


components of the inquiry must be shown. Strickland v. Washington, 466 

U.S. 668, 697 (1984). 

First, Mata-Zuniga claimed his counsel was ineffective for 

failing to sufficiently communicate or ensure Mata-Zuniga received 

Spanish-language interpretation of the proceedings. Mata-Zuniga failed 

to demonstrate his counsel's performance was deficient or resulting 

prejudice. Mata-Zuniga acknowledged in the written plea agreement and 

at the plea canvass that he had discussed the case with his counsel and 

stated at the plea canvass that he had no further questions for his counsel. 

Further, Mata-Zuniga's assertion regarding interpretation is belied by the 

record because an interpreter was present at the court hearings and the 

parties used a Spanish-language written guilty plea agreement. Mata-

Zuniga failed to demonstrate a reasonable probability he would have 

refused to plead guilty and would have insisted on trial had he had further 

discussions with his counsel. Therefore, the district court did not err in 

denying this claim. 

Second, Mata-Zuniga claimed his counsel was ineffective for 

failing to familiarize himself with the case, prepare for the sentencing 

hearing, or call mitigation witnesses at the sentencing hearing. Mata-

Zuniga failed to demonstrate either deficiency or prejudice for this claim. 

Mata-Zuniga failed to identify any facts to support this claim. A bare 

claim, such as this one, is insufficient to demonstrate a petitioner is 

entitled to relief. See Hargrove v. State, 100 Nev. 498, 502-03, 686 P.2d 

222, 225 (1984). Therefore, the district court did not err in denying this 

claim. 

Third, Mata-Zuniga claimed his counsel was ineffective for 

failing to correct errors within the presentence investigation report (PSI). 
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Mata-Zuniga failed to demonstrate his counsel's performance was deficient 

or resulting prejudice. Mata-Zuniga did not identify any errors in the PSI 

and a bare claim, such as this one, is insufficient to demonstrate a•

petitioner is entitled to relief. See id. Moreover, Mata-Zuniga received the 

sentence he agreed to in the guilty plea agreement, and therefore, he 

failed to demonstrate a reasonable probability of a different outcome had 

counsel sought changes to the PSI. Therefore, the district court did not err 

in denying this claim. 

Having concluded Mata-Zuniga is not entitled to relief, we 

ORDER the judgment of the district court AFFIRMED. 
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cc: Hon. Douglas W. Herndon, District Judge 
Everardo Mata-Zuniga 
Attorney General/Carson City 
Clark County District Attorney 
Eighth District Court Clerk 
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