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SUMMARY

A United States District Court for the District of Maine magistrate judge recommends dismissal of
Ross Adams’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition challenging his Maine conviction for unlawful sexual contact
of a child. The recommended decision rejects his ineffective-assistance claims concerning witnesses,
expert testimony, physical evidence, and prosecutorial comments, and rejects or finds procedurally
defaulted his remaining claims. It also recommends denying an evidentiary hearing and a certificate of
appealability.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner's 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition challenged his state
conviction and asserted ineffective assistance of trial and appellate
counsel, a Confrontation Clause violation, and related claims. The
magistrate judge issued a recommended decision recommending
dismissal of the petition and denial of a certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d), federal habeas relief on claims adjudicated
on the merits is unavailable unless the state-court decision was
contrary to, or an unreasonable application of, clearly established
Supreme Court law, or was based on an unreasonable determination of
the facts. Procedurally defaulted claims are generally barred absent
cause and prejudice or a fundamental miscarriage of justice.
Ineffective-assistance claims are evaluated under Strickland v.
Washington. The recommended decision also applied the limitation on
evidentiary development in 28 U.S.C. § 2254(e)(2).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished recommended decision
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether admission of the victim's recorded forensic interview violated the Confrontation Clause
because the victim had an imperfect memory at trial.

2. Whether trial and appellate counsel were ineffective for failing to investigate or present additional
character, exculpatory, expert, or physical-examination evidence.

3. Whether counsel was ineffective for failing to object to allegedly improper prosecutorial comments and
references to unfavorable allegations.

4. Whether the remaining claims were procedurally defaulted because they were not fairly presented
through Maine's discretionary review process.

5. Whether Adams was entitled to an evidentiary hearing or a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. The state courts' treatment of the victim's recorded forensic interview was not contrary to or an
unreasonable application of clearly established Supreme Court precedent. Because the victim appeared
and testified at trial, her imperfect memory did not establish a Confrontation Clause violation, and the
record did not show that cross-examination was unreasonably restricted.

2. Adams failed to show that the state court unreasonably applied Strickland when it rejected his claims
based on counsel's failure to call additional character, exculpatory, or expert witnesses.

3. Adams failed to establish ineffective assistance based on counsel's decision not to obtain or introduce the
victim's possible physical-examination results.

4. Any due process claim based on suppression, destruction, or nonpreservation of the physical-
examination evidence would fail because Adams did not show that the evidence was favorable, that the
State possessed or suppressed it, or that its absence caused prejudice.

5. Claims not included in Adams's request for discretionary review by the Maine Law Court were
procedurally defaulted, and Adams failed to establish cause, prejudice, or actual innocence sufficient to
excuse the defaults.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“A person in custody pursuant to the judgment of a state court may apply to a federal district court for a writ
of habeas corpus “only on the ground that [the petitioner] is in custody in violation of the Constitution or
laws or treaties of the United States.””

“In sum, Petitioner has failed to establish that the state court’s decisions regarding the victim’s recorded
recollection were contrary to or an unreasonable application of any Supreme Court case.”

“A fair-minded jurist could reasonably conclude that counsel made a reasonable tactical decision regarding
the potential benefits of convincing the jury that the father sought to denigrate Petitioner to the victim.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adams was convicted after a jury trial based primarily on testimony from an eleven-year-old victim, the victim's
mother, and the victim's father, together with portions of a recorded forensic interview admitted as a past
recollection recorded. The victim alleged that Adams had touched her genitals on multiple occasions and
digitally penetrated her during one incident. Adams's defense challenged inconsistencies in the victim's accounts,
the father's possible custody-related motive, the absence of physical evidence, and the reliability of the
investigation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Adams was convicted by a Maine jury of unlawful sexual contact of a child and received a seventeen-year
sentence, with all but ten years suspended and ten years of probation. The Maine Law Court affirmed his
conviction in 2019. After the state trial court denied postconviction relief in July 2024, the Law Court denied
discretionary review in February 2025. Adams then filed this federal § 2254 petition.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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