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J O H N S E N, Judge: 
 
¶1 Arturo Arevalo petitions for review of the superior court's 
summary dismissal of his fourth petition for post-conviction relief, filed 
pursuant to Arizona Rule of Criminal Procedure 32.  We have considered 
his petition and, for the reasons stated, grant review but deny relief. 

¶2 Arevalo pled guilty to kidnapping, a Class 2 felony, and 
attempted sexual assault, a Class 3 felony.  After the superior court 
sentenced Arevalo, he filed a petition for post-conviction relief seeking 
resentencing based on Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296 (2004).  The court 
granted relief and resentenced Arevalo as a repetitive offender, imposing 
an aggravated 18.5-year prison term on the kidnapping conviction and 
lifetime probation for his conviction of attempted sexual assault. 

¶3 Following his resentencing, Arevalo filed another petition 
for post-conviction relief.  Arevalo's counsel notified the superior court 
that she reviewed the record and found no claims to raise in the post-
conviction proceeding.  Arevalo filed a pro se petition raising claims of 
ineffective assistance of counsel, biased superior court and illegal 
sentence.  The superior court summarily dismissed the petition, ruling 
that Arevalo failed to state a colorable claim for relief.  

¶4  Arevalo later filed a third petition for post-conviction relief, 
alleging a claim of significant change in the law affecting his sentencing.  
The superior court summarily dismissed the petition, finding that Arevalo 
failed to state a claim on which relief can be granted. 

¶5 Arevalo then filed a fourth petition for post-conviction relief 
in which he alleged that the superior court erred by requiring he register 
as a sex offender and imposing the aggravated 18.5-year sentence.  Noting 
that the notice was both untimely and successive, the superior court 
summarily dismissed the petition on the ground that it failed to state a 
claim that could be raised in an untimely post-conviction relief 
proceeding.  

¶6 On review, Arevalo raises the same arguments he made in 
the superior court.  We review the summary dismissal of a petition for 
post-conviction relief for abuse of discretion.  See State v. Bennett, 213 Ariz. 
562, 566, ¶ 17 (2006). 

¶7 Arevalo's notice and petition for post-conviction relief are 
both untimely and successive.  A defendant who commences an untimely 
or successive Rule 32 post-conviction proceeding may only bring claims 
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under Rule 32.1(d), (e), (f), (g), or (h).  Ariz. R. Crim. P. 32.4(a).  Because 
Arevalo's claims for relief do not fall within these provisions, the superior 
court did not abuse its discretion by summarily dismissing his petition. 

¶8 For the reasons stated, we grant review, but deny relief. 
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