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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA : IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
: PENNSYLVANIA

BERNARD FORD

Appellant :  No. 549 EDA 2020

Appeal from the PCRA Order Entered January 14, 2020
In the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County Criminal Division at
No(s): CP-51-CR-0002505-2014

BEFORE: BENDER, P.J.E., KUNSELMAN, J., and NICHOLS, J.
MEMORANDUM BY BENDER, P.J.E.: Filed: March 25, 2021

Appellant, Bernard Ford, appeals pro se from the post-conviction court’s
January 14, 2020 order denying his timely-filed petition under the Post
Conviction Relief Act (PCRA), 42 Pa.C.S. §§ 9541-9546. We affirm.

The PCRA court summarized the facts and procedural history of
Appellant’s case in its Pa.R.A.P. 1925(a) opinion, which we adopt herein. See
PCRA Court Opinion (PCO), 8/31/20, at 1-4. We only note that Appellant pled
guilty to third-degree murder and criminal conspiracy on November 3, 2015.
He was sentenced to an aggregate term of 25 to 50 years’ incarceration, and
we affirmed his judgment of sentence on direct appeal. See Commmonwealth
v. Ford, 183 A.3d 1073 (Pa. Super. 2018) (unpublished memorandum).

On April 13, 2018, Appellant filed a timely, pro se PCRA petition.
Counsel was appointed, and filed a motion to withdraw and ‘no-merit’ letter

pursuant to Commonwealth v. Turner, 544 A.2d 927 (Pa. 1988), and
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Commonwealth v. Finley, 550 A.2d 213 (Pa. Super. 1988) (en banc). On
December 10, 2019, the court issued a Pa.R.Crim.P. 907 notice of its intent
to dismiss Appellant’s petition without a hearing. Appellant filed a pro se
response, but on January 14, 2020, the court issued an order dismissing his
petition and granting counsel’s motion to withdraw. Appellant filed a timely,
pro se notice of appeal. The court did not order him to file a Pa.R.A.P. 1925(b)
concise statement of errors complained of on appeal, but it issued a Rule
1925(a) opinion on August 21, 2020.

Appellant states one issue for our review: "“Whether trial counsel was
ineffective by failing to investigate whether Appellant was competent to plead
[guilty]?” Appellant’s Brief at 3.

Our standard of review regarding an order denying post-conviction relief
under the PCRA is whether the determination of the court is supported by the
evidence of record and is free of legal error. Commonwealth v. Ragan, 923
A.2d 1169, 1170 (Pa. 2007). This Court grants great deference to the findings
of the PCRA court, and we will not disturb those findings merely because the
record could support a contrary holding. Commonwealth v. Touw, 781 A.2d
1250, 1252 (Pa. Super. 2001).

Here, Appellant claims that his counsel was ineffective for failing to
ensure that he was competent to enter his guilty plea. According to Appellant,
he admitted at the plea proceeding that he had not taken medications
prescribed for his various mental health conditions on the night before the

plea hearing, yet his attorney failed to investigate whether Appellant was
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competent to enter the plea. He insists that, had counsel conducted such an
investigation, he would have discovered that Appellant was not entering his
plea knowingly, intelligently, and/or voluntarily. Consequently, he claims that
counsel rendered ineffective representation.

In assessing Appellant’s argument, we have reviewed the certified
record, the briefs of the parties, and the applicable law. Additionally, we have
considered the thorough opinion of the Honorable Genece Brinkley of the Court
of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County. We conclude that Judge Brinkley’s
opinion accurately disposes of the issue presented by Appellant. See PCO at
4-8.1 Accordingly, we adopt her opinion as our own, and affirm the order
dismissing Appellant’s PCRA petition for the reasons set forth therein.?

Order affirmed.

1 We note that Judge Brinkley addresses two additional claims in her opinion
that Appellant has abandoned on appeal. See PCO at 8-10. We express no
opinion on Judge Brinkley’s assessment of those claims.

2 We add that, on direct appeal, Appellant argued that his “plea was entered
unknowingly and involuntarily due to the fact that Appellant was suffering
from mental health illness at the time he entered his plea[,] and had not taken
necessary medication the night before he entered his guilty plea[.]”
Commonwealth v. Ford, No. 3692 EDA 2016, unpublished memorandum at
4 (Pa. Super. filed Jan. 19, 2018) (capitalization omitted). This Court adopted
the trial court’s opinion, in which it concluded that Appellant’s plea was
voluntary and knowing, and that he had failed to demonstrate that his mental
health issues prevented him from understanding the consequences or terms
of his guilty plea. Id. at 5 (citing Trial Court Opinion, 6/5/17, at 9-21). Given
our prior conclusion that Appellant’s plea was voluntary, despite his mental
health issues, his ineffectiveness claim lacks arguable merit.
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Judgment Entered.

4
Joseph D. Seletyn, Esty
Prothonotary

Date: 3/25/21

































