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MEMORANDUM DECISION 
 

Judge Staring authored the decision of the Court, in which Presiding 
Judge Howard and Judge Espinosa concurred. 
 
 
S T A R I N G, Judge: 
 
¶1 Rudolph Arenas seeks review of the trial court’s ruling 
summarily dismissing his successive and untimely petition for post-
conviction relief filed pursuant to Rule 32, Ariz. R. Crim. P.  We 
deny review. 
 
¶2 Arenas was convicted after a 2002 jury trial of second-
degree murder and two counts of attempted second-degree murder.  
The trial court sentenced him to consecutive prison terms totaling 
fifty-four years.  We affirmed his convictions and sentences on 
appeal.  State v. Arenas, No. 2 CA-CR 2002-0082, ¶ 22 (memorandum 
decision filed Jan. 29, 2004). 

 
¶3 Arenas has sought post-conviction relief on at least 
three prior occasions.  In the first, the trial court denied relief and we 
denied relief on review.  State v. Arenas, No. 2 CA-CR 2006-0313-PR 
(memorandum decision filed Mar. 15, 2007).  Arenas then sought 
post-conviction relief in May 2014 and February 2015; in each 
proceeding, the trial court denied relief and Arenas did not seek 
review. 

 
¶4 In September 2015, Arenas filed a notice of and petition 
for post-conviction relief raising numerous claims, including that his 
due process rights had been violated because he was charged with 
attempted first-degree murder, “a non-existent crime in Arizona”; 
he had not been assigned two attorneys as required by Rule 6.8, 
Ariz. R. Crim. P.; there had been various errors in his sentence; and 
his trial, appellate, and post-conviction counsel had been ineffective.  
He asserted entitlement to raise the claims of ineffective assistance 
because the issues were “of sufficient constitutional magnitude,” 
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that a challenge to his illegal sentence cannot be waived, and that he 
had only recently learned of “all the exact issues” in his case.  In his 
notice, he requested counsel be appointed and checked boxes 
indicating he was raising claims of newly discovered evidence and a 
significant change in the law.  Holding Arenas’s claims could not be 
raised in an untimely proceeding, the trial court summarily denied 
Arenas’s petition and his request for counsel.  This petition for 
review followed.  
 
¶5 On review, Arenas summarily restates his claims that he 
was entitled to have two appointed attorneys at trial and that his 
attorneys were ineffective.  But he does not address the trial court’s 
determination that the claims could not be raised in this untimely 
proceeding.  Thus, he has not complied with the requirement in Rule 
32.9(c)(1), Ariz. R. Crim. P., that he explain how the trial court 
abused its discretion in rejecting his claims.  Failure to comply with 
Rule 32.9 justifies our summary refusal to grant review.  See Ariz. R. 
Crim. P. 32.9(c)(1) (petition for review must contain “reasons why 
the petition should be granted”), (f) (appellate review under Rule 
32.9 discretionary); see also State v. Bolton, 182 Ariz. 290, 298, 896 P.2d 
830, 838 (1995) (insufficient argument waives claim on review); State 
v. French, 198 Ariz. 119, ¶ 9, 7 P.3d 128, 131 (App. 2000) (summarily 
rejecting claims not complying with rules governing form and 
content of petitions for review), disapproved on other grounds by 
Stewart v. Smith, 202 Ariz. 446, ¶ 10, 46 P.3d 1067, 1071 (2002). 
 
¶6 We deny review. 


