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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO

PHILLIP MOCEK,,
Plaintiffs,
V.

CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE,
ALBUQUERQUE AVIATION POLICE
DEPARTMENT, MARSHALL KATZ, in
his official capacity as Chief of Police of the
Albuquerque Aviation Police Department,
JONATHAN BREEDON, GERALD
ROMERO, ANTHONY SCHREINER,
ROBERT F. DILLEY a/k/a BOBBY
DILLEY, LANDRA WIGGINS, JULIO DE
LA PENA, and DOES 1-25, inclusive,

Defendants,
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