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7 PROCEEDING ENTRIES

1. 19-Aug-2024 FILED: Motion for Extension of Time (Petitioner Simmons, Pro Se)

N

19-Aug-2024 Petitioner Simmons filed a “Motion for Extension of Time” on August 19, 2024. Pursuant to Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure,
31.6(e) and Arizona Rules of Civil Appellate Procedure, Rule 6(b), a motion for a procedural order must include a statement by
the moving party of whether the other parties consent to, or object to, the entry of the order that is sought; or why the moving
party was unable to contact the other parties before filing the motion, and the caption of a motion for procedural order must
include the words, “Motion for Procedural Order.” Therefore,

IT IS ORDERED the motion is denied without prejudice to Petitioner’s ability to file a motion in compliance with Arizona Rules of
Crim. Proc. Rule 31.6(e) and ARCAP 6(b). This matter is subject to dismissal if a compliant motion or petition for review is not
filed by September 3, 2024. (Tracie K. Lindeman Clerk)

3. 30-Aug-2024 FILED: Motion for Extension of Time for Filing Petition for Review (Petitioner Simmons, Pro Se)

4. 30-Aug-2024 On August 19, 2024, Petitioner Simmons, Pro Se filed a "Motion for Extension of Time,” requesting additional time to file a petition
for review. The Court denied that motion as non-compliant with Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 31.6(e) and Arizona
Rules of Civil Appellate Procedure, Rule 6(b).
On August 30, 2024, Petitioner filed a second, non-compliant “Motion: for Extension of Time for Filing Petition for Review.”
Pursuant to Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 31.6(e) and Arizona Rules of Civil Appellate Procedure, Rule 6(b), a
motion for a procedural order must include: a statement by the moving party of whether the other parties consent to, or object to,
the entry of the order that is sought; or why the moving party was unable to contact the other parties before filing the motion; and,
the caption of a motion for procedural order must include the words, “Motion for Procedural Order.” Therefore,
IT IS ORDERED the motion is denied without prejudice to Petitioner’s ability to file a motion in compliance with Arizona Rules of
Crim. Proc. Rule 31.6(e) and ARCAP Rule 6(b). This matter is subject to dismissal if a compliant motion or petition for review is
not filed by September 16, 2024. (Tracie K. Lindeman Clerk)

5. 13-Sep-2024 FILED: Motion: for Petition for Review (Petitioner Simmons, Pro Se)

6. 13-Sep-2024 SENT: Letter to Petitioner Re: Certificate of Compliance

7. 16-Sep-2024 FILED: Record from CofA: Electronic Record
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