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The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The following
notifications ofthe findings were provided to the citizen(s) during July 2024. The
findings become part ofthe officer's file, if applicable.
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CITY OF ALBU UER
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Albuquerque

NNt 87 r 0-l

www,cabq.gov

CN,ILIAN PoLICE OYERSIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-23

COIEI.AIN},
On3lll12023, V  C  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding the
timely approval ofcrash report 710903716.

EYIDENCE-BEYIEWEDI

Video(s): No APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: N/A

Other Materials: E-mail communications and TraCS logs

Date Investigation Completed: July 11,2024

Albuquttquc - Ma*ing Hitory 170620O6
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EINIUNGI

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

2. Sustained. Investigalion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustai[ed. lnlestigation classificatioo when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one uay or the

other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. $hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerrtcd. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustai[ed Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct $as discovered duriog
thc investigation. and by a prepondemnce olthe evidcnce. that misconduct did occur

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication u'here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a patlem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction. -the allegations are duplicati\e: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconducti or -the
in\estigalion cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation *ould be futile.

AddiliqlilcaDrr,rlti
This case was Administratively Closed as no evidence ofa violation in reference to this
complaint was discovered during a review ofthe available evidence. The investigation
determined that the officer was timely in completing and submitting the report on the day of
the crash, 211912023. However, the report underwent numerous rejections and corrections
after the initial submission. On3ll812023,the supervisor approved the report. The process of
correcting and refining a report does not have a specified time Iine in policy.
This case was previously assigned to an investigator that resigned from the Agency so there
was a delay in completing the investigation.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis 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 ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice 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 Oftice of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce 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 httrr://nr lr .cabq.gol /c poa/su rver'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-377 0

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

t'O Box 129-1

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoI,Icn OWRSIGHT AGENCY

July 29,2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 162-23

COMEI.AINL

Mr. M  submitted a complaint regarding a traffic stop. Mr. M  reported
that Officer V repeatedly asked the same questions, stood awkwardly over his shoulder
looking through his telephone, harassed him for a violation that he did not commit, told
him he needed him to sign his registration and issued him a citation when he told him it
would be a warning. Mr. M  reported, " l feel that I was racially prof led, &e to
my skin complexion and the tehicle I wus driving. " Mr. M  sought to remove the
citation *'ithout any fees or penalties.

IYIDDNCF.BEYIEEEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report$): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer V

Other Materials: OBRD Transcript, Citations, Reference Guide, & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 13,2024

I
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EINDINGT

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct) & I .4.4.B.1 .a lnias foticingl

l. Unfoulded. Investigation classification when th€ investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer.

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderarce ofthe
evidence, lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, u'hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint- Investigation classification lvhere the
investigator(s) determines. b) a prcponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that u,as not alleged in
the original complaint (\r'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence,lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $.here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. evcn iftrue, do not constilute misconduct: or -the
invesligation cannot be conductcd bccausc ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaiDt. and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AddiliolalConne$l
It was determined that Officer V conducted a traffic stop for an observed violation and issued
Mr. M  two written wamings and one penalty assessment citation. Officer V was
professional and patient. Officer V gave the driver an opportunity to sign the registration and
avoid a citation. Officer V stood by in a normal manner while Mr. M  attempted to
find his insurance. Officer V did not look over Mr. M  shoulder or lean in to view
his telephone while he was looking for his insurance. Officer V took the appropriate steps to
verify the information needed and issue the citations.

No evidence provided, located, or reviewed indicated that the traffic stop was conducted for
any other reason or that Officer V's actions or questions were anything other than routine.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 94-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Directorrs 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 Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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://u rr $ .cabct.sor /cpoli suri ci . 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ru
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05\ 924-37'.70
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1291

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CnrLLc,N Por-rcn OvnRsrcsr Acnxcy

Ju,ly 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 5835

Re: CPC # 248-23

CAMEI.AINL

Mr. C  reported that his daughter was at a laundry mat, and a guy exposed himself
to Ms. C  Mr. C  reported that Ms. C  called APD. Mr. C
reported that Ms. C  wanted to file a restraining order, but APD was not willing to
help Ms. C  get the name of the guy who exposed himself to Ms. C

Ms. C  stated that APD didn't want to provide the perpetrator's information so Ms.
C  could put a restraining order on the perpetrator. Ms. C  stated she even
asked the police officers who were on the scene. Ms. C  stated she had pictures of
the perpetrator and she told the officers which way he went and none oflhem went after
him.

Ms. C  stated the incident report had several errors.

EYIDENCT.BIYIIICI,DI

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Audio recorded 242 Cops phone calls.

Date Investigation Completed: May 17,2024

Albuqucrqut - Matiry Hittory l706-2006
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EINI}INGS

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 omcer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the in\estigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject office..

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification r!'hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other, b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. In\estigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the in\estigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur-

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicati!'e: -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct;or -the

in\estigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of inlonnation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilialelrcanry,r$i
L1.5.A.4- A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that the initial officers on the original
scene had not identified the alleged suspect while on the scene, therefore they were unable to
provide Ms. C  with the suspects name as they did not know it.
A review of both the OBRD Videos and Officer C's incident report confirmed that the
suspectrs description was correctly documented and the DOB for Leo Nunez was correct. In
reference to Ms. C  concern of Officer C noting the suspect ran out instead of
walking out, per the OBRD videos, at least on two different occasions, while speaking with
officers, Ms. C  advised the officers that the suspect ran out as noted on Officer C's

report. During the interview, Officer C confirmed officers did not immediately go after the

suspect when they arrived on the scene as they had first to establish charges.

