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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 Petitioner Martin Romero seeks review of the trial 
court’s order dismissing his petition for post-conviction relief, filed 
pursuant to Rule 32, Ariz. R. Crim. P.  “We will not disturb a trial 
court’s ruling on a petition for post-conviction relief absent a clear 
abuse of discretion.”  State v. Swoopes, 216 Ariz. 390, ¶ 4, 166 P.3d 
945, 948 (App. 2007).  We find no such abuse here.   

¶2 Pursuant to a plea agreement in 2014, Romero was 
convicted of kidnapping, domestic violence, and two counts of 
aggravated domestic violence.  The trial court imposed consecutive, 
maximum and presumptive sentences totaling twenty years, to be 
followed by a four-year term of probation.  Romero sought post-
conviction relief, and appointed counsel filed a notice stating he had 
found “no colorable claims” to raise in post-conviction proceedings.  
Following several extensions, Romero filed a pro se petition, which 
the court summarily dismissed.  

¶3 On review, Romero essentially reasserts the arguments 
he raised in his petition below, without explaining how the trial 
court abused its discretion in denying those claims, and asserts he is 
entitled to an evidentiary hearing.  See Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.9(c)(1)(iv) 
(petition for review shall contain “reasons why the petition should 
be granted”).  He argues the court improperly followed the state’s 
suggestion that it apply the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur at sentencing; 
trial counsel was ineffective for failing to investigate Romero’s 
defenses for trial, specifically, counsel failed to obtain information 
he could have used “to attack the credibility of [the victim]”; and, if 
trial counsel had adequately investigated his case, he “would not 
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have been forced into taking a plea agreement, but would have gone 
to trial.”  (Emphasis omitted.)   

¶4 In a thorough, well-reasoned ruling, the trial court 
identified the claims Romero raised and resolved them correctly and 
in a manner permitting this court to review and determine the 
propriety of that order.  See State v. Whipple, 177 Ariz. 272, 274, 866 
P.2d 1358, 1360 (App. 1993).  Romero has not persuaded us on 
review that the court’s resolution of his claims was incorrect.  No 
purpose would be served by restating the court’s ruling in its 
entirety here; rather, we adopt it.  See id.   

¶5 Because Romero has not sustained his burden of 
establishing the trial court abused its discretion in dismissing his 
petition, we grant review but deny relief.   

 


