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STATE v. ALLARD 
Decision of the Court 
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W I N T H R O P, Judge: 
 
¶1 Marco Allard petitions for review of the summary 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 Allard pled guilty to two counts of attempted molestation of 
a child, a class 3 felony and dangerous crime against children, and one 
count of sexual conduct with a minor, a class 2 felony and dangerous crime 
against children.  The trial court sentenced him in accordance with the plea 
agreement to an aggravated twenty-seven-year prison term on the 
conviction for sexual conduct with a minor and placed him on lifetime 
probation on the two convictions for attempted child molestation.  Allard 
filed a timely notice of post-conviction relief.  After his counsel notified the 
court that she was unable to find any colorable claims for relief, Allard filed 
a pro per petition for post-conviction relief challenging his sentence, arguing 
that aggravating circumstances were not properly proven and that he was 
not given an opportunity to comment on the presentence report and related 
documents, and thus was denied the opportunity to present mitigating 
evidence.  Ruling that no material issues of fact or law exist that would 
entitle Allard to relief, the trial court dismissed the petition. 

¶3 In summarily dismissing the petition, the trial court issued a 
ruling that clearly identified, fully addressed, and correctly resolved the 
claims raised by Allard.  Under these circumstances, we need not repeat 
that court’s analysis here; instead, we adopt it.  See State v. Whipple, 177 Ariz. 
272, 274, 866 P.2d 1358, 1360 (App. 1993) (holding that when a trial court 
rules “in a fashion that will allow any court in the future to understand the 
resolution[, n]o useful purpose would be served by this court rehashing the 
trial court’s correct ruling in [the] written decision”). 

¶4 Accordingly, although we grant review, we deny relief. 
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