UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OKLAHOMA

Christopher Maya Caballero v. Travis Braswell, Individually, Kyle

Admire, Individually, Dustin Tiner, Individually, and Bethany Hibbs,

Individually

Case No. 25-CV-0442-CVE-MTS (N.D. Okla. Jan. 12, 2026) - No. 25-CV-0442-CVE-MTS - Decided January

12, 2026

SUMMARY

This Opinion and Order addresses defendants’ motion for partial dismissal of two claims arising from

Christopher Maya Caballero’s arrest: a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 unlawful-arrest claim and a common-law

false-arrest/false-imprisonment claim. The court considers probable cause, the plaintiff’s nolo

contendere plea, qualified immunity, the scope of the alleged seizure, and issue preclusion based on

state-court criminal proceedings. The provided text ends during the court’s discussion of Oklahoma

issue-preclusion law.
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dismissed

Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) for
partial dismissal of plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 unlawful-arrest claim

and Oklahoma common-law false-arrest/false-imprisonment claim.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes them in the plaintiff's favor, and
determines whether the complaint alleges enough facts to state a
plausible claim for relief. The court may consider the complaint,
documents incorporated by reference, and matters subject to judicial
notice.

unpublished district court opinion; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff's § 1983 unlawful-arrest claim was barred because probable cause had been

established by the state criminal proceedings and plaintiff's nolo contendere plea.

2. Whether the alleged forceful interaction constituted one continuous seizure or multiple separate arrests
requiring separate probable-cause determinations.

3. Whether defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on the unlawful-arrest claim.

4. Whether plaintiff's Oklahoma common-law false-arrest claim failed because probable cause is a

complete defense and plaintiff was precluded from contesting probable cause.

5. Whether plaintiff could maintain a separate false-imprisonment claim against law-enforcement officers

where the detention resulted in criminal proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint alleged one continuous seizure beginning when Officer Tiner allegedly tackled plaintiff
and continuing through the arrest; plaintiff did not allege facts showing that the seizure terminated and a

new seizure began.

2. Plaintiff's nolo contendere pleas to the criminal charges precluded him from denying that probable cause
existed for his arrest.

3. Defendants were entitled to qualified immunity because probable cause was established, eliminating any

constitutional violation.

4. Plaintiff failed to state claims for false arrest or false imprisonment because probable cause was
established and the detention resulted in bringing him before a court and securing the administration of

the law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although there is no “litmus-paper test” as to when an investigative determination begins, neither party
contests that the interaction turned from a “lawful investigative detention” into an arrest after Officer Tiner

allegedly tackled plaintiff in the kitchen of his sister’s home.” (at 10)

“Based on Oklahoma state law of preclusion, the fact of plaintiff s entry of a nolo plea waives any
irregularities in the criminal proceedings, and he is now estopped from denying the existence of probable

cause at the time of his arrest.” (at 21)

“Therefore, plaintiff cannot state a claim upon which relief may be granted as to his claim of false
imprisonment.” (at 24)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was arrested on July 13, 2024, after an altercation at his sister and brother-in-law's home, where family
members reported that he had been waving a gun. Officers responded, entered the home, and, according to
plaintiff, used extensive force against him, including tasing, punching, kicking, tackling, use of a baton, and
deployment of a police dog. Plaintiff was charged with six misdemeanors and four felonies; the felony charges
were later dismissed, and plaintiff entered nolo contendere pleas to the six misdemeanor charges. At a
preliminary hearing, the Creek County District Court found probable cause to believe that a crime had been

committed and that plaintiff had committed it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a nine-count action in the District Court of Creek County, Oklahoma, arising from his arrest by
Creek County Sheriff's Office officers. Defendant Bethany Hibbs removed the action to the Northern District of
Oklahoma under 28 U.S.C. § 1441. The court granted defendants' motion to dismiss counts one and six and

ordered defendants to answer the remaining counts by January 26, 2026.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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