After a review ofthe interviews and evidence presented, it was confirmed that Officer C did
not violate the SOP in question.
It should be noted that the name of the alleged suspect is noted on Detective G's

supplementaI report.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeat 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorts findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

I ) 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.

lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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://$ \\ $ .cabq.so\ /cpoalsur\ e\ . 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 ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lr**wO*-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq. gov

CTVILIAN PoLrcE OwnsIcnr Acrxcy

J:uly 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 5835

  
 
  

Re: CPC # 248-23

COMEI,AINL

Ms. C  stated that Lt. P hung up on her on several occasions. Ms. C  stated
that Lt. P laughed at her and smirked at her because the assault was not penetration. Ms.
C  stated that Lt. P told her that he could not give Ms. C  the perpetrator's
information, then asked if Ms. C  was smart enough to know that the vehicle did
not match the perpetrator's description. Ms. C  confirmed that the conversations
with [-t. P  were via phone call. Ms. C  stated she first spoke with Lt. P on
09125/2023 and on that date, Lt. P  told Ms. C  there was no penetration, and he
laughed and smirked and indicated her case was not important as there was no
penetration. Ms. C  stated she had notes that she spoke with Lt. P  on
09 /25 /2023 and I | /0212023.

IJIDfJTCT.BEYIEWED:

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Lieulenant P

Other Materials: Audio recorded 242 Cops phone calls.

Date lnvesligation completed: May 17,2024

Albuqucrquc - lvlaling Hitory 1706-2006
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F]NnINGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order l.l.5.A.l

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classilication tvhen the in\estigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjed omcer. a
2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification rahen the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderaoce ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not SustSincd. Investigation classitication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whethe. the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication nhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct io the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedurEs. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bascd on Original Complailt. Investigation classification lrhere the
investigator(s) detc.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occu. that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered du.ing
the ini'estigation. and b1 a preponderance ofthe evidence. lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification rvhere the investigator dete.mi[es: t hc policy
l iolations ofa minor naturc and do not conslitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saflction. -lhe allcgations are duplicative; -the allegations. even ifllue, do not constitule misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducled because oIthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, arld further
investigation would be futile-

AddiliaulCererrlri
Lt. P stated he had never talked to Ms. C  After reviewing evidence.com for the two
dates (0912512023 and I 110212023) on which Ms. C  reported she had spoken with Lt.
P, the CPOA Investigator did not locate any videos for Lt. P. After reviewing Lt. P's Cad
History for the two dates (0912512023 and I 1102/2023) in question, nothing was noted
regarding speaking with Ms. C  on those dates. A request was sent to APD'S Research
and Recording Office requesting all phone calls from Ms. C  to 242 Cops for the dates

of 0912512023 and I 110212023 (dates Ms. C  reported she spoke with Lt. P.) APD
Records and Data Coordinator provided the CPOA Investigator with all phone calls from Ms
C  between the dates noted above. Four phone calls from the following dates were
provided to the CPOA Investigator. The CPOA Investigator listened to all four phone calls
and noted that at no time during those calls did Ms. C  talk about Lt. P or ask to speak
with Lt. P. No evidence was located or provided to verify that Lt. P  violated the policy in
question regarding his reported conduct toward Ms. C  via phone conversations.

1248-23 Lieutenant P



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the l)irector's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) 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.

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httrr://rrl *.cabq.gor /cpoa/surr cr , There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

'A**raQffi-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

\
Cnrlrax PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Jtiy 3l,2024

Vra Email

R.e: CPC # 279-23

COMEI.AINI,

Ms.  C  reported that she was stopped by Officer C on 03/06/21. Ms.
C  advised that Officer G and Sgt. M were also present during the incident. Ms.
C  alleged that Officer C conducted an unlawful traffic stop and, as the arresting
officer, fabricated her police report and supplemental reports with reference to her
procedural actions. Ms. C  alleged that during the traffic stop officers participated in
the unlawful traffic stop and that Sgt. M supervised a field officer who participated in the
unlawful traffic stop. Ms. C  reported that it was obvious that Officer C was not
honest in her actions and had revealed more than a conflict of interest and reported that
the tactical operation plan proved the original reason for the traffic stop was false.

IJIDENCI.BEYIEIIIDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer G

Other Materials: Unit History, CAD Audio, & Email Communications

Date Investigalion Completed: May 13,2024

l']O tlox l2l)-1

NNI 8r103

www. cabq.gov

Albuquerque
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EINDING:

Policies Reyiewed: 2.'ll.4.A.l (searches&seizures), 1.1.4.8.6.a (comptiance) 2.48.2.8.1 (tow)

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

2. Sustained. Invesligation classification lvhen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerated. Invesligation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Viol|tion Not Based on Original Complaint. Inlestigation classificarion $here the
inlestigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur lhat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that othcr misconduct was discovered during
lhc