CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

Civilian Police Oversight Agency RO

Finding Letters of the CPOA

The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The citizens were
notified of the May 2025 findings. If applicable, these findings will become part of the
officer’s file.
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

\W\w.cabq -gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 119-24

COMPLAINT,

On 04/13/2024, M submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency regarding an incident that occurred on 03/02/2024 at 0000 hours. Ms.
M- - reported encountering a sobriety checkpoint after leaving the Dirty Bourbon.
She reported that Officer S shined a light in her eyes and had her do field sobriety testing.
It was 45 degrees and Officer S would not let her have her jacket and extended the testing

times, which Ms. M believed she had passed. Upon asking for a supervisor,
Officer S grabbed Ms. M , arm, began to handcuff her, placed her under arrest,
told her to stop resisting, and called for another officer. Ms. M ' reported that

Officer S also kicked the inside of her ankle, leaving a bruise.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer S
Other Materials: Email Communications, Checkpoint Documents, & SOP 2.43.

Date Investigation Completed: February 17, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct), 2.71.4.A.1 (Search & Seizure), & 2.52.4.C.1 (Force)

[ s 2o g
1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
_ cm’_lcncc that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed:  2.42.4.A.1 (DWI Investigations)

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

N O O ®

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

]

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer S performed her duties in the available
environment. Officer S did tell Ms. M no regarding getting her jacket, but was

professional and in the process of conducting sobriety tests. Officer S was not abrasive or
demeaning and there was no logical reason for the personnel to respond or care about Ms.
M nersonal life. There was no indication that Officer S moved closer, bent down,
got into Ms. M face, or gave her a dirty look.

2.42.4.A.1: It was determined that Officer S conducted a proper DWI investigation and acted
on her perceived findings.

2.52.4.C.1: It was determined that no APD personnel used any type of force on Ms.

M . It was determined that there was no evidence to support the claim that Ms.

M was kicked in the ankle or had her arm squeezed.

2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that Officer S was not associated with the vehicle search, but
did conduct a perceived lawful search of Ms. M incident to arrest. It was determined
that Officer S did conduct a perceived lawful arrest of Ms. M

119-24  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30

calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabqg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Ciyilian Police Oversight Agency by

m ey
Diane McDermo
Executive Director

(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 119-24

COMPLAINT:

POBox 1293 On 04/13/2024, M submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency regarding an incident that occurred on 03/02/2024 at 0000 hours. Ms.
M- - reported encountering a sobriety checkpoint after leaving the Dirty Bourbon.

Albuquerque She reported that her vehicle was unlawfully searched, and the contents of her wallet
were removed.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: PSA E
Other Materials: Email Communications, Checkpoint Documents, & SOP 2.43.

Date Investigation Completed: February 17, 2025
1
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|. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| cvidjnfe, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.6.C.1 {Conduct)

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

0 0O § O

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

L]

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

s dditional C .
1.1.6.C.1: It was determined that PSA R conducted an unlawful and unreasonable search and
seizure, violating APD policy. As such, it was also determined that PSA E failed to properly
train and supervise PSA R, whom he was training, instructing, and supervising when the
violation occurred.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand, however, due to the unexpected departure of
the original assigned investigator the timelines for investigation were missed so the
discipline could not be imposed, but is still a matter of record and can be used for training.
It should be noted that the systemic issue has been corrected regarding DW1 checkpoints.

119-24 PSAE



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30

calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey . There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Ciyilian Police Oversight Agency by
Diane McDermo

Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police




CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 119-24

COMPLAINT:

On 04/13/2024, ‘M submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency regarding an incident that occurred on 03/02/2024 at 0000 hours. Ms.
M ‘reported encountering a sobriety checkpoint after leaving the Dirty Bourbon.

She reported that her vehicle was unlawfully searched, and the contents of her wallet

were removed.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA R

Other Materials: Email Communications, Checkpoint Documents, & SOP 2.43

Date Investigation Completed: February 17, 2025
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1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing D
endcnce, thal allegcd misconduct did not oceur or did not involve the subject officer.

Policies Rcwcwcd' 2.71.4.A.1 (Authority to Make an Arrest, Search, or Scizure)

2. Sustained. Invmlgauon classification when the |mesugalor(s) dctmnmcs, bya mpondcrance of the [z
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustlined Investigation classification when thc investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

4. Exonenttd Investigation classification whcre the lmesugator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
procedures, or training.

5 Sustained Violation Not Based on Origmal Comphmt Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the i mvestsgauoa and b) a prrpondemnoc of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admlmstratlvel’y Closed lnvesngahon classrﬁcannn whcre lhc investigator determines: The pohcy

violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

mwstlganon would be futile.

\dditional C .
2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that PSA R conducted an unlawful and unreasonable search
and seizure, violating APD policy. PSA R conducted a thorough search of Ms. M
vehicle in an attempt to locate evidence of a crime and property of value. PSA R then seized
currency and a telephone from the vehicle. At the time of the search, Ms. M was not
under arrest and had not consented to the warrantless search and seizure. At the time of the
search, Ms. M s vehicle was not subject to tow and, therefore, not subject to an
inventory search. There were no articulable probable cause or exigent circumstances to
justify the warrantless search and seizure.

The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension, however, due to the unexpected departure of
the original assigned investigator the timelines for investigation were missed so the
discipline could not be imposed, but is still a matter of record and can be used for training.

It should be noted that the systemic issue has been corrected regarding DW1 checkpoints.

119-24 PSAR



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Ciyilian Police Oversight Agency by

|

m <
U [g,z .
Diane McDermo
Executive Director

(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC# 172-24

COMPLAINT:
PO Box 1293 :F. -eported that she was contacted by crisis unit detectives on 05/22/2024
regarding an email she sent to a city councilor. Ms. F believed they were sent at the
order of Chief M. Ms. F*  believed this to be gas-lighting, harassment, intimidation,

abuse of position, and a violation of her rights.
Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabg.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Deputy Chief B

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: October 11, 2024

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-20006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:

1.1.5.C.2 (Misconduct)

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

N

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

i 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
i other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

| 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
| procedures, or training.

O O O

f 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
‘ the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

| 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy i
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitutc a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subjecttoaclass 7 |
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the {D
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further .
| investigation would be futile. |

\dditional C ;
It was determined that DC B properly managed the incident and referred it to the Crisis Intervention
Unit (CIU) for review. CIU did not initiate contact for potential criminal motivations; instead, they
intended to provide guidance on available resources and conduct threat mitigation. They
communicated to Ms. F that her engagement with them was entirely voluntary. Contrary to her
assertions, the Chief had no role in deploying officers to Ms. F location. Her concerns were
focused on the manner in which the officers were sent to her, rather than on the officers themselves.
The recordings showed the detective did not say “that the highest in brass ordered him,” nor did they
assert that they had received directives from anyone “way up there." Ms. F was simply apprised
that a request had been submitted through the chain of command to assess the situation. DC B
emphasized that contacting the CIU is standard practice in comparable situations. The investigation
substantiated that no personnel from the APD demonstrated biased or preferential treatment. Ms.
Flynt's complaints pertaining to the Council Director and Councilor fall outside of the jurisdiction of
the CPOA. Unfortunately, the investigator assigned to the case passed away unexpectedly; however,
all necessary interviews had been completed before this occurrence. A delay occurred in recovering
the relevant materials, having documentation completed by alternate CPOA staff, and final review.

