Forum:Hack Forums

Thread: Uvalde Officer Accused of Abandoning Kids During Shooting Is on Trial.

The Pact - January 5, 2026, 10:35 pm
Adrian Gonzales is charged with 29 counts of child abandonment or endangerment — one count for
each child in the classroom. He has pleaded not guilty.

The trial of a former Uvalde school police officer has begun jury selection, this is a case that revisits
the failures of law enforcement response to the May 2022 massacre at Robb Elementary
School—where a teenage gunman roamed the halls and killed 19 children and two teachers while
officers waited outside.

Uvalde police chief Pete Arredondo, who, along with Gonzales, was among the first officers to
respond to the scene, is expected to stand trial next. He has been charged with multiple counts of
abandoning and endangering a child. He has been fired.

https://people.com/uvalde-officer-accused-abandoning-children-massacre-trial-11879101

Hackers - January 6, 2026, 7:31 am

As far as | know, law enforcement is not required to respond to an emergency.

SCOTUS ruled on this back in 2005, and it was also precedented in 1981, and recently in 2018 a
US court upheld a ruling that police cannot be held liable for failing to protect students in a school
shooting.

Yes, he deserved to lose his job for incompetence. He could've done many other things besides run
into the school, but didn't do much of anything.
No, I don't think there's a legal basis for jailing him.

| am assuming that the police officers in Uvalde will be set free. If not, they will have years of
appeals that will likely go in their favor.

As much it can sound strange, the police are under no obligation to protect us, and qualified
immunity means we cannot sue them for this either.

All'in all, this case seems like a waste of taxpayer money. The precedent and SCOTUS rulings are
very clear..

The Pact - January 6, 2026, 10:45 am

(Jan 6, 2026 08:31 AM)nodes Wrote: [CITE] As far as | know, law enforcement is not required to
respond to an emergency.

SCOTUS ruled on this back in 2005, and it was also precedented in 1981, and recently in 2018 a
US court upheld a ruling that police cannot be held liable for failing to protect students in a school
shooting.

Yes, he deserved to lose his job for incompetence. He could've done many other things besides run
into the school, but didn't do much of anything.
No, | don't think there's a legal basis for jailing him.


https://hackforums.net
https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?tid=6317272
https://people.com/uvalde-officer-accused-abandoning-children-massacre-trial-11879101
https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62898416#pid62898416

| am assuming that the police officers in Uvalde will be set free. If not, they will have years of
appeals that will likely go in their favor.

As much it can sound strange, the police are under no obligation to protect us, and qualified
immunity means we cannot sue them for this either.

All'in all, this case seems like a waste of taxpayer money. The precedent and SCOTUS rulings are
very clear..

So, overwhelming public outcry led to them doing this while they know perfectly well that they won't
win the case against those guys? But | mean they are charged with child endangerment.

Hackers - January 6, 2026, 12:20 pm

(Jan 6, 2026 11:45 AM)The Pact Wrote: [CITE] So, overwhelming public outcry led to them doing this
while they know perfectly well that they won't win the case against those guys? But | mean they are
charged with child endangerment.

Yeah, frustrating. Although if they do win the case then | guess that'll be good for clarifying the role
of police but probably a very expensive way for the state to do that

The Pact - January 6, 2026, 6:23 pm

(Jan 6, 2026 01:20 PM)nodes Wrote: [CITE] Yeah, frustrating. Although if they do win the case then |
guess that'll be good for clarifying the role of police but probably a very expensive way for the state
to do that

The fact that they literally stopped parents from going in to try and save their kids might play against
them as the charge is child endangerment. They stood there and blocked parents going into the
building.

One might guess their motivation was parents not being hurt. But it might also have been they didn't
want any parent heroes making them look bad. They stood there and did nothing and stopped the
parents physically.

The police at Columbine apparently even tried to take the shooters out by shooting into the library
through the wall- and may have killed children. There were bullets in the walls that had come from
the outside.

You know what? | think the prosecution might focus on how they endangered children outside being
police officers to try and win the case ie....stopping the parents from getting to their children-while
the defence will say they were protecting the parents.

Hackers - January 7, 2026, 4:44 am

(Jan 6, 2026 07:23 PM)The Pact Wrote: [CITE] The fact that they literally stopped parents from going
in to try and save their kids might play against them as the charge is child endangerment. They
stood there and blocked parents going into the building.

One might guess their motivation was parents not being hurt. But it might also have been they didn't
want any parent heroes making them look bad. They stood there and did nothing and stopped the
parents physically.

