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SUMMARY

The Ninth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed the Summit County Court of Common Pleas'
denial of Khalid Haqq Ibn-Ford's motion to vacate his convictions. The court construed the motion as
a petition for post-conviction relief, held that it was untimely under R.C. 2953.21(A)(2), and
concluded that Ibn-Ford failed to satisfy the exceptions for an untimely or successive petition under
R.C. 2953.23(A)(1).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court properly construed Ibn-Ford's vaguely titled motion to vacate a void conviction
as a petition for post-conviction relief.

2. Whether the trial court had authority under R.C. 2953.23(A)(1) to consider Ibn-Ford's untimely or
successive post-conviction petition.

3. Whether the trial court erred in denying the claims concerning hybrid representation and ineffective
assistance of counsel in plea negotiations.

HOLDINGS

1. A vaguely titled motion filed after a direct appeal that alleges constitutional violations, seeks to render
the judgment void or voidable, and requests that the judgment and sentence be vacated may be treated as
a petition for post-conviction relief. Ibn-Ford's motion was properly construed in that manner.

2. The trial court lacked authority to consider Ibn-Ford's untimely petition for post-conviction relief
because he did not allege that he was unavoidably prevented from discovering the facts supporting his
claims or that the United States Supreme Court had recognized a new retroactive right applicable to his
case, and he did not satisfy the additional statutory requirement concerning constitutional error and the
absence of a reasonable finding of guilt.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A vaguely titled motion, including a motion to correct or vacate a judgment or sentence, may be treated as a
petition for postconviction relief under R.C. 2953.21(A)(1) when the motion was filed after a direct appeal,
alleged a denial of constitutional rights, sought to render the judgment void or voidable, and requested that
the judgment and sentence be vacated.” (¶ 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2012, Ibn-Ford was convicted of rape with a repeat violent offender specification and additional offenses and
was sentenced to 21 years in prison. After a direct appeal and several later challenges to his sentence, he filed a
May 20, 2025 motion to vacate his convictions, alleging constitutional violations during the trial proceedings.
The motion was filed nearly twelve years after the trial transcript was filed in his direct appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ibn-Ford was convicted in 2012 and received a 21-year prison sentence. His direct appeal resulted in affirmance
except as to court costs, and later challenges to the repeat violent offender specification and sentence were
unsuccessful. In May 2025, he filed a motion to vacate his convictions based on alleged constitutional violations;
the trial court denied it for lack of authority to consider the motion. The Ninth District affirmed.
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