172-24  Deputy Chief B 2



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Director along with a high volume
of investigations and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and participation in the
process of civilian oversight of the police.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 9, 2025

To File

Re: CPC # 312-24

COMPLAINT:

On 11/12/2024, M ' submitted a complaint online to the CPOA regarding

an incident that occurred on 10/19/2024 at 1330 hours. Mr. M 1 reported that a jet

bridge door had been left open, and he asked Officer M if he could call the

Albuquerque communications center. Officer M stated, "This particular door was different, and it does
not work with the communication center the same as other doors in the airport worked."”
Officer M said, "There was no way to know who left it open.” Mr. M reported
that “no one had any real proof because no one called the communication center to get

NM 87103 the answer.” Mr. M reported that he also wanted to know why Officer M lied
regarding there being no way to know who the last one was to badge in.

PO Box 1293

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 1, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Public Welfare)
1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the mwsngntor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
e\:dcm:e that nllegcd mlseonduct did not occur or dld not mvol\e the subject officer.

N

2. Sustained. Investigation classification whcn the m\estngawr(s) determines, b; a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3 Not Sustained. Investigation classification whcn thc investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or thc
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4 Exonerlted lnvesngnllon classification where the mvcstlga:or(s) dctcrmmcs b) a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures or lrammg

[ EJ O

E— T ————.

. Suslllned Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the m\-esugauon, and by a preponderance of the eudence. that misconduct did occur.

r
g 6 Admluistrltlvely Closed lnvesugauon classification where the m\eslagator determines: The pohc:)

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7 D
2 sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

! investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

i lmesugatmn would be futile.

Additional C "
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer M was prompt and professional in his response. He
confirmed that the door was secure and cleared the call for service. Officer M did not lie, but
due to security protocols, he was limited in the information he could provide to the
individuals. Mr. Mi i various other issues with his employer and coworkers were
internal issues with his employer and not related to Officer M. There was no indication that
Mr. McMillian was being targeted, watched by several people, or that the APD put a tracker
on his vehicle.

312-24  Officer M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at hitp://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policg,Oversight Agency by

&AMM\ (

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 9, 2025

To File

Re: CPC # 312-24

COMPLAINT:

On 11/12/2024, .M submitted a complaint online to the CPOA regarding

an incident that occurred on 10/19/2024 at 1330 hours. Mr. M reported that a jet

bridge door had been left open, and he asked Officer M if he could call the

Albuquerque communications center. Officer M stated, "This particular door was different, and it does
not work with the communication center the same as other doors in the airport worked."”
Officer M said, "There was no way to know who left it open.” Mr. M + reported
that “no one had any real proof because no one called the communication center to get

NM 87103 the answer.” Mr. M reported that he also wanted to know why Officer M lied
regarding there being no way to know who the last one was to badge in.

PO Box 1293

\\r’\h’“’.(&bq.gt)\'

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 1, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A 4 (Public Welfare)

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the l
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional C )
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer M was prompt and professional in his response. He
confirmed that the door was secure and cleared the call for service. Officer M did not lie, but
due to security protocols, he was limited in the information he could provide to the
individuals. Mr. M i various other issues with his employer and coworkers were
internal issues with his employer and not related to Officer M. There was no indication that
Mr. Mi - was being targeted, watched by several people, or that the APD put a tracker
on his vehicle.

312-24  Officer M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabgq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policg,Oversight Agency by

W\ C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 7, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 327-24

COMPLAINT:
On 12/13/2024 and 12/16/2024, ‘R¢ _ - submitted complaints to the CPOA,
reporting that Officer E did not properly conduct a welfare check, enticed Ms. R to

file harassment charges against him, established a premeditated bias, acted with

malicious intent, engaged in selective enforcement, and didn't contact him for his
statement before suggesting serious charges.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer E
Other Materials: Email Communications, Court Documents, Citizen Evidence, & 2.68.

Date Investigation Completed: April 7, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 17

06-2000



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.C.3 (Conduct)
} 1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
| evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

r T A . . S - S ?
' 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the 1
| other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. ‘D

Policies Reviewed:  2.60.4.C.1.e (Preliminary Investigations)

| 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the !

evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, |
| procedures, or training. |
i . ) |

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the |
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during ’D

the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy ;
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 T(j
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the |
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
| investigation would be futile.

\dditional C .
1.1.5.A.2: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer E conducted an unbiased
investigation and had collected evidence to charge Mr. R with the crime of
harassment.
2.60.4.C.1.¢: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer E did not attempt to
contact Mr. R » for an interview. However, SOP 2.60.4.A.2.c only required that the
involved individuals be identified, not interviewed. SOP 2.60.4.C.1.b required that involved
individuals be identified and interviews coordinated, consistent with SOP 2.68, but this did
not apply because Mr. R ~was not in custody. APD SOPs were updated after this
incident to provide additional guidance. It should be noted that this determination was based
on the literal wording of the policy, removing any investigator's perception. Additionally, the
officer explained that the decision was made based on the objective number of welfare
checks made in a short span of time and the inaccurate information provided about when the
children were last seen.

(3% ]

327-24  OfficerE



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http:/Avww.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

&Qﬂlw I?ﬁQ\;ﬁf"’ '

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 003-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/03/2025, L submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 12/02/2024. Ms. Lopez reported being involved in a crash with Officer L,
who was operating a marked patrol vehicle (City-owned vehicle), Ms.1 ~ reported
that Officer L was rude, aggressive, mad, and tried to blame her for the crash.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer L
Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS, Google Maps, and APD SOP 1.95.

Date Investigation Completed: May 5, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History

1 706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (Conduct)
I 1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

IS

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

| 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

O 0O 0O

- 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
| the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

Policies Reviewed:  2.5.4.A.3 (Department Vehicles)

| 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy I|

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.. a violation subject to a class 7 I
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the }
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further 3
investigation would be futile.

1.1.5.A.1: Officer L and Ms. L disagreed on the cause of the accident and were both
frustrated with the situation. However, the review of the video recordings did not show
inappropriate conduct on the part of Officer L that would violate policy.

2.5.4.A.3: The CPOA does not complete duplicative investigations and focused on what
occurred after the crash, not the crash itself. The crash investigation was being conducted by
the City of Albuquerque Risk Management Division and the Albuquerque Police Department
Crash Review Board (VC2024-000232), who would make their own findings.

It should be noted that the investigation determined that there were no report timeliness

violations. The report was delayed from the records department's approval, which has no
specific timeline per policy.

003-25  Officer L



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely.,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

l@'lw i%@vfﬁ" '

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 003-25

COMPLAINT

raiee e On 01/03/2025, 1L zsubmitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 12/02/2024. Ms. Lopez reported being involved in a crash with Officer L,
who was operating a marked patrol vehicle (City-owned vehicle).

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Sergeant H
Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS, Google Maps, and APD SOP 1.95.

Date Investigation Completed: May 5, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-20006



f
I 1. Unfounded Investigation class1ﬁcat|on when lhc inv cstlgator(s) determines, by clear and convincing !D
. evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. I

— —— S S e -

| 2. Suslllned Invesuganon classification v«hcn the mwallgalur(s) detemunes bya prcpondenmce of the J[:]

evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Imcstlgmon classﬂ' ication “hen the mvcsugamr(s) is unable to determme one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2464.F3 (Rcsponsc to Traffic Crashes)

‘ 4 Emnerlted Imcsugahon clasﬂﬁcahon where the investigator(s) dclcrmmcs b) a prcpondcrancc of the |
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, i
| procedures, or training. !

| 5. Suslllned \"iolltlon Not BIsed on Origlnal Complaint In\cstlgauon classification where thc |
| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in r

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
| the |mest|gatmn and b} a prepondcrancc of the evidence, that misconduct did occur,

L S ; bt S — J

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy j

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 iD

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the i
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

| inw csuganon “outd bc futile.