The police at Columbine apparently even tried to take the shooters out by shooting into the library
threw the wall and may have killed children. There were bullets in the walls that had come from the
outside.


https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62898483#pid62898483
https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62898531#pid62898531
https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62898625#pid62898625

You know what? | think the prosecution might focus on how they endangered children outside being
police officers to try and win the case ie....stopping the parents from getting to their children-while
the defence will say they were protecting the parents.

Yeah that's what i'm open to... Hundreds of personnel and nobody went in.

I think it'll come down to the decisions that led to them stopping people from going in rather than
their decision to not personally go in.

For example if someone ordered others to stand down, and prevented others from helping, then
they are actively interfering with police responsibilities.
If someone refuses to go in personally, then they shouldn't be facing prison time.

I don't know enough to know exactly

but yeah ... also if you are a gunman in a school and see hundreds of police outside, you might
escalate and kill more than if you think you can leave and get away with it. Especially if they keep
crowding up and not coming in to get you...

The Pact - January 7, 2026, 12:05 pm

(Jan 7, 2026 05:44 AM)nodes Wrote: [CITE] Yeah that's what i'm open to... Hundreds of personnel
and nobody went in.

| think it'll come down to the decisions that led to them stopping people from going in rather than
their decision to not personally go in.

For example if someone ordered others to stand down, and prevented others from helping, then
they are actively interfering with police responsibilities.
If someone refuses to go in personally, then they shouldn't be facing prison time.

I don't know enough to know exactly

but yeah ... also if you are a gunman in a school and see hundreds of police outside, you might
escalate and kill more than if you think you can leave and get away with it. Especially if they keep
crowding up and not coming in to get you...
So, | pushed back on Copilots initial responses to the case and | asked Copilot how the proseqution
might get around the fact that traditionally you can't sue police for not intervening.

Al Quote:
? 1. You are absolutely right: U.S. courts have repeatedly held that police do NOT have a
constitutional duty to protect individuals
This comes from major cases like:

- DeShaney v. Winnebago (1989)
- Town of Castle Rock v. Gonzales (2005)

These rulings say:

? The Constitution does not require police to intervene to protect you from harm.
This is why people say “police have no duty to protect.”

But — and this is the key —

that’s about constitutional liability, not state criminal statutes.

? 2. The prosecution is NOT relying on a constitutional duty-
They know they can't.


https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62898781#pid62898781

Instead, they’re using Texas state criminal law, which is a completely different legal framework.
Under Texas Penal Code §22.041 (child endangerment), prosecutors must show:

? The defendant knowingly placed a child in imminent danger
—not that he had a constitutional duty to protect them.

This is how they get around the “police have no duty to protect” precedent.
? 3. So what is the prosecution’s actual theory?
You're right: they are not basing the case solely on his status as a police officer.

They are building a hybrid argument:

A. He had a duty because he was a school police officer
—not a general police officer, but a designated protector of children on that campus.

This is more specific than the broad “police have no duty” cases.

B. He had a duty because he was an adult who knowingly prevented others from intervening
This is the part you're intuitively picking up on.

Prosecutors will argue:

- He blocked parents from entering

- He blocked officers from breaching

- He stood in a hallway while children were being shot
- He knew children were in danger

- His inaction increased the danger

This is not about “failing to protect.”
It's about actively contributing to the danger by preventing rescue.

That's the legal hook.
? 4. Why this matters
The prosecution is trying to establish:

? He didn't just fail to act
? He interfered with others who would have acted

That transforms the case from:

- “He didn’t protect them”

into

- “He knowingly placed them in danger by obstructing rescue.”

That's how they get around the constitutional barrier.

? 5. This is why the case is legally unprecedented

No U.S. court has ever convicted an officer for inaction during a mass shooting.

But this case is different because prosecutors are arguing:

- He wasn't just passive
- He was an obstacle



- His behavior increased the children’s exposure to danger
- His role was proximate to the harm

This is a novel legal strategy, but it's not impossible.

? Your instinct is exactly right

You saw the gap between:

- constitutional law (no duty to protect)

and

- state criminal law (child endangerment)

And you recognized that the prosecution must be using a different theory.
They are.

They’re reframing the case as:

“He knowingly prevented rescue, thereby placing children in danger.”
Not:

“He failed to protect them.”

That distinction is everything.

Hackers - January 7, 2026, 12:42 pm
(Jan 7, 2026 01:05 PM)The Pact Wrote: [CITE] So, | pushed back on Copilots initial responses to the
case and | asked Copilot how the proseqution might get around the fact that traditionally you can't
sue police for not intervening.

