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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Oklahoma grants motions to dismiss claims
brought under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 by pro se plaintiff Chad William Reed against state judicial and
prosecutorial defendants. The court concludes that the claims against Judge Emily Maxwell fail to
allege personal participation, claims against Special Judge Mark Uptegrove are barred by the Heck
and Rooker-Feldman doctrines and judicial immunity, and several claims against District Attorney
Mark Matloff are barred by Heck, untimeliness, or failure to state a claim. All claims are dismissed
without prejudice, with a separate judgment to be entered.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis brought a 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983 action challenging state-court post-conviction proceedings. The
defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6), and the court granted both motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court determines whether the
complaint alleges enough facts to state a facially plausible claim for
relief. Well-pleaded factual allegations are accepted as true and
construed in the plaintiff's favor, but legal conclusions and conclusory
statements are disregarded. Pro se pleadings are liberally construed,
but a pro se plaintiff must still allege sufficient facts supporting a
recognized legal claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Reed stated a § 1983 claim against Judge Emily Maxwell based on speculation that she could
influence other judges to protect her husband.

2. Whether Reed's claims against Special Judge Mark Uptegrove were barred by Heck v. Humphrey
because success would imply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence.

3. Whether, to the extent Reed challenged only the denial of his post-conviction application, the Rooker-
Feldman doctrine deprived the federal district court of jurisdiction.

4. Whether Special Judge Uptegrove was entitled to absolute judicial immunity from Reed's damages
claims.

5. Whether Reed's Napue and Brady claims against District Attorney Mark Matloff were barred by Heck.

6. Whether Reed's retaliation claim against Matloff was barred by Oklahoma's two-year statute of
limitations.

7. Whether Reed's Eighth Amendment claim against Matloff failed because Reed was a pretrial detainee
when the relevant events occurred.

HOLDINGS

1. Reed failed to state a claim against Judge Maxwell because he alleged no specific action by her and
relied only on speculation that she could influence another judge to protect her husband.

2. Claims against Judge Uptegrove that, if successful, would necessarily imply the invalidity of Reed's
conviction or sentence were barred by Heck v. Humphrey because Reed had not shown that his
conviction or sentence had been invalidated.

3. To the extent Reed challenged only Judge Uptegrove's application of procedural bars and denial of the
post-conviction application, the federal district court lacked jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine.

4. Special Judge Uptegrove was absolutely immune from Reed's claims for civil damages because ruling
on Reed's post-conviction application was a judicial act performed in the exercise of judicial discretion.

5. Reed's Napue and Brady claims against Matloff were barred by Heck because success on those claims
would imply the invalidity of Reed's conviction or sentence.

6. Reed's First Amendment retaliation claim was barred by Oklahoma's two-year statute of limitations
because the alleged retaliatory exchange occurred in 2006 and Reed knew of the alleged injury no later
than his 2008 conviction.



7. Reed's Eighth Amendment cruel-and-unusual-punishment claim failed because he was a pretrial detainee
during the relevant events and the Eighth Amendment's protections do not apply to pretrial detainees.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To withstand a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the complaint must allege “enough facts to state a claim to relief that
is plausible on its face.”” (at 3)

“In Heck, the Supreme Court stated that, if judgment in favor of the prisoner plaintiff in a Section 1983
damages suit “would necessarily imply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence[, then] the complaint must
be dismissed unless the plaintiff can demonstrate that the conviction or sentence has already been
invalidated.”” (at 5)

“Under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, federal district courts have no jurisdiction to consider suits “that
amount to appeals of state-court judgments.”” (at 7)

“Absolute immunity bars suits for money damages for acts made in the exercise of prosecutorial or judicial
discretion.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Reed was convicted of first-degree murder in McCurtain County, Oklahoma, after a 2008 jury trial, and his
conviction and sentence were affirmed on direct appeal. His first post-conviction application was denied in 2013,
and his second application, filed in 2023, was denied by the state district court and affirmed by the Oklahoma
Court of Criminal Appeals in 2024. Reed brought this § 1983 action alleging that state judges improperly
handled his post-conviction application and that District Attorney Mark Matloff was responsible for alleged
Napue, Brady, retaliation, and cruel-and-unusual-punishment violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Reed was convicted of first-degree murder in Oklahoma state court, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal
Appeals affirmed his conviction and sentence. His first application for post-conviction relief was denied and
affirmed in 2013. His second application, filed in 2023, was denied by the state district court and affirmed by the
Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals in 2024. Reed then filed this § 1983 action challenging that denial and
asserting constitutional claims against the state judges and district attorney. The federal court dismissed all
claims without prejudice and directed entry of a separate judgment.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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