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PER CURIAM:

Calvin Paul Stewart appeals the district court's August 19,
2010 order denying his motion for relief from judgment.  This
matter is before the court on its own motion for summary
disposition on the basis that the grounds for review are so
insubstantial as not to merit further proceedings and
consideration by this court.

Stewart filed a motion for relief from judgment pursuant to
rule 60 of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure in his criminal case
despite being sentenced in 2003.  The rules of civil procedure
are not applicable in criminal cases; accordingly, such a motion
was improper and the motion could have been denied on that
ground.  However, the claims Stewart sought to assert in the
motion were improperly raised in the criminal case for an even
more fundamental reason.  

In his motion, Stewart set forth several reasons why he
believed that the district court had originally lacked
jurisdiction over his case or otherwise required reversal of his
conviction, including alleged violations of the Americans with
Disabilities Act, issues relating to his arraignment, and issues
relating to the amendment of the information.  Despite Stewart's
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attempts to label such claims as jurisdictional, the claims were
required to have been brought in a petition for post-conviction
relief because they relate to his original conviction.

The Post-Convictions Remedies Act is the "sole remedy for
any person who challenges a conviction for a criminal offense and
who has exhausted all other legal remedies, including a direct
appeal."  Utah Code Ann. § 78B-9-102(1) (2008).  The only actions 
excepted from this provision are (1) "habeas corpus petitions
that do not challenge a conviction or sentence for a criminal
offense," (2) "motions to correct a sentence pursuant to Rule
22(e), Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure," and (3) "actions taken
by the Board of Pardons and Parole."  Id.  § 78B-9-102(2).   

All of the claims Stewart brought in his motion relate to
his underlying conviction.  As such, Stewart's sole remedy was to
raise the issues in a petition for post-conviction relief.  See
id.  § 78B-9-102(1).  Accordingly, the district court correctly
determined that it did not have jurisdiction to resolve the
claims set forth by Stewart in his motion.

Affirmed.
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