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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

Judge Margaret H. Downie delivered the decision of the Court, in which 
Presiding Judge Diane M. Johnsen and Judge James P. Beene joined. 
 
 
D O W N I E, Judge: 
 
¶1 Ronald Kelly Young petitions for review of the dismissal of 
his petition for post-conviction relief and the denial of his motion for 
hearing pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes (“A.R.S.”) section 13-4240.  
We grant review but deny relief. 

¶2 Young was convicted by a jury of first-degree murder and 
conspiracy to commit first-degree murder.  The superior court imposed 
consecutive natural life sentences for the two convictions.  On appeal, this 
Court affirmed the convictions and murder sentence but remanded the 
conspiracy conviction for re-sentencing.  State v. Young, 2 CA-CR 10-0164, 
2012 WL 642852, at *1, *12, ¶¶ 1, 43 (Ariz. App. Feb. 29, 2012) (mem. 
decision).  On remand, Young was again sentenced to life on the conspiracy 
conviction, but this time with the possibility of release after 25 years.    

¶3 Young filed a timely notice and petition for post-conviction 
relief, asserting claims of ineffective assistance of counsel, newly discovered 
evidence, and Brady violations.  The superior court summarily dismissed 
the petition, ruling that Young failed to state a colorable claim for relief.    

¶4 Young thereafter filed a motion for hearing pursuant to A.R.S. 
§ 13-4240 regarding DNA evidence.  He also filed a motion to amend or 
supplement his petition for post-conviction relief to allege that there had 
been a significant change in the law.  The superior court granted the motion 
to amend but denied relief on the amended petition and denied the motion 
for hearing.    

¶5 In his petition for review, Young argues the court erred by 
summarily dismissing his petition and by denying relief on his motion for 
hearing pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-4240.  We conclude otherwise.   

¶6 In dismissing the petition for post-conviction relief and 
denying the motion for hearing, the superior court clearly identified, 
thoroughly addressed, and correctly resolved all of Young’s claims.  The 
court did so in a thorough, well-reasoned manner that will allow any future 
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court to understand the court’s rulings.  Under these circumstances, “[n]o 
useful purpose would be served by this court rehashing the trial court’s 
correct ruling in a written decision.”  State v. Whipple, 177 Ariz. 272, 274 
(App. 1993).  We therefore adopt and affirm the superior court’s rulings.  

CONCLUSION 

¶7 For the foregoing reasons, we grant review but deny relief. 
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