UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO

Allan Seager v. State of New Mexico, et al.

No. 24-cv-0194-SMD-KK - No. No. 24-cv-0194-SMD-KK - Decided November 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Mexico dismisses Allan Seager’s amended
prisoner civil rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)
(6). The court concludes that the named defendants are not subject to liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
the alleged false-arrest, malicious-prosecution, and search-and-seizure claims do not establish a

cognizable constitutional violation or are barred by Heck v. Humphrey, and the claims are untimely.

The dismissal is without prejudice, and Seager is granted thirty days to file a single amended

complaint.
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No. 24-cv-0194-SMD-KK

dismissed

Sua sponte initial review of an amended prisoner civil-rights
complaint filed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) and Rule
12(b)(6).

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis complaint that is frivolous, malicious, or fails to state a claim.
The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, accepting
well-pleaded factual allegations as true and construing the pro se

pleading liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

4.
5.

Whether the State of New Mexico, the Moriarty Police Department, and the state judge are proper
defendants subject to liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether Seager adequately pleaded viable § 1983 claims for malicious prosecution, false arrest, or

illegal search and seizure.

. Whether Heck v. Humphrey bars Seager's damages claims because success would necessarily imply the

invalidity of his conviction.
Whether the § 1983 claims are barred by the applicable statute of limitations.

Whether Seager should be granted leave to amend after dismissal on initial review.

HOLDINGS

1.

The claims against the State of New Mexico and the Moriarty Police Department fail because neither is
a suable person under § 1983, and the claims against Judge Reynolds are barred by judicial immunity

because his alleged conduct occurred in his judicial capacity and within his jurisdiction.

. Seager failed to state a § 1983 malicious-prosecution claim because the underlying criminal action did

not terminate in his favor; he remains convicted and imprisoned for one count of criminal sexual

penetration.

. Seager failed to state viable false-arrest or illegal-search-and-seizure claims because the alleged civilian

was not a state actor, the arrest was made pursuant to a signed warrant, probable cause was not
adequately negated, and post-process seizure allegations were properly analyzed under the malicious-

prosecution framework.

. Heck v. Humphrey independently bars Seager's false-arrest and illegal-search-and-seizure damages

claims to the extent success would necessarily imply that his state conviction is invalid.

. Seager's § 1983 claims were barred by New Mexico's three-year personal-injury statute of limitations

because the challenged arrests, searches, and related conduct occurred in 2009, while the action was
filed in 2024.

. Despite the substantial defects in the complaint, the court granted Seager leave to file one amended

complaint within thirty days because he was proceeding pro se and no defendant had been served or

appeared.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Judges are immune from suit based on actions taken in their judicial capacity.” (5)



“Heck holds that the Federal Court must dismiss a § 1983 damages claim that, if resolved in the plaintiff’s

favor, would necessarily imply the invalidity of his conviction.” (7)

“Plaintiff may file a single, amended complaint within thirty (30) days of entry of this ruling.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Seager was convicted in 2011 of two counts of criminal sexual penetration of a child under thirteen, although the
New Mexico Court of Appeals later reversed one count and the state court reduced his consecutive sentence to
eighteen years. He alleged that police and a civilian impersonating an officer framed him, planted a hard drive,
unlawfully arrested him, searched his home, and fabricated evidence after he testified against a police officer. He
sued the State of New Mexico, the Moriarty Police Department, and the state judge who presided over his
criminal case, seeking damages under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. He remains convicted and imprisoned for one count of

criminal sexual penetration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Seager filed an amended § 1983 complaint seeking $20 million in damages for alleged false arrest, malicious
prosecution, and illegal search and seizure arising from his New Mexico criminal case. The court previously
granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis and determined that the matter was ready for mandatory initial
review. The court dismissed the amended complaint without prejudice for failure to state a cognizable claim but

granted Seager thirty days to file a single amended complaint.
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