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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

Judge Jon W. Thompson delivered the decision of the Court, in which 
Presiding Judge Samuel A. Thumma and Judge Lawrence F. Winthrop 
joined. 
 
 
T H O M P S O N, Judge: 
 
¶1 Petitioner Ronald Lee Brown petitions this court for review 
from the summary dismissal of his petition for post-conviction relief of-
right.  Brown pled guilty to burglary in the third degree and theft in two 
consolidated cases.  The superior court sentenced him to consecutive 
sentences of 2.75 years’ imprisonment for burglary and two years’ 
imprisonment for theft.  The court credited Brown for 239 days of 
presentence incarceration and applied all of it to the sentence for burglary.    
Brown argues that the court must also credit him for 223 days of 
presentence incarceration for the count of theft because he was in custody 
for 223 days for the theft at the same time he was in custody for the 
burglary. 

¶2 We deny relief.  “When consecutive sentences are imposed, a 
defendant is not entitled to presentence incarceration credit on more than 
one of those sentences, even if the defendant was in custody pursuant to all 
of the underlying charges prior to trial.”  State v. McClure, 189 Ariz. 55, 57, 
938 P.2d 104, 106 (App. 1997).  The purpose for not awarding credit on a 
consecutive sentence is to prevent an impermissible “double credit 
windfall.”  State v. Cuen, 158 Ariz. 86, 87, 761 P.2d 160, 161 (App. 1988); 
McClure, 189 Ariz. at 57, 938 P.2d at 106.  To award Brown the credit he 
seeks would be to aware him a “double credit windfall.” 

¶3 We grant review but deny relief. 
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