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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

Judge Randall M. Howe delivered the decision of the Court, in which 
Presiding Judge Kenton D. Jones and Judge Donn Kessler joined. 
 
 
H O W E, Judge: 
 
¶1 Marjorie Ann Orbin petitions this Court for review of the trial 
court’s summary dismissal of her petition for post-conviction relief. We 
have considered her petition for review and, for the reasons stated, grant 
review but deny relief.   

¶2 After this Court affirmed Orbin’s convictions and sentences 
on appeal, State v. Orbin, 1 CA-CR 10-0057, 1 CA-CR 10-0059, 2011 WL 
5299386 (Ariz. App. Nov. 3, 2011) (mem. decision), Orbin filed a timely 
petition for post-conviction relief, raising claims of ineffective assistance of 
trial and appellate counsel and newly discovered evidence. She also asked 
the trial court to allow additional ballistics testing. The trial court 
summarily dismissed the petition, finding no colorable claim. This petition 
for review followed. 

¶3 In dismissing the petition, the trial court issued a lengthy 
ruling that clearly identified, thoroughly addressed, and correctly resolved 
all of Orbin’s claims. The petition for review consists of the same arguments 
Orbin advanced below. Because the trial court addressed those arguments 
correctly and at length, we need not repeat that analysis here; instead, we 
adopt it. See State v. Whipple, 177 Ariz. 272, 274, 866 P.2d 1358, 1360 (App. 
1993) (holding that when the 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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