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VAITHESWARAN, Presiding Judge. 

 Gadet Kang was convicted of first-degree robbery and third-degree 

burglary.  This court affirmed his judgment and sentence on direct appeal.  See 

State v. Kang, No. 06-2115, 2007 WL 3087228, at *3 (Iowa Ct. App. Oct. 24, 

2007). Kang filed a postconviction relief application that was denied.  He then 

filed a second postconviction relief application.  The district court granted his 

motion to amend the application to raise thirteen ineffective-assistance-of-

counsel claims.  Those claims were considered at an evidentiary hearing at 

which Kang testified.  Following the hearing, the district court denied the 

application. 

 On appeal, Kang concedes the court addressed and rejected each of his 

ineffective assistance claims on the merits.  His sole contention is that the court 

“abused its discretion in failing to rule on the cumulative prejudice of [his] 

grounds for post-conviction relief.”  See State v. Clay, 824 N.W.2d 488, 500 

(Iowa 2012) (“[W]e should look to the cumulative effect of counsel’s errors to 

determine whether the defendant satisfied the prejudice prong of the Strickland 

test.”); see also Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984) (requiring a 

showing of deficient performance and prejudice).   

 The district court considered each of Kang’s ineffective assistance claims 

on both prongs of the Strickland test and found neither the breach of an essential 

duty nor prejudice.  The court’s finding of no prejudice on each of the claims 

necessarily means that there was no showing of cumulative prejudice.   
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 We affirm the district court’s denial of Kang’s postconviction relief 

application. 

 AFFIRMED. 


