UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO

Robert Boyd v. Warden, Madison Correctional Institution

Boyd v. Warden, Madison Correctional Institution, Case No. 1:25-cv-00455 (S.D. Ohio Dec. 9, 2025) - No.
1:25-cv-00455 - Decided December 9, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio denied Petitioner Robert Boyd’s
motions for discovery and written depositions in his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas corpus case. The court
concluded that Boyd had not shown circumstances permitting consideration of new evidence
notwithstanding Cullen v. Pinholster, and noted that a Report and Recommendations had

recommended dismissal of the petition with prejudice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought discovery and written depositions in a pending

federal habeas corpus proceeding under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the petitioner was entitled to conduct discovery and take written depositions in his federal

habeas proceeding despite the limitations imposed by Cullen v. Pinholster.

HOLDINGS

1. The court denied the motions for discovery and written depositions because the petitioner failed to show
that any recognized circumstance permitting consideration of new evidence outside the Pinholster rule

existed in his case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Pinholster bars a federal court “from admitting new evidence upon which to assess the reasonableness of a

state court's constitutional analysis.””

“Accordingly, Petitioner’s Motion for Discovery and Motion for Written Depositions are DENIED.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robert Boyd, proceeding pro se, filed a habeas corpus petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. He sought written
questions to ten individuals and extensive additional discovery concerning his case. Boyd argued that discovery
could proceed under exceptions to Cullen v. Pinholster, including claims not adjudicated on the merits,

challenges involving procedural default, or a gateway actual-innocence claim, but the court found that he had not
shown any such circumstance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boyd filed a federal habeas petition and moved for leave to conduct discovery and for written depositions. The
magistrate judge had issued a Report and Recommendations recommending dismissal of the petition with
prejudice. The court denied both discovery motions because Boyd did not establish a circumstance in which

Cullen v. Pinholster would not bar consideration of new evidence.
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