UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO

Leonard Jenkins v. Judge James R. Knepp II and Malcolm Heard

Jenkins - No. 1:25 CV 254 - Decided January 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio overruled Leonard Jenkins’s

objections to a magistrate judge’s Report and Recommendation in his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas case.

The court held that the petition was second or successive, adopted the Report and Recommendation,

granted the motion to transfer, and transferred the petition to the Sixth Circuit for authorization under

28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(3)(A).
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A state prisoner filed a 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition. After the
magistrate judge recommended transfer to the Sixth Circuit because
the petition was second or successive, the district court reviewed the
petitioner's objections, adopted the recommendation, granted the

motion to transfer, and transferred the petition.

The district court reviews de novo those portions of a magistrate
judge's Report and Recommendation to which specific objections are
made, adopts uncontested portions, and reviews general or insufficient

objections only for clear error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Jenkins's objections to the magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation were sufficiently

specific to trigger de novo review.

2. Whether the present § 2254 petition was a second or successive petition subject to 28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)
(3)(A).
3. Whether the district court should transfer the petition to the Sixth Circuit under 28 U.S.C. § 1631.

HOLDINGS

1. Objections that do not address the magistrate judge's recommended disposition and instead merely

restate unrelated claims do not constitute proper specific objections requiring de novo review.

2. Because Jenkins had previously filed a § 2254 petition, the present petition was second or successive
and had to be transferred to the Sixth Circuit for consideration under 28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(3)(A).

KEY QUOTATIONS
“A general objection, or one that merely restates the arguments previously presented and addressed by the

Magistrate Judge, does not sufficiently identify alleged errors in the [R&R] to trigger de novo review.” (2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jenkins is a state prisoner serving convictions entered in 1982 for aggravated murder, aggravated robbery,
attempted murder, kidnapping, and possession of criminal tools. He previously filed a § 2254 habeas petition in
the Northern District of Ohio in 1985. He filed the present § 2254 petition in 2025, and the court determined that

it was a second or successive petition requiring authorization from the Sixth Circuit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jenkins filed the present habeas petition on January 31, 2025. The matter was referred to Magistrate Judge
Jennifer Dowdell Armstrong, who recommended transfer to the Sixth Circuit under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1631 and
2244(b)(3)(A). Jenkins objected, but the district court found that his objections did not address the successive-
petition or transfer issues, adopted the Report and Recommendation, and transferred the petition.
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