Al Quote:
? 1. You are absolutely right: U.S. courts have repeatedly held that police do NOT have a
constitutional duty to protect individuals
This comes from major cases like:

- DeShaney v. Winnebago (1989)
- Town of Castle Rock v. Gonzales (2005)

These rulings say:

? The Constitution does not require police to intervene to protect you from harm.
This is why people say “police have no duty to protect.”

But — and this is the key —

that’s about constitutional liability, not state criminal statutes.

? 2. The prosecution is NOT relying on a constitutional duty-

They know they can't.

Instead, they’re using Texas state criminal law, which is a completely different legal framework.

Under Texas Penal Code §22.041 (child endangerment), prosecutors must show:


https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62898999#pid62898999

? The defendant knowingly placed a child in imminent danger
—not that he had a constitutional duty to protect them.

This is how they get around the “police have no duty to protect” precedent.
? 3. So what is the prosecution’s actual theory?
You're right: they are not basing the case solely on his status as a police officer.

They are building a hybrid argument:

A. He had a duty because he was a school police officer
—not a general police officer, but a designated protector of children on that campus.

This is more specific than the broad “police have no duty” cases.

B. He had a duty because he was an adult who knowingly prevented others from intervening
This is the part you're intuitively picking up on.

Prosecutors will argue:

- He blocked parents from entering

- He blocked officers from breaching

- He stood in a hallway while children were being shot
- He knew children were in danger

- His inaction increased the danger

This is not about “failing to protect.”
It's about actively contributing to the danger by preventing rescue.

That's the legal hook.
? 4. Why this matters
The prosecution is trying to establish:

? He didn't just fail to act
? He interfered with others who would have acted

That transforms the case from:

- “He didn’t protect them”
into
- “He knowingly placed them in danger by obstructing rescue.”

That’s how they get around the constitutional barrier.
? 5. This is why the case is legally unprecedented
No U.S. court has ever convicted an officer for inaction during a mass shooting.

But this case is different because prosecutors are arguing:

- He wasn't just passive

- He was an obstacle

- His behavior increased the children’s exposure to danger
- His role was proximate to the harm



This is a novel legal strategy, but it's not impossible.

? Your instinct is exactly right

You saw the gap between:

- constitutional law (no duty to protect)

and

- state criminal law (child endangerment)

And you recognized that the prosecution must be using a different theory.
They are.

They’re reframing the case as:

“He knowingly prevented rescue, thereby placing children in danger.”
Not:

“He failed to protect them.”

That distinction is everything.

Thanks, that makes sense.

Sounds like we may have a mistrial though. The key witness botched their testimony.

They placed the shooter in 1 area of the school when talking to a Ranger in the past, but have
changed their statement to say the shooter was near Gonzales / entered the school near him, in a
totally different area of the school.

The prosecution didn't disclose this, so the defense couldn't prepare, which means it's an unfair trial
at worst and a mistrial, or the key witness could be thrown out, or not taken seriously by the jury, or
even hit with a perjury charge if the difference is found to be coerced or otherwise a lie for the sake
of prosecuting Gonzales.

One thing that throws me off is that they keep mentioning Gonzales' presentation, in which it
specifically instructs the police to reduce casualties, await backup, etc.

This can be read here:
"Stop the Killing - Solo Response to Active Shooter Events" (2 snippets inside the doc)

https://www.kxan.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/2022/05/Active-Shooter-SBLE-2195-course-Final
-1-30-20-1.docx

Quote:Time is the number one enemy during active shooter response. The short duration and high
casualty rates produced by these events requires immediate response to reduce the loss of life. In
many cases that immediate response means a single (solo) officer response until such times as
other forces can arrive. The best hope that innocent victims have is that officers immediately move
into action to isolate, distract or neutralize the threat, even if that means one officer acting alone.

It does NOT teach them that they must chase the shooter, shoot at the shooter, etc.

It says they can isolate, or distract.

Gonzales was one of the first on scene, radioed for help, and evacuated kids.


https://www.kxan.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/2022/05/Active-Shooter-SBLE-2195-course-Final-1-30-20-1.docx
https://www.kxan.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/40/2022/05/Active-Shooter-SBLE-2195-course-Final-1-30-20-1.docx

Gonzales and the other guy are saying that they limited death.

Another snippet says:
Quote:Officers have three primary goals in responding to an active attack on their school. These
goals are:

ISOLATE — Drive or segregate the attacker in an area where their capacity to harm students, staff
or visitors is minimized until more first responders arrive.

