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ORDER06-Jul-2026
* Petitioner Kelley, pro se, filed a “Motion for Procedural Order
for Extension of Time to File Petition for Review” on June 22,
2026.
 
On March 16, 2026, the Court of Appeals issued its
Memorandum Decision granting review and denying relief of
Petiti

Decision Disposition
Denied

Dismissed

2 PROCEEDING ENTRIES
1. 22-Jun-2026 FILED:  Motion for Procedural Order for Extension of Time to File Petition for Review (Petitioner Kelley, Pro Se)

2. 6-Jul-2026 Petitioner Kelley, pro se, filed a “Motion for Procedural Order for Extension of Time to File Petition for Review” on June 22, 2026.
 
On March 16, 2026, the Court of Appeals issued its Memorandum Decision granting review and denying relief of Petitioner’s
successive Rule 32 petition.
 
“A party may ask the Supreme Court to review a decision of the Court of Appeals by filing a petition for review.” See Rule
31.21(a), Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure. “A party must file a petition for review no later than 30 days after the Court of
Appeals enters its decision, unless a party files a timely motion for reconsideration in the Court of Appeals and, in that event, a
party must file a petition for review no later than 15 days after the motion’s final disposition.” See Rule 31.21(b)(2)(A). Any petition
for review or request for extension was therefore due no later than April 15, 2026.
 
Petitioner does not contend that he did not receive the March 16, 2026 decision timely.  He advises that he was unable to file a
timely motion or petition for review due to his work schedule and  advises, “in addition, with our law library semi closed, [this] has
hindered my legal research.”  However, Petitioner has not provided any explanation for why he was unable to file a timely request
for an extension in this Court.
 
IT IS ORDERED denying Petitioner’s request for extension and dismissing this proceeding as untimely.  (Hon. John R. Lopez IV)
______________________________________
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