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MEMORANDUM DECISION

Judge Miller authored the decision of the Court, in which Presiding
Judge Vasquez and Chief Judge Eckerstrom concurred.

MILLER,Judge:

11 Conrad Gomez seeks review of the trial court’s order
denying his petition for post-conviction relief filed pursuant to Rule
32, Ariz. R. Crim. P. We deny review.

q2 After a jury trial, Gomez was convicted of two counts of
aggravated assault, one against a minor under the age of fifteen.
The latter count was treated as a dangerous crime against children
(DCAC) at sentencing, and the trial court imposed consecutive
prison terms totaling 18.5 years. We affirmed Gomez’s convictions
and sentences on appeal. State v. Gomez, No. 2 CA-CR 2012-0438,
9 15 (Ariz. App. Mar. 19, 2014) (mem. decision).

q3 Gomez sought post-conviction relief, arguing his
constitutional rights had been violated because the jury did not find
his offense was a DCAC and his trial counsel had been ineffective in
failing to: (1) request a special verdict form for that count, (2) argue
to the jury that he had not targeted the minor victim, and (3) request
a lesser-included-offense instruction. The trial court summarily
denied relief. This petition for review followed.

4 Gomez’s sole argument on review is that his trial
counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the verdict forms
because they did not include “degrees of guilt” as required by Rule
23.2(d), Ariz. R. Crim. P. He did not raise this claim in his petition
below, and we thus will not address it for the first time on review.
See Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.9(c)(1)(ii) (petition for review must contain
“issues which were decided by the trial court and which the

defendant wishes to present to the appellate court for review”); State
v. Ramirez, 126 Ariz. 464, 468, 616 P.2d 924, 928 (App. 1980)
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(appellate court will not consider on review claims not raised
below).

95 We deny review.



