review but deny relief. 

¶2 A jury found Valdespino guilty of misconduct involving 
weapons, and the superior court sentenced him to 12 years’ imprisonment. 
This court affirmed his conviction and sentence on direct appeal.  State v. 
Valdespino, 1 CA-CR 12-0724, 2014 WL 730134 (Ariz. App. Feb. 25, 2014) 
(mem. decision).  Valdespino, with assistance of counsel, thereafter filed a 
first petition for post-conviction relief asserting ineffective assistance of trial 
counsel.  The superior court dismissed that proceeding for failure to present 
a colorable claim for relief, and this court granted review but denied relief.  
See State v. Valdespino, 1 CA-CR 15-0333 PRPC, 2017 WL 1458721 (Ariz. App. 
Apr. 25, 2017) (mem. decision). 

¶3 Valdespino then filed a second petition for post-conviction 
relief asserting, as relevant here, ineffective assistance of post-conviction 
relief counsel in his first Rule 32 proceeding.  The superior court summarily 
dismissed the second petition, and this petition for review followed. 

¶4 We deny relief.  Valdespino argues in general terms that 
counsel who represented him in his first post-conviction relief proceeding 
was ineffective.  But ineffective assistance of post-conviction relief counsel 
is a cognizable claim only if counsel provided representation in an of-right 
post-conviction relief proceeding.  State v. Pruett, 185 Ariz. 128, 130–31 
(App. 1995); cf. State v. Krum, 183 Ariz. 288, 291–92 (1995).  Because 
Valdespino’s conviction and sentence resulted from a jury trial, his first 
post-conviction relief proceeding was not an of-right proceeding, see Ariz. 
R. Crim. P. 32.1, so his claim of ineffective post-conviction counsel is not 
cognizable. 

¶5 Accordingly, we grant review but deny relief. 
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