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MEMORANDUM DECISION 
 
Judge Jon W. Thompson delivered the decision of the Court, in which 
Presiding Judge Randall M. Howe and Judge Lawrence F. Winthrop joined. 
 
 
T H O M P S O N, Judge: 
 
¶1 Guillermo Armindo Martinez petitions for review from the 
summary dismissal of his petition for post-conviction relief.  We have 
considered the petition for review and, for the reasons stated, grant review 
and deny relief. 

¶2 Martinez pleaded guilty to one count of molestation of a child, 
a class 2 felony and dangerous crime against children, and two counts of 
attempted molestation of a child, a class 3 felony and dangerous crime 
against children.  The trial court sentenced him in accordance with the plea 
agreement to a minimum ten-year prison term on the conviction for 
molestation of a child and placed him on lifetime probation on the two 
counts of attempted molestation of a child.   

¶3 Martinez filed a timely notice of post-conviction relief.    After 
appointed counsel notified the trial court that counsel was unable to discern 
any colorable claims for relief, Martinez filed a pro se petition for post-
conviction relief, alleging claims of defective indictment creating lack of 
jurisdiction and ineffective assistance of counsel.  Ruling that Martinez 
failed to present a colorable claim for relief, the trial court dismissed the 
petition.   

¶4 In summarily dismissing the petition, the trial court issued a 
ruling that clearly identified, fully addressed, and correctly resolved the 
claims raised by Martinez.  Further, the court did so in a thorough, well-
reasoned manner that will allow any future 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, 866 P.2d 1358, 1360 (App. 1993).  We 
therefore adopt the trial court’s ruling.  
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¶5 Accordingly, we grant review but deny relief. 
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