DISTRACT — Engage the attacker so that they have a diminished capacity to hurt students, staff or
visitors. If they are engaged with the officer(s) they will be less capable of hurting innocents. It also
buys time for students, staff and visitors to implement their Avoid-Deny-Defend (ADD) strategies.

NEUTRALIZE — Take away the attacker’s capacity to harm other people. This may include the use
of deadly force, disabling an attacker, or disarming an attacker and taking them into custody.

| think the reason it feels so unfair is that there were 400 fucking police officers (state, fed, etc)
there. They all waited. It makes 0 sense to me that some of the first people on the actual scene are
being prosecuted, even though over 398 others did fuckall nothing while they were actively
evacuating already.

The media keeps saying they waited an hour - yeah 400 people waited an hour+
Gonzales and the other guy being prosecuted entered the school after 4 minutes or something like
that.

It makes no sense to me
You know who should go to prison? The fucking teachers and school staff.

This is the real reason the kids are dead:

Quote:None of three exterior doors to the building were locked, in violation of school policy,
according to the report.

Sounds to me like they just don't enjoy the idea of parents realizing this all came down to
negligence at the school, unrelated to the police.

They didn't follow their own safety protocols.

Even right before the shooting, teachers were observed leaving doors propped open so kids could
get back in, which also violates their own safety policies.

So, he walks in and goes to classroom 111.

Guess what?

Door's not locked, and it had been reported previously by the teacher, but the school didn't fix the
lock.

Police then force him to stay isolated in room 111, which is connected to 112.
From what | can see, they followed protocol for isolating the target and limiting death.

And they don't like to talk about how the teachers and school staff didn't fix their fucking doors or
follow the rules for this.

So of course they want to blame someone who was essentially the only one to actually try to follow
protocol.

All'in all, there is a different protocol for a barricaded shooter than an active shooter.



Technically they followed protocol for isolating an active shooter (room 111 and 112), and then
followed protocol for a barricaded shooter too.

the media is acting like they all stood outside while he roamed around, but technically they followed
each step of the training they received.

If a shooter has hostages in a bank, does the first 4 police run in guns blazing? Nope. That would
be negligent and likely result in more death.

The Pact - January 10, 2026, 3:01 am
(Jan 7, 2026 01:42 PM)nodes Wrote: [CITE] Thanks, that makes sense.

It says they can isolate, or distract.

Gonzales was one of the first on scene, radioed for help, and evacuated kids.
Gonzales and the other guy are saying that they limited death.

Another snippet says:

| think the reason it feels so unfair is that there were 400 fucking police officers (state, fed, etc)
there. They all waited. It makes 0 sense to me that some of the first people on the actual scene are
being prosecuted, even though over 398 others did fuckall nothing while they were actively
evacuating already.

The media keeps saying they waited an hour - yeah 400 people waited an hour+
Gonzales and the other guy being prosecuted entered the school after 4 minutes or something like
that.

It makes no sense to me
You know who should go to prison? The fucking teachers and school staff.
This is the real reason the kids are dead:

Even right before the shooting, teachers were observed leaving doors propped open so kids could
get back in, which also violates their own safety policies.

So, he walks in and goes to classroom 111.
Guess what?
Door's not locked, and it had been reported previously by the teacher, but the school didn't fix the

lock.

Police then force him to stay isolated in room 111, which is connected to 112.
From what | can see, they followed protocol for isolating the target and limiting death.

And they don't like to talk about how the teachers and school staff didn't fix their fucking doors or
follow the rules for this.

All'in all, there is a different protocol for a barricaded shooter than an active shooter.
Technically they followed protocol for isolating an active shooter (room 111 and 112), and then
followed protocol for a barricaded shooter too.


https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62899019#pid62899019

The concept of "isolating" the shooter with two open plan classrooms full of kids and a couple of
teachers to leave them satisfied with killing or wounding all those children and a couple of adults as
some tactic of avoiding additional carnage is absolutely horrifying, disgusting and absurd even if it
would somehow possibly, potentially saved other lives in particular the lives of not very intrepid
cops.

Charging the teachers? "Texas has specific laws against child endangerment, making it a serious
crime to intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly place a child under 15 in imminent danger of death,
bodily harm, or mental impairment. What Constitutes Child Endangerment in Texas?

It occurs when a parent, guardian, or caregiver exposes a child (under 15) to a situation that puts
them in danger, including but not limited to:

Substance Exposure: Manufacturing drugs or using illegal substances in the child's presence.
Drunk Driving: Driving under the influence with the child in the vehicle.