! 1di I C .
2.46.4.F 3: It was determined that the Metro Traffic Division (MTD) was not requested to
investigate the non-injury crash involving Ms. Lz and Officer L, who was operating a
City-owned vehicle. Sergeant H responded to the scene and ensured a proper investigation
was completed. The reviewed Orders were vague and did not indicate who would be
responsible for checking to see if the MTD was in service or requesting that they respond to
the scene of a non-injury crash involving a City-owned vehicle. As such, the CPOA Analyst
was requested to review the policy and make the appropriate recommendation(s).

The CPOA only investigated what occurred after the crash, not the crash itself. It did not
investigate the crash because it would have been duplicative in nature, as the crash
investigation was being conducted by the City of Albuquerque Risk Management Division
and the Albuquerque Police Department Crash Review Board (VC2024-000232), who would
make their own findings.

003-25  Sergeant H



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

‘Qﬂw M\e=="

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 003-25

COMPLAINT:
PO Box 1293
" On 01/03/2025, I submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 12/02/2024. Ms. Lopez reported being involved in a crash with Officer L,
who was operating a marked patrol vehicle (City-owned vehicle). Ms. L "eported
Albuquerque that an unknown young female was rude, aggressive, and yelled at her.
NM 87103
www.cabq.gov
EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Police Service Aide (PSA) B
Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS, Google Maps, and APD SOP 1.95.

Date Investigation Completed: May 5, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5A.1 (Conduct)

{
| L. Unfounded lnwstlgatlon cIassnf cation when the m\c:stlgalor(s) detcnmnes. b) clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged mlsconduct did not occur of dld not m\ohe ﬂ:c subjccl oﬂ' icer.

N

Bt it S CRe S P L. |

2. Sushlned In\rsugauon ciassnf ication when the m\csugator(s) detelmmcs b) a prcpondcmncc of lhc
. evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

L B T R NI T -2 S L s - - e e e S e (e RS St G,

Not Sustalned ln\esuga.uon clasﬂfcanon when the m\tsngamr(s) is unable to determmc one way or lhe
mher. by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

DDD

| 4. Eloneuted Imeshgatmn classification where the m\caugator(s) dclcrmmes b} a prcpondcmncc of thc
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

I 5; Susnmed \’lolation Not Bued on Origmnl Comphlnt Imesuganon class:ﬁcanon \-.hcﬂ. thc !
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during JD

| the :mcshgatlon and by a pn:pondemncc of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Adlmmstntwely Closed. lmesl:gnlmn classification where the investigator determines: The polu:} |
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to aclass 7 |

| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the |
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further i
| m\csngahon \muld be ﬁmle {

\dditional C .
1.1.5.A.1: It was determined that PSA B, who was wearing a jacket over her uniform, was
not rude or aggressive when she told Ms. L to return to her vehicle and only raised her
voice as Ms. L wterjected into her interview with Officer L, which did not rise to a level

of misconduct or being unprofessional.

The CPOA only investigated what occurred after the crash, not the crash itself. It did not
investigate the crash because it would have been duplicative in nature, as the crash
investigation was being conducted by the City of Albuquerque Risk Management Division
and the Albuquerque Police Department Crash Review Board (V(2024-000232), who would
make their own findings. It should be noted that the investigation determined that there were
no report timeliness violations. The report was delayed from the records department’s

approval, which has no specific timeline per policy.

r2

003-25  Police Service Aide (PSA) B



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Ui L=

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 9, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 005-25

COMPLAINT:
POBxIZ  on01/06/2025, . D submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 01/05/2025 at 0030 hours at 405 Tennessee Street Southeast,
Apartment B. Mr. D reported that unidentified officers responded to his residence
Albuquerque regarding being harassed and threatened. The officers acted like Mr. D ~ was

bothering them and left without doing anything.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer G

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: April 30, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct)

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

P— st s
3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. JD

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
i procedures, or training.

L - SIS

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.

sdditional C -

The investigation concluded that Officer G acted in accordance with APD SOP 1.1.5.A.4.
Officer G conducted himself professionally in responding to the complainant's call for
service. The investigation found no evidence that Officer G acted bothered by Mr. D )
concern, nor did it support the allegation that he failed to take appropriate action in response
to Mr. Devaney's concern.

005-25 Officer G



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabgq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policg,Oversight Agency by

\ ‘«-\,W\ (

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 9, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 005-25

COMPLAINT:
2
i On 01/06/2025, D _ submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 01/05/2025 at 0030 hours at 405 Tennessee Street Southeast,
Apartment B. Mr. D reported that unidentified officers responded to his residence
Albuquerque regarding being harassed and threatened. The officers acted like Mr. D was

bothering them and left without doing anything.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer S
Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: April 30, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct)

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the D

other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

e e ST i
4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the

evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D

procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
!5 the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional C o

The investigation concluded that Officer S acted in accordance with APD SOP 1.1.5.A.4.
Officer S conducted himself professionally in responding to the complainant's call for
service. The investigation found no evidence that Officer S acted bothered by Mr. D i
concern, nor did it support the allegation that he failed to take appropriate action in response
toMr. D concern.

005-25  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabgq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policg,Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

N\-ﬂM‘ 30, 2025

Via Certified Mail
7021 0950 0002 6597

Re: CPC # 007-25

COMPLAINT:

On 1/13/2025, T submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident

on 12/30/2024 at 2100 hours at "6404 Los Volcanes Road Northwest (APD Southwest

Area Command Substation)." He reported that Officer N Jr and his “trainer” (Officer S)

Albuquerque were taunting him while at the substation. He reported that Officer N Jr took his clothes
without permission, which was not returned when he was released. Mr. Ti "~/ reported
that “they” told him to shut up when he asked “them™ for some water. He reported that
Officer S was taunting him while he was on his cellphone and encouraged Officer N Jr to

NM 87103 antagonize him. He reported that Officer P transported him to the jail and advised him to
file a complaint against the officers.

PO Box 1293

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer N Jr

Other Materials: Email communications and TraCS

Date Investigation Completed: May 19, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1 1.5.A.1&2824B.1b

r ————————————————————————— g —

j l Unfounded lmcsuganon classification \shcn the 1meshgator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged mlsmnducl d|d not occur or d1d not inv nl\c lhc SllbjECl officer.

Pollcles Reviewed: 2. 73 5 K 4a

2 Sustllned Imcsugauon classlﬂcatmn \\hcn the m\csugator(s) detctmmes, bya pmpondenncc of lhc m
evidence, the ai]cg:d m:soonduct d‘ld occur by the sub]ec: ofﬁcer

3. Not Sustlmed lmesugnilon cinss1i'cm:on when the investigator(s) is unable to detctmme one way or the |
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

4 Exonented imestigahon classification where the :mcsligator(s) delermmes, h) a prepondera.nce of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
procedures, or training.

5 Sustained Violation Nnt Based on Onginai Cumpiaint Investigation classification \mere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the mwsltgauon and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy i
. violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 ED
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the ;
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further !
| investigation would be futile. |
1.1.5.A.1: A review of the lapel videos showed Officer N Jr did not call Mr. T iy of
the names it was alleged he said and did not tell him to shut up. He provided necessities
when appropriate. He was professional but had to become assertive at times when Mr.
T became antagonistic.

