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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denies Jordan S. Edwards’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 challenging his general court-martial
convictions and sentence. The court concludes that the military courts fully and fairly considered
Edwards’s claims concerning a unanimous verdict, evidentiary rulings, the sufficiency of the evidence,
and ineffective assistance of counsel. The excerpt ends during the court’s discussion of the ineffective-
assistance claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the military courts fully and fairly considered Petitioner's claim that he was constitutionally
entitled to a unanimous jury verdict.

2. Whether the military courts fully and fairly considered Petitioner's legal- and factual-sufficiency
challenge to the sexual-assault convictions.

3. Whether the military courts fully and fairly considered Petitioner's challenge to the admission and
related jury instructions concerning evidence under Military Rule of Evidence 404(b).

4. Whether Petitioner was entitled to habeas relief based on alleged ineffective assistance of trial counsel
for failing to seek records concerning the victim's purported hospitalization and ineffective assistance of
appellate counsel for failing to raise that issue.

HOLDINGS

1. Habeas relief was unavailable because the military courts fully and fairly considered Petitioner's claim
that he was entitled to a unanimous court-martial verdict. The federal district court would not relitigate
the merits of the military courts' conclusion that servicemembers do not have such a right under the
circumstances presented.

2. Petitioner was not entitled to de novo federal review or habeas relief on his legal- and factual-sufficiency
challenge because the AFCCA fully and fairly considered the claim.

3. Petitioner was not entitled to habeas relief based on the admission of evidence concerning coercive
control and intimate-partner violence because the AFCCA fully and fairly considered the evidentiary and
jury-instruction claims.

4. Petitioner's ineffective-assistance claim against trial counsel was waived because he failed to timely
present it to the military courts and did not establish good cause for that failure. Even if considered on
the merits, the claim failed under Strickland.

5. Petitioner was not entitled to habeas relief for alleged ineffective assistance of appellate counsel because
counsel was not ineffective for failing to raise an untenable ineffective-assistance claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Habeas corpus is available only to guard against the military courts exceeding their jurisdiction and to
vindicate constitutional rights.” (at 3)

“But once it has been concluded by the civil courts that the military had jurisdiction and dealt fully and fairly
with all such claims, it is not open to such courts to grant the writ simply to re-evaluate the evidence.” (at 4)



“In view of Ramos, the military courts have concluded, after careful consideration, that servicemembers do
not enjoy the right to a unanimous jury verdict.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jordan S. Edwards, a former Air Force captain, was convicted by general court-martial of sexually assaulting his
then-wife while she was asleep and of conduct unbecoming an officer and a gentleman. He received a sentence
including dismissal and 42 months of confinement and was confined at the Naval Consolidated Brig in Miramar,
California. The Air Force Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed after considering challenges to the evidence, the
admission of alleged coercive-control evidence, the alleged right to a unanimous verdict, and sentence severity;
the Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces denied further review.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner was convicted by general court-martial of two specifications of sexual assault upon a sleeping person
and one specification of conduct unbecoming an officer and a gentleman, and was sentenced to dismissal, 42
months of confinement, and a reprimand. The Air Force Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed the findings and
sentence, and the Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces denied review and later denied an untimely motion for
reconsideration. Petitioner then filed this § 2241 petition, asserting four claims concerning a unanimous verdict,
evidentiary sufficiency, admission of evidence under Military Rule of Evidence 404(b), and ineffective
assistance of counsel. The district court denied the petition and directed the Clerk to close the case.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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