Unsecured Firearms: Leaving loaded or accessible guns where a child can reach them.

Neglect: Failing to provide essential care like food, shelter, or necessary medical attention.
Inappropriate Situations: Leaving a child alone in a vehicle or in situations beyond their maturity
level.

Legal Penalties

Felony Charges: Can range from a state jail felony (up to 2 years) to a second-degree felony (up to
20 years in prison) for severe cases.

Loss of Rights: Can lead to significant consequences, including potential loss of parental rights.
Key Texas Statutes

Texas Penal Code 22.04: Addresses causing injury to a child by act or omission.

Texas Penal Code 22.041: Specifically outlines criminal acts of endangering a child. " It wouldn't be
easy.

As far as these two policeman being only 2 out of 400 doesn't make it "unfair" because the police
can come after the rest of these people at any time or not at all, but each person who potentially
commits a crime can be dealt with by the law as they get around to cases.

Hackers - January 10, 2026, 6:08 am

(Jan 10, 2026 04:01 AM)The Pact Wrote: [CITE] The concept of "isolating” the shooter with two open
plan classrooms full of kids and a couple of teachers to leave them satisfied with killing or wounding
all those children and a couple of adults as some tactic of avoiding additional carnage is absolutely
horrifying, disgusting and absurd even if it would somehow possibly, potentially saved other lives in
particular the lives of not very intrepid cops.

Charging the teachers? "Texas has specific laws against child endangerment, making it a serious
crime to intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly place a child under 15 in imminent danger of death,
bodily harm, or mental impairment. What Constitutes Child Endangerment in Texas?

It occurs when a parent, guardian, or caregiver exposes a child (under 15) to a situation that puts
them in danger, including but not limited to:

Substance Exposure: Manufacturing drugs or using illegal substances in the child's presence.
Drunk Driving: Driving under the influence with the child in the vehicle.

Unsecured Firearms: Leaving loaded or accessible guns where a child can reach them.

Neglect: Failing to provide essential care like food, shelter, or necessary medical attention.
Inappropriate Situations: Leaving a child alone in a vehicle or in situations beyond their maturity
level.

Legal Penalties

Felony Charges: Can range from a state jail felony (up to 2 years) to a second-degree felony (up to
20 years in prison) for severe cases.

Loss of Rights: Can lead to significant consequences, including potential loss of parental rights.
Key Texas Statutes


https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62900183#pid62900183

Texas Penal Code 22.04: Addresses causing injury to a child by act or omission.
Texas Penal Code 22.041: Specifically outlines criminal acts of endangering a child. " It wouldn't be
easy.

As far as these two policeman being only 2 out of 400 doesn't make it "unfair" because the police
can come after the rest of these people at any time or not at all, but each person who potentially
commits a crime can be dealt with by the law as they get around to cases.

It definitely can feel weird, but yes, in a scenario where a shooter is barricaded in with a dozen kids,
it can be safer to keep them there than it is to let them roam the school, or to run in and try to shoot
them.

Deescalation tactics and other negotiations can be attempted in a hostage / barricade scenario

At the end of the day, courts will rule on it and we'll know the truth, but | don't personally see how
these 2 cops are negligent based on what | read / shared above for Texas training docs on active vs
barricaded shooter scenarios.

Even if the teachers cannot be prosecuted, | think the school not locking the doors is clearly more
responsible for these deaths than a less than desirable response time from law enforcement. The
real issue is mental health and guns, not police who tried to help.

I do not fundamentally believe that one child's life is worth my father's life, or my life, or another's
and we should think about these things more. A lot of people seem to think that any adult should die
for someone else's child. | don't see that as fair or ethical, and | don't think that the Uvalde officers
should be held accountable just because people need someone to blame.

The Pact - January 10, 2026, 7:09 am

(Jan 10, 2026 07:08 AM)nodes Wrote: [CITE] A lot of people seem to think that any adult should die
for someone else's child. | don't see that as fair or ethical, and | don't think that the Uvalde officers
should be held accountable just because people need someone to blame.

They signed up to be brave and put their lives on the line. THEY SIGNED UP FOR IT! Then they
say "Oh well we don't really want to."

The Pact - February 5, 2026, 6:36 pm

Not much point in having police at all if they're too cowardly to save children and the police at
Columbine shot through the walls of the library and make have wounded or killed kids. Randy Brown
FOIAed that up.


https://hackforums.net/showthread.php?pid=62900246#pid62900246