2.73.5.K 4.a: It was determined that Officer N Jr did not document in a Uniform Incident
Report that he disposed of Mr. T/ clothing due to safety or health concerns and did not
run his OBRD while disposing of them. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2.82.4.B.1.b: It was determined that Officer N Jr. properly spaced and double locked the
handcuffs when he placed them on Mr. T

2

007-25 Officer N Jr



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

(o m@»ﬁ'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 6, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 008-25

COMPLAINT:

On 1/14/2025, Hi submitted an online complaint to the CPOA egarding an
incident that occurred on 5/2/2023. Ms. | reported that she went to a federal building
to speak with federal law enforcement. She brought her concealed firearm into the federal
building (courthouse) because she was afraid to leave it in her vehicle, because a man
was breaking into vehicles. After entering the federal building, she surrendered her
weapon. Ms. Ho  spoke with a federal officer while APD was contacted. She talked to
APD Detective I and Clinician L, who questioned her. Ms. F illeged that Detective |
lied about how many guns she had brought into the courthouse, became angry, red-faced,
and stormed out the interview room.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective |

Other Materials: Email Communications and Complainant Supplied Evidence.

Date Investigation Completed: April 22, 2025




EINDINGS

1. l S5A4 (Publlc Welfare)

B T PSS RS EE —————— ————

1. Unfounded. !nvcsugauon clmlﬁcahon when the m\.csngamr(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged mlsconducl did not occur or d:d not mvuhe the subject officer.

I

2 Sllstllned lmesugnhon classnﬁcatlon whcn the mwsngator(s) detemnnes, bya prepondemnce of the
i ev 1dcncc (hc a]!cgcd m:sconduct did occur by the subject officer.

—
| 3. Not Sustlinﬂl Im-csuganon classﬂ' cation when the inw cshgator(s) is unable to determme one way or :he
| other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

,_____ . T PN N SN ety — F— SR

‘ 4. Exonented ln\esugnnon classification where the mvesugaior(s) dclermmes bya prcponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

D O 0O

5. Susuined Vlolltion Not Blstd on Origlnll Compltlnl Investigation classnf' cation where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during I:I
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6 Admmmratwely Closed lmesugatlon class:ﬁcauon uhere the investigator dclcnmncs Thc po]u:)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
m\esnganon \wuld be fuhle {

\dditional C :

It was determined that Detective | was professional and empathetic in his dealings with Ms.
H There was no evidence or indication that anyone laughed or that Detective I's neck
and face had turned red, that he jumped out of a chair and stormed out of a room, or that he
was still upset when he returned. There was no evidence or indication that Detective |
relayed misinformation to medical staff or had any effect on Ms. H treatment.
Detective I did not collect or seize any property from Ms. Howe during this incident.
Detective I's report was consistent with the associated evidence.

008-25  Detective |



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at hitp://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

‘Q«'lw 1nj k@v”ﬁ"

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Moy 30, 2025

Via Certified Mail
7021 0950 0002 0443 6603

Re: CPC # 009-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/14/2025, -..C  submitted a complaint in person to the CPOA staff

regarding an incident that occurred on 01/01/2025. Mr. C reported that Officer W

responded to his residence, where he requested assistance with his children's mother. Mr.
Albuquerque C said that his children were safe and had nothing to do with anything, but “these

officers” kept trying to trick them with racially motivated questions. Mr. C reported

that the “officers” wouldn't listen and began being threatful toward them and scaring the

PO Box 1293

children.
NM 87103
\\'“w.cabq.go\‘
EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 6, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policics Reviewed: 1, l 5.A1&115A2 (Pubhc Welfarc)

l Unfollndtd ln\estlgauon classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal allegcd misconduct dld not occur or dld not involve lhc subject ofﬁcer

2 Suslalned lnvcsugauon class: ﬁcatmn whcn the m\eshgnlor(s) delerrmncs. bya pmponderanoe of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3 Not Suslamed Investigation classification when the mvcsngator(s) is unable to dctcnnme one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4 Exontrlted lmestlgahon classification where thc in vcsugamf(s) dclcrmmls, b) a preponderance of lhc
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or mmmg

D'DD@

5. Slmained Violation Not Based on Ongmal (‘omplnim Investigation classification where thc
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the lmcsuganon. and by a ptcpondcrnnoc of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6 Administralively Closed lnvestlg:mon classification where the investigator determines: The pohc)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
m»esugauon would be futalc

s dditional C :
1.1.5.A.1: Based on the evidence, it was determined that the officers did not threaten Mr.
A had attentively listened to him, and did not intentionally scare the children. The
officers treated Mr. C  and his children respectfully, courteously, and professionally.

1.1.5.A.2: Based on the evidence, it was determined that there was no prejudice or racially
motivated questioning conducted by the officers. They did not discriminate against Mr. C
based on his race, color, or other known factors.

009-25  Officer W



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Qawi p (b

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 12, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 010-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/15/2025, G : submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/07/2025 at 0800 hours. Mr. G : reported
that a tenant assaulted him and damaged his property and that nothing was done. Mr.

Albuquerque C felt that the officer did not correctly perform his job and believed that the
tenant should have been arrested for assault. Mr. C- felt the police didn't take him
seriously because he was intoxicated when contacted.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

\wm'.cabq -Bov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer Q-M
Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 11, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



[
| 1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the |m.cstlgnxor(s) determines, by clear and convincing D
E evidence, that allcgcd mlsoonduct did not occur or dld not involve the subject ofﬁccr

POIICIeS Reviewed: l 135. A 4 (Conduct)

evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

2 Sustained lnwsugauon cltﬁcmon when the investigator(s) detcunmcs. b) a prepondcmncc oflhe ﬁJm

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classlﬁcauon when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the D

other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

[ 4. Exonerltcd Imestlgmon classification whcn: the m\.cstlgamr(s) determines, by a prcpondcnmce of thc
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
proccdures, or trammg

Policics Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD)

S Snstnined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during m
the m\.cstlgatlon and by a prcpondcmnoe of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

; 6. Administntively Closed lmcstlgatlon clasmﬁcauon whcrc the investigator del:rmmcs 'nu: pollc)

| v iolations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

. investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

l investigation would be futile.

\dditional C .
1.1.6.A.1.a: It was determined that Officer Q-M failed to notify Mr. G ‘hat he would
not complete a report or summons as promised until days later, when Mr. G :alled to

check on the status of the case.

2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer Q-M failed to record his telephone interaction with
Mr.C )

The CPOA recommends a 48 hour suspension for the policy violations.

010-25  Officer Q-M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oversight Agency by

\ \J,H\ (

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 9, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC#011-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/16/2025, 1C submitted an online complaint to the CPOA

regarding an incident that occurred on 01/11/2025 at 0100 hours. Ms. C s reported

that an unknown male officer had transported her to the hospital, where she felt
Albuquerque completely violated because she had to use the restroom three times, and there was no
female officer present. Instead, the male officer kept the door open, and she caught him
watching her use the restroom. Ms. C: told the officer that it made her
uncomfortable, and he ignored her comments.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer G-L

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 29, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2006
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1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when Lhc in rcstlgalor{ s) determines, by clear and convincing D
cudcnu tlm a]lcgcd misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2 Sustall:led Investigation classification when lhe 1mest|gamr(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
eudence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl officer.

3 Nol Sustlined Investigation classification when the inv estlgalor(s) is unable to determme one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

Policies Reviewed:  2.83.5.D.1.b (Hospltal Pmccdurcs)

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
pmccdun:s, or trammg

S Sustained Violation Not Based on Original (‘omplaint Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the investigation, and b) a pmponderanee of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6 Admulistratl\'tly Closed ln\rtsngntmn classification where the investigator determmes Thc pOllC)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
m\csugauon \muld be futile.

