UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW

YORK

Herbert W. Lux, Jr. et al. v. Darci L. Hultquist et al.

Lux - No. 24-CV-783-LJV - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of New York addresses motions to dismiss

claims arising from Herbert and Janice Lux’s arrest and extradition from New York to Virginia. The

court dismisses the claims against the judicial defendants based on judicial immunity and dismisses

the claims against the Virginia defendants based on collateral estoppel. The court denies the Erie

County defendants’ motion based on the first-filed rule and directs those defendants to answer the

amended complaint.
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Plaintiffs brought an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 concerning Lux's
arrest and extradition from New York to Virginia. After plaintiffs
amended the complaint, the judicial defendants, Virginia defendants,
and Erie County defendants each moved to dismiss under various

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

On a motion to dismiss, the court accepts factual allegations as true
and draws all reasonable inferences in plaintiffs' favor, while
disregarding legal conclusions. Pro se pleadings are construed
liberally. The court may dismiss on collateral-estoppel grounds under
Rule 12(b)(6).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether claims against the judicial defendants arising from their handling of Lux's extradition

proceedings were barred by judicial immunity.

2. Whether collateral estoppel barred plaintiffs' claims against the Virginia defendants because substantially
identical claims arising from the same events had been dismissed in a prior Eastern District of Virginia

action.

3. Whether the first-filed rule required dismissal of claims against the Erie County defendants when the

earlier-filed Virginia action had been voluntarily dismissed and no competing lawsuit remained pending.

HOLDINGS

1. Judicial immunity barred the plaintiffs' damages claims against the judicial defendants because the

challenged conduct consisted of judicial acts performed in matters within the judges' jurisdiction.

2. Collateral estoppel barred plaintiffs' claims against the Virginia defendants because the same issues
arising from the same events and asserted against the same defendants had been actually litigated and

resolved in a final merits judgment in the prior Eastern District of Virginia action.

3. The first-filed rule did not require dismissal of the claims against the Erie County defendants because

the earlier-filed Virginia action had been voluntarily dismissed, leaving no two competing lawsuits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is well settled that judges generally have absolute immunity from suits for money damages for their

judicial actions.” (at 3)
“Judicial “immunity is overcome in only two sets of circumstances.”” (at 4)

“Those claims were already decided in the Eastern District of Virginia, and collateral estoppel precludes the

plaintiffs from taking a second bite of the apple in this Court.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The amended complaint alleged that Virginia prosecutor Paul Walther requested that Virginia and Erie County
law-enforcement officers arrest Herbert Lux for extradition without a warrant, affidavit, or certified copy of the

charges. Erie County officers allegedly entered the Luxes' home, arrested Lux, used allegedly excessive



restraints, and transported him to the Erie County Holding Center. During extradition proceedings, New York
judges allegedly denied Lux's requests concerning counsel, self-representation, restraints, the validity of the
warrant, and habeas relief. Plaintiffs also alleged that the Virginia defendants and Erie County defendants

violated their constitutional rights in connection with the arrest and extradition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs commenced the action on August 22, 2024, and filed an amended complaint on January 22, 2025. The
court granted the judicial defendants' motion to dismiss based on judicial immunity and granted the Virginia
defendants' motion based on collateral estoppel. The court denied the Erie County defendants' motion, holding
that the first-filed rule did not apply because the earlier Virginia action had been voluntarily dismissed and no

competing lawsuits remained. The Erie County defendants were ordered to answer within 30 days.
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