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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

Judge Kent E. Cattani delivered the decision of the Court, in which 
Presiding Judge Paul J. McMurdie and Judge Jennifer B. Campbell joined. 
 
 
C A T T A N I, Judge: 
 
¶1 Omar Sakur Akram seeks review of the superior court’s order 
dismissing his fifth successive request for post-conviction relief.  For 
reasons that follow, we grant review but deny relief. 

¶2 Akram, who was 16 years old at the time of the offenses, 
pleaded guilty to two counts of sexual assault, two counts of attempted 
sexual assault, two counts of kidnapping, and one count of armed robbery 
in two related cases.  In accordance with the plea agreements, the superior 
court sentenced Akram to a total of 20 years’ imprisonment, flat time, to be 
followed by four concurrent terms of supervised probation, two with a 
lifetime duration. 

¶3 Akram’s four previous requests for post-conviction relief 
were denied.  See State v. Akram, 1 CA-CR 16-0827 PRPC, 2018 WL 1527727 
(Ariz. App. Mar. 29, 2018) (mem. decision) (granting review but denying 
relief from dismissal of second and third petitions for post-conviction 
relief); see also State v. Akram, 1 CA-CR 18-0700 PRPC (Ariz. App. Oct. 17, 
2018) (order dismissing untimely petition for review from superior court’s 
dismissal of Akram’s fourth post-conviction proceeding). 

¶4 Akram’s most recent petition for post-conviction relief, as 
relevant here, asserted ineffective assistance of plea counsel due to 
insufficient preparation and failure to refer Akram for juvenile competency 
proceedings, as well as other constitutional claims premised on the 
contention that Akram suffered from long-term mental-health deficiencies 
rendering him incompetent to participate in the criminal proceeding at the 
time of his guilty pleas.  The superior court dismissed the proceeding, 
finding that Akram’s constitutional claims were precluded. 

¶5 Akram timely petitioned this court for review, again asserting 
a violation of his constitutional rights throughout his plea proceedings 
based on the superior court’s failure to conduct proceedings under 
Arizona’s juvenile competency statutes, see A.R.S. §§ 8-291 to -291.11, and 
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ineffective assistance of counsel based on counsel’s failure to secure an 
important witness and to raise the issue of competency.  Akram 
unsuccessfully raised these claims in his fourth post-conviction proceeding, 
however, so the superior court properly found that Akram is now 
precluded from relief on these grounds.  See Ariz. R. Crim. P. 33.2(a)(2). 

¶6 Accordingly, although we grant review, we deny relief. 
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