\dditional C n
2.83.5.D.1.b: It was determined that Officer G-L did not have a female officer escort Ms.
& to the restroom the two times she used it at the hospital. The officer escorted her
to the restroom, remained outside the cracked-open door, and faced away. There was no
indication that Ms. € commented on or was upset by this. Officer G-L was acting in
a guard duty capacity at a non-detention facility. Therefore, there was no requirement that
Ms. C be escorted to the restroom by an individual of the same sex.

011-25  Officer G-L



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;
2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at hitp://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policg\Oversight Agency by

\ ‘[L\\\W\ (

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 23, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 012-25

COMPLAINT:
w1 On 01/17/2025.1 G submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an

incident that occurred on 12/10/2024 at 1030 hours. Ms. G reported that an officer

(unidentified) failed to appear in court regarding case T-4-CR-2024005937, resulting in
Albuquerque the case being dismissed.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer L
Other Materials: Email Communications, NM Courts Case Details, APD Court Calendar.

Date Investigation Completed: May 5, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2006
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1. Unfonnded Investigation classification when the lmesngator(s) determines, by clear and convincing D
evidence, that allcged mtsmnduct d1d not occur or dud not :mol\e the subject officer.

2 Snstained lnvest:gauon classification whcn the lm:sngalnr(s) dctmnmcs, by a preponderance of lhc D
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

% Not Sustaiaed [nvcsnganon classlﬁcmon uhen the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or thc I
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

= T R BT T ISR

Policies Reviewed: 2.764.F.5 (Coun)

— e N — B P e el Y — —

4. Exonented Investigation classification where thc inv esugator( s) dclermmes, bya preponderancc of lhc
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
proccdurcs, or training.

5 Sustlmed Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. ln\.csngmon classification where the 1
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the m\csugalum and by a prcpmderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6 Admiltstratn‘ely Closed. lnvcshgamn class1l' cation where the investigator determines: The pohq
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
m\csugauon vmuld be futile.

Additional Comments:
2.76.4.F.5: It was determined that Officer L failed to appear in court for the scheduled bench
trial for case T-4-CR-2024005937, which resulted in the case being dismissed. However, the
failure to appear was not his fault, as the case was not on his court calendar, possibly due to a
computer glitch that could occur during the information transfer between the automated
systems. Officer L explained that he would speak with his sergeant about refiling this case
now that he knew it was dismissed without prejudice.

012-25  Officer L



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

L@%w nﬂQg-f:ﬁ'

Diane McDermott

Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 014-25

COMPLAINT:
haabo Mr. 1 :omplained to the CPOA regarding an incident on 1/17/2025. He
detailed a multiple-page complaint about his encounter with the police. He reported
calling the police about a lighting complaint against his neighbor. Two officers who
Albosiineriiie responded were disrespectful, unprofessional, argumentative, and rude. The complaint

included unwillingness to provide the officer's name and badge number, shining a
flashlight unnecessarily into his dog's eyes, invading his personal space, refusing to back
up, discriminating against him as a terminally ill, disabled person, and refusing to enforce
NM 87103 the city ordinance concerning illegal lighting and arguing with him about it. The officers
argued that only a code enforcement officer could enforce the city ordinance and lied
about contacting his neighbor.

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer A

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 8, 2025
1

Albuguergque - Making History 1706-2006
ety :



EINDINGS

| 1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

O O O

L - e ——————— S ———— — - NS I ———

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.1
4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

| procedures, or training.

N

| 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

A

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
\'iola!ions of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.¢. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
| investigation would be futile.
dditional C .
It was determined that Officer A's interaction with Mr. Mr n, who was in an already
agitated state, was minimal and did not constitute misconduct. Officer A provided her name
and badge number upon request and then provided her name again when requested. Officer
A improperly quoted policy when asked for her name a third time and told Mr. M n
a normal tone that he could read it on her chest. Officer A attempted to intervene and assisted
in disengaging when it became apparent that they would not reach a suitable outcome during
the confrontational interaction between Officer C and Mr. M. Mr.M lin was not
threatened with arrest, but was cautioned about a possible action from other officers. There
was no indication that Officer A exhibited discriminatory behavior toward him. At the time
of this investigation, Code Enforcement had a case on file concerning Mr. M
lighting complaint against his neighbor.

(3% ]

014-25  Officer A



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Qawi rp (b

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

A|buquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 014-25

COMPLAINT:

Mr. M« 1 complained to the CPOA regarding an incident on 1/17/2025. He
detailed a multiple-page complaint about his encounter with the police. He reported
calling the police about a lighting complaint against his neighbor. Two officers who
responded were disrespectful, unprofessional, argumentative, and rude. The complaint
included unwillingness to provide the officer's name and badge number, shining a
flashlight unnecessarily into his dog’s eyes, invading his personal space, refusing to back
up, discriminating against him as a terminally ill, disabled person, and refusing to enforce
the city ordinance concerning illegal lighting and arguing with him about it. The officers
argued that only a code enforcement officer could enforce the city ordinance and lied
about contacting his neighbor.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 8, 2025
1

Albuguergue - A'r!."&:‘;n‘g Histe
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EINDINGS

| L. Unfnunded Investigation classification “hcn lhc mvcsllgator(s) determines, by clcar and convincing
i evidence, that alleged mtscanducl did not occur or dld not mvohc thc subjcct oﬂ' icer.

| 2. Sustlmed lmcsugamn classtf' cation when lhe m\cstlgllor(s) detcrmmes b) a prcpondcrame of the
ev ldence the alleged misconduct did occur b) lhe subject ofﬁcer

3 Not Sustamed lnvcsllglllon classification when the m\emgator(s} is unable 10 determme one way or lhe
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

DDD

Policies Reviewed: 1 l 5 A 4

r o o R SRSy o S S T TR
4 Exonerlttd ln\estlgatlon classtﬁcanon “hcrc the inv csngalor(s) determines, b) a pn.pondcrance of the

evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

H

5 Sustamcd Vlo!auon Not Bued on Original Complamt lm.csugauon classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the |n\esugauon and by a preponderancc of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

i

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy ;
. violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to aclass 7 |
. sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; ~the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the ‘D
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further i
J lnvestlgallon “ould be futile. |

! I I.I. ’ . _'_“-—-—--—— e ——

It was determined that Officer C's interaction with Mr. M ' was initially
confrontational but did not constitute misconduct. Officer C attempted to establish a
commanding presence when Mr. M in exited the residence in an already agitated state,
but this was ineffective. Officer C mirrored Mr. M emeanor but disengaged when
it became apparent that they would not reach a suitable outcome. Mr. M vas not
threatened with arrest, but was cautioned about a possible action from other officers. There
was no indication that Officer C exhibited discriminatory behavior toward him. Officer C
briefly illuminated a dog that appeared in the window as he approached the door, but did not
antagonize it.

014-25  Officer C



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Qiou o=

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuguerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

To File

Re: CPC # 015-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/21/2025, e O bmitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/20/2025 at 1200 hours. Ms. € reported that
Officer F threatened to file a criminal complaint against her if she continued to call 911.
She reported that she did not call 911 but called 242-COPS and that the officer told her
that he didn't believe anything she said. Ms. O ) said she reported to the cops that
women were being held as hostages, and the APD did not believe her. Ms. O reported
that the officers profiled and discriminated against her. Ms. O noted that she believed
the police officers were having sex with male and female hostages.

