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W I N T H R O P, Judge: 
 
¶1 Petitioner, Edgar Harrison Edmondson, III (“Edmondson”), 
petitions this court for review from the dismissal of his petition for post-
conviction relief.  We have considered the petition for review and, for the 
reasons stated, grant review, but deny relief. 

¶2 Edmondson pled guilty to conspiracy to commit possession 
of dangerous drugs for sale and possession of dangerous drugs.  The trial 
court sentenced him to ten years’ imprisonment for conspiracy to commit 
possession of dangerous drugs for sale and placed him on a consecutive 
term of three years’ probation for possession of dangerous drugs. 
Edmondson now seeks review of the summary dismissal of his third 
successive post-conviction relief proceeding.  We have jurisdiction 
pursuant to Arizona Rule of Criminal Procedure 32.9(c). 

¶3 We deny relief.  Rather than identify specific claims for relief 
supported with fully and independently developed arguments, citation to 
legal authority, and citations to the record, Edmondson attempts to present 
issues for review by incorporating by reference the petition for post-
conviction relief he filed below.  A petition for review may not incorporate 
by reference any issue or argument.  State v. Bortz, 169 Ariz. 575, 577, 821 
P.2d 236, 238 (App. 1991).  Instead, the petition must set forth specific 
claims, present sufficient argument supported by legal authority, and 
include citation to the record.  See Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.5, 32.9(c). 
“[C]ompliance with Rule 32 is not a mere formality.”  Canion v. Cole, 210 
Ariz. 598, 600, ¶ 11, 115 P.3d 1261, 1263 (2005).  A petitioner must “strictly 
comply” with Rule 32 in order to be entitled to relief.  Id. 

¶4 We grant review, but deny relief. 
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