When interviewed, Ms. Otero did not recall filing a complaint with the CPOA.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 7, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History |

"06-20006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct)

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

N

| 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
| evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
| other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

I ]

. 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the *
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in =~ |
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during sI:_I
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy ;
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the '
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

| investigation would be futile.

1.1.5.A.4: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer M had no contact with Ms.
Ot on 01/20/2025 when she responded to her residence's backyard regarding a call for
service. However, with the information reported from Ms. C  and provided to her via the
dispatcher, Officer M did act upon it in a proper and judicious manner within the scope of
her duties. There was no indication that Ms. O was threatened, discriminated against, or

profiled.

015-25 Officer M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

\,Q-w ;7;Q\¢ﬁ--

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuguerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

To File

Re: CPC # 015-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/21/2025, 2 C  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/20/2025 at 1200 hours. Ms. C  eported that
Officer F threatened to file a criminal complaint against her if she continued to call 911.
She reported that she did not call 911 but called 242-COPS and that the officer told her
that he didn't believe anything she said. Ms. O said she reported to the cops that
women were being held as hostages, and the APD did not believe her. Ms. Otero reported
that the officers profiled and discriminated against her. Ms. O 5 noted that she believed
the police officers were having sex with male and female hostages.

When interviewed, Ms. Otero did not recall filing a complaint with the CPOA.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A
APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer F

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 7, 2025

Alouguergue




o ———

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A 4 (Conduct)

| 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the I:]
| evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

- 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
| other. by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. I:I

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the

EINDINGS

|. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing '
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. |

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the |

- evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, |
. procedures, or training. I

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in {D
|

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.
1.1.5.A.4: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer F had no contact with Ms.
O  on 01/20/2025 when he responded to her residence's backyard regarding a call for
service. However, with the information reported from Ms. O and provided to him via the
dispatcher, Officer F did act upon it in a proper and judicious manner within the scope of his
duties. There was no indication that Ms. C was threatened, discriminated against, or

profiled.

2

015-25 Officer F



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabgq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

‘Q&’lu\l Nj\—""

Diane McDermott
Executive Director

(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 017-25

COMPLAINT:

POBox1293  On 01/24/2025, the COPA received a complaint on behalfof 1A Ci
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/20/2025. Ms. A 1-Ci s reported that at
some point Officer Y told her to “shut the fuck up.”

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer Y
Other Materials: Email Communications & Citizen Submitted Evidence.

Date Investigation Completed: May 13, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

E 1 Unfounded lmestngatmn class1ﬁcatmn when thc lmcsugator(s) determines, b) clcar and convincing
é cncknce ﬂlal alkged mlsconducl d;d nol oceur or dld not mwhc the subject offi icer.

Pohcnes Rev:cwed I 1.5.A.5

!' ———
l 2 Sustulned Invesugauon ciassnf cation “hen lhe m\esugalm(s) determines, b\ a pn:pondemnce of the

evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sushined lnvesllgalton classdicanon when thc mvesngatm(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

| 4. Emnerated In\esngatlon class:i' cation where the mw:.ugalor(s) determines, by a pnpondcrxncc of the
! evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

|
l pmcedures. or trammg

; it - SUHI—— ittt

5 Sustaintd Vm!ntwn Not Blsed on Ongmal Complalnt lnvesugaunn clasmﬁcatnon where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
| the invi esugahon, and b) a prepondemnee of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Adlmmstrnmrely Closed lmestlgauon classlf ication where the investigator dctcrmmes The pol:c)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

s dditional C .

'JD

N

EI L]

[]

1.1.5.A.5: It was determined that Officer Y did tell Ms. A1 Ce 1o "shut the fuck

up."” This is a violation of policy.
The CPOA recommends a 16 hour suspension for the policy infraction.

017-25  Officer Y



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 017-25

COMPLAINT:
POBxIZ On 01/24/2025, the COPA received a complaint on behalfof A 2-C
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/20/2025. Ms. Ar -C reported that she
was temporarily detained in handcuffs and placed in the backseat of a police vehicle.
Albuquerque
NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer S
Other Materials: Email Communications & Citizen Submitted Evidence.

Date Investigation Completed: May 13, 2025
1

Albugquergue - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

g L L SR PRI N it SN SO S
| 1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

s T S PSP
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
| evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

t - - S iy il ——— nr .

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed:  2.71.4.A.1

| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
| procedures, or training.

| 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the

Policies Reviewed: 2.82.4.B.9

| 5.Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the i

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in ! .
| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during f /
| the investigation. and by a preponderance of the evidence. that misconduct did occur. !

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy 5

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.. a violation subject to a class 7 {D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the {
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

| investigation would be futile. |

s dditional C .
2.71.4.A.1: In reviewing the totality of Ms. A -Ct actions it was determined she
interfered with the investigation and created a disruption. She had been cautioned earlier
about the actions officers would take. When she stepped into the roadway Officer S advised
her to step back, which she did not and he temporarily detained her at that time in handcuffs
to prevent further disruption.
2.82.4.B.9 Officer S did not document that he had detained Ms. Arreola-Campos in
handcuffs as required by policy. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

017-25  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

(i m@»-f*'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabgq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client.
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Qi rr (e

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuguerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Robert Lopez
redskins0777@gmail.com

Re: CPC # 018-25

COMPLAINT:
On 01/25/2025, a complaint was filed on behalf of tL 7 with the CPOA
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/25/2025. Mr. L reported that when
Sergeant A and Officer N arrived at his residence, he asked Officer N to step away so
Albuquerque that he could speak with Sergeant A alone. Mr. L advised that Officer N did not step
aside, so he got upset and asked the two officers to leave. Mr. L reported that he
followed the two officers to their vehicles parked a few houses away, cursing at them and
flipping them off. Mr. L eported that when Sergeant A opened his vehicle door, the
NM 87103 sergeant raised both his middle fingers in the air toward him. Mr. L r added that when
both officers drove away, they flipped him off again. Mr. L also reported that the
they gave him the wrong badge numbers.

PO Box 1293

www.cabg.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer N

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 17, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A.1 (Conduct)

l Unfounded Investigation classification when the mvesngnlor(s) determines, by clear and convincing m
evidence, that nlleged misconduct did not occur or did not m\.olve the subject officer.

2 Susllined Investigation classification when the msestlgnor( s) determines, by a prepondcrance of the D
eudence the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. ‘

3 Not Sllstlined !mtsugauon classification wl'u-n the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

4. Emncuted Investigation classification “here lhe investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of‘the
| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
l procedures, or lnmmg

smsicieneionces. I IO S ——

5 Suslained Viohtlon Not Based on Ongmnl Complainl lnvesugauon classification whcre thc
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in |

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the mvcshganon and by a preponderanee of the evndenoe. that misconduct did occur.

| e s ncosi

6 Administrltively Cloud lnvtshgahon classification “hem thc investigator dc!ennmcs The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
{ m\.cshgauon \muld be futile.

|
|
}
|

1.1.5.A.1: Upon review of the videos it was determined that Officer N acted professionally
and handled the contact appropriately. Upon request, Officer N provided Mr. L with his
correct MAN number. There was no indication that Officer N made any obscene hand
gestures. Mr. L aade numerous inaccurate statements and provided no evidence of the
allegation despite claims he had numerous videos and witnesses.

L]

018-25  Officer N



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

1Q;’lw nf(,@é*-"—"

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Robert Lopez
redskins0777@gmail.com

Re: CPC # 018-25

COMPLAINT.

On 01/25/2025, a complaint was filed on behalf of L with the CPOA
regarding an incident that occurred on 01/25/2025. Mr. L reported that when
Sergeant A and Officer N arrived at his residence, he asked Officer N to step away so
that he could speak with Sergeant A alone. Mr. L advised that Officer N did not step
aside, so he got upset and asked the two officers to leave. Mr. L 2ported that he
followed the two officers to their vehicles parked a few houses away, cursing at them and
flipping them off. Mr. L reported that when Sergeant A opened his vehicle door, the
sergeant raised both his middle fingers in the air toward him. Mr. [ idded that when
both officers drove away, they flipped him off again. Mr. L also reported that the
they gave him the wrong badge numbers.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Sergeant A

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 17, 2025
1

\ibuguerque - Making History 1

"06-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (Conduci)

. e - -
1

1

1. Unfounded. lmesugmon classification when the m\.estlgalor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. .

! 2 Snstlmcd lnvesugatmn classification when thc m\.csugator(s) dctcrmmcs bya mpondcrancc of the E]
I cvndence lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the sub}cct oﬂ'oer

3. Not Snstllned Investigation classification when lhx. mveshgalnr(s) is unable to determine one way or lhc
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

E——

SRS, E— e e ————————— S S S e S L —

| 4. Exoncnted lmesugatlon classuﬁcauon where lhc invi esugator(s) determines, by a prepondermce of the I
| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D

{ procedurcs. or training.

— ———— —— —

r e e, e e

' 5 Susulned Viohﬁon Not aned on Ongmal Complnint Investigation classification uhcrc the

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
l the m\emgauan and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admmistrltlvely Closed Investigation classification “hcre the investigator dclen'nmes The pollcy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
| investigation would be futile.

1.1.5.A.1: Upon review of the videos it was determined that Sergeant A acted professionally
and handled the contact appropriately. Upon request, Sergeant A provided Mr. L. z with
his correct MAN number. There was no indication that Sergeant A made any obscene hand
gestures. It was clear on two occasions Sergeant A gave a thumbs up in response to Mr.

L vitriol. Mr. L .aade numerous inaccurate statements and provided no evidence
of the allegation despite claims he had numerous videos and witnesses.

l, s i s SR S S
I

018-25  Sergeant A



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tQA’UN n;@»ﬁ'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 019-25

COMPLAINT:

On 1/24/2025, S ubmitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident that

day at 1330 hours at 910 9th Street Southwest. Mr. S¢ reported being arrested by

Officer M for an out-of-state warrant the week before. On 1/24/2025. Officer M and a

Albuquerque sergeant pulled up aggressively to his driveway, exited their patrol vehicles, demanded
that he go to them, and immediately handcuffed and searched him. They told him they
knew he had a warrant and were doing their jobs. While handcuffed, Officer M said to
him, "How do we know you didn't kill anyone?" 15 minutes later, he was still handcuffed

NM §7103 and in pain because he needed shoulder surgery, and dispatch told them that he no longer
had an extraditable warrant, that they could remove the handcuffs. and that he was free to

go.

PO Box 1293

www.cabg.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer E

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 24, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006
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|
“; ] Unfounded Investigation classification when lhe mwesugator(s) determines, by clcar and convincing
| evidence, thal a][eged mlsconduct did not oceur or did not is inv olve lhc subject oﬂ' icer.

2 Sustllned lmcsuganon c!assnﬁcauon When the m\estlgalm{s) determines, by a pr:ponderanoe of the
I cwdcncc the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjcct oﬂ' icer.

3. Not Sumined !nvestngatlon classtﬁcalmn when thc |nvcsngator(s) is unablc to dctermmc one way or thc
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4 Exoner‘lted ]mesngatlon classification where thc investigator(s) dclcrmmcs b) a prcpondcmncc of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
| proccdurcs or mumng

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A
— — e
|

5. Sustlined Vlolltlon Not Based on Originnl Complamt lnvesngahon classification where the
m\esugator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the mvesugauon and by a preponderance of the endence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Adlmmstrltwely Closed lnvestlgation classnﬁcatlon \thcre the lnvesugalor delenmnes The pohq
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint. and further

’ mvesngatmn vmuld bc futile.

dditional C -

O D 'D‘ O

N

[]

2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer E did not activate his OBRD for this mandatory

recording event.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

019-25  OfficerE



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion: or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

@w m@»ﬁ'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 019-25

COMPLAINT:
On 1/24/2025 S submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident that
day at 1330 hours at 910 9th Street Southwest. Mr. S reported being arrested by

Officer M for an out-of-state warrant the week before. On 1/24/2025, Officer M and a
sergeant pulled up aggressively to his driveway, exited their patrol vehicles, demanded
that he go to them, and immediately handcuffed and searched him. They told him they
knew he had a warrant and were doing their jobs. While handcuffed, Officer M said to
him, "How do we know you didn't kill anyone?" 15 minutes later, he was still handcuffed
and in pain because he needed shoulder surgery, and dispatch told them that he no longer
had an extraditable warrant, that they could remove the handcuffs, and that he was free to
go.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 24, 2025
1

; o "
Albuguerque - Making History

1 706-2006



EINDINGS

Pohcnes Reviewed: L13.A L &115. C 2

~ e ——— S —— SO e ——————— TITERES

! 1 Unfounded Imesnganon clasmﬁcalmn when the 1nvesnga!or(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged mlsconducl did not occur o d1d not mvol\e me subject oﬂiccr

N

r - PR S— - e —————————————— e

Susumed Imesugauon clas51ﬁcanon vmen the |mesngator(s) delenmm:s, b) a pmpendefance of the
{ cudence lhe nl]cged misconduct did occur b) the subjeu eﬁ‘ icer.

— By S S Tty S, T T e O e i S -

| 3 I\ot Sustamed In\estlgahon classification uhcn the m\cstlgator(s) is unab!e to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

g & . e L T T PSSt 12 ———

4. Emnerltﬂi lmesuganon classmcatmn where the mw.stlgalor(s) determines, by a prcponderancc of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

] I:l L]

Policies Reviewed: 2. 82 4B9

r

2 Sustnncd Violatinn an Based on Ongmal Complalnt lnvestlgauon CIaSSlﬁcaIlon nhere thc
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in i .

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during m

| the xmesugahon and b} a prepcndemnce of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy E
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct {i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 []
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further !
m»esugatmn would be fuule ;

\dditi | C 5
1.1.5.A.1: It was determined that Mr. S, ___ asked who he had killed, and Offi icer M
responded by saying, “Nobody that we know of.” Officer M's response to Mr. £
question did not appear disrespectful or unprofessional.

1.1.5.C.2: It was determined that Officer M did not act officiously and had a lawful reason to
look for and detain Mr. § based on his Alabama arrest warrant.

2.82.4 R 9: [t was determined that Officer M did not document that he handcuffed Mr.
¢ __.nauniform incident report as required by policy.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

019-25  Officer M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

\Q»w n;@ﬁ"

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 019-25

COMPLAINT:
On 1/24/2025, S. wubmitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident that
day at 1330 hours at 910 9th Street Southwest. Mr. S. reported being arrested by

Officer M for an out-of-state warrant the week before. On 1/24/2025, Officer M and a
sergeant pulled up aggressively to his driveway, exited their patrol vehicles, demanded
that he go to them, and immediately handcuffed and searched him. They told him they
knew he had a warrant and were doing their jobs. While handcuffed, Officer M said to
him, "How do we know you didn't kill anyone?" 15 minutes later, he was still handcuffed
and in pain because he needed shoulder surgery, and dispatch told them that he no longer
had an extraditable warrant, that they could remove the handcuffs, and that he was free to
go.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Sgt. D

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 24, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 11502

i Unfounded Investigation classification when the mvcsugalor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
cudcnce, lhal alleged misconduct did not occur or dld not mvolve the subject officer.

2 Sl.lstained Investigation classification when the m\estlgalor(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 'D

ewdcnce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjccl ofl' cer.

3 Not Sustained. Investigation classification when lhc mv:sugator(s) is unable to dclcrmmc one way or lbc_i
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

4 Exonented lnvcstlgxuon classafcatlon where the investigator(s) determines, by a prrpondcmncc of the D

evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

S. Susmned Violation Not Based on Original Comphint Investigation classification \\‘hcrc the

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the mvesugauon and b) a preponderance of the evidence, that mtsconducl did occur.

6 Adlmnlstrtnvely Closed. lnvcstlgauon classnﬁcallon \\hcre tbe investigator dclcrmmes The polu.’)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
|nvesngat|on would be futile.

| I e e e — - - e et i e A e . e e e et

\ddii | C "
1.1.5.C.2: It was determined that Sgt. D did not act officiously and had a lawful reason to
assist in detaining Mr. S based on his Alabama arrest warrant.

019-25  Sgt.D



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Liwi (o

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 022-25

COMPLAINT:
PO Box 1293
On 01/31/2025, . . He ubmitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on 11/20/2024. Ms. H -eported that someone called the “V4"
and told them she was making homicidal threats, so they issued an illegal pickup order
Albuquerque for her. Detective | received the order and called W I, who reported that

Ms. |k no longer lived with her. Detective | then sent officers to Ms. W
residence, waking her children up on a school night, to confirm that Ms. H  did not
live there. In addition, Ms. H reported that on 12/21/2024, patrol vehicles were

NM 87103 posted at the entrance of Ms. W neighborhood and then scared her by following
her to work. At approximately 1100 hours, a neighbor notified Ms. H  that the police
had informed them to shelter in place.

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Detective |

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 22, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A.4 (Public Welfare)

— _— PR

I Unfounded Investigation classification when the m\:stlgalor(s) determines, by clear md convincing qm

evidence, that :Lllcgcd mtsconducl dld not oceur or did not mwl\c lhc subject oﬂ'lccr

2. Sust‘med Invcsngmwn class:ﬁcalmn when the inv cstlgalor(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
cudence the alleged misconduct did occur by the sub_pect officer.

3 Not Sustlmed lmcsngluon clm1ﬁcmon nhcn (hc |mest|gator(s) is unable to determine one way or the |
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

N S R T VSRR e AT = s i e il

| 4. Emnerlted !mestlgamn classmcatlon where the mscsngator(s) determines, by a prepcnderancc oflhc D

= S S T —
i

| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
| proc-.dures or trammg

! 5. Sustnned Viollt:on Not Based on Ongnnl Cnmplmnl Investigation C|85$|f cation where the

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

i the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the inv estngal:on, and b) a prepondcnnec of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. |

| - s FE— - - e t———

6 Adminls!ratwely Closed lnv:stlgatlon classlf cation where the investigator dﬂennmcs Thc policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
m\:sugalmn would be fuule |

dditional C -
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Detective I, in accordance with his duties, contacted Ms.
w n once via telephone to locate Ms. I who had a certificate for evaluation issued
for her. Officers were dispatched to Ms. V n's residence, but not at the direction of

Detective I, in an attempt to locate Ms. He  regarding the certificate. There was no
evidence or indication that any APD personnel were involved in an incident in Rio Rancho
concerning Ms. H or that they scared, harassed, terrified, or followed Ms. Wi ito
work. Ms. W i confirmed no APD personnel harassed her. Ms. H_ vas advised to
file a separate complaint with the appropriate information regarding the rock-throwing
incidents she referred to in her submitted complaint and subsequent interview.

022-25  Detective |



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or reccommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

@w n;@ﬁ'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 058-25

COMPLAINT:

On 04/03/2025, +Dc¢  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA staff

regarding an incident that occurred on 03/10/2025 at 1300 hours at “Montgomery/Indian

Springs.” Mr. D -eported that the officer documented inaccurate information in his
Albuquerque report (240019496), including where the incident occurred. Mr. D reported that he
believed the APD was trying to protect the contractor because they were Muslim and that
the APD was trying to get him because 242-COPS had asked him for his physical
address. Mr. D« was seeking the arrest and deportation of the male who broke his foot.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

WwWw, cabq LoV

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A
APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: April 16, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1 T06-2006



EINDINGS

‘ l Unfounded Investigation classification when lhc mwsngnlor(s) determmcs, by clear and convincing D
evidence, that alleged mlsoonduct dld not occur or dld not m\ol\c the subject officer.

( R R ST e R i —

2. Sllstained lm'csugauon class:ﬁunon whcn lhe m\c:.ugntor(s) determines, by a prcponderanoe of lhc D
ev ldence. the alleged mxsoonduct did occur by lhe subject oIchr

3 Not Sustlined [nvestlgallon class:l'tcamn when the mvcsugalor(s) is unable to delcnmnc one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. EI

‘ 4 Exoneuled Investigation classuﬁcallon where the m\cstlgulor(s) dcl:rmmes, by a preponderance of the D

| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, ‘
| proccdures or training. ;

' S Suslained Violation Not Based on Originl Complalnt lmcsugatlon classification where the

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

'~ the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during [:I
the inv esngatlon, and by a prepondemnoc of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. |

b i SR e . S S S S ||

6. Administrltwely Closﬂ! lnvesugnt:on classification where the investigator determmcs The pohcy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further |
| lmesuganon would be futile. 5

This case was Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn, and no evidence of
a violation of misconduct in reference to this complaint was discovered during a review of

the available evidence.

058-25  Not Applicable



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

twi e

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 060-25

COMPLAINT:

On 04/02/2025, D¢ submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on an unknown date, at an unknown time, and at an
unknown location. Mr. D r provided report number 250024250 and reported that
Officer M told him that his reported incident was a civil matter, which he had no right to
do.Mr.D reported that per “Torres v. City of Albuquerque, " the police had a
duty to protect and that the APD had to take his complaint and submit it to the DA.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A
APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable
Other Materials: Not Applicable

Date Investigation Completed: April 17, 2023
1

Albuguerque - Making History

1 706-2006



I Unfoundcd !uvcstlgatlon classlﬁcauon when the m\csngnlor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
' ev :dencc that alicged mlsoonduct did nol occur or did not mvol»e the subjccl oﬁ'wer

~— == et S

| 2. Sustlined lnwsuganon classification when lhe m\esngnlor(s) dclermmes. bya pmponderancc of the
e\ldenoc lhc allcged mlsconducl did occur by lhe sub_;ect oﬂ'lcer

3. Not Sustailled Investigation classﬂ' cation when the m\resngmor(s) is unable to d:lcmalnc one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4 Exonented lnvestlgallon classification where the m\esmgnlor(s) dctcrmmcs, by a preponderancc of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedums. or trammg

r%5 Susmned Vuolation Not Based on Onginal Complaml lnwsngauon c]aSSIﬁcahon where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the mvestlgatmn. and b) a pfcponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
' violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
f 1mcshgnhon would be fuule

\dditional C -

D’DD'D

This case was Administratively Closed as Mr. D had no complaints regarding his

interaction with Officer M, and because no evidence of a violation of misconduct in

reference to this complaint was discovered during a review of the available evidence.

060-25  Not Applicable



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse
of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by
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Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuguerque Police Department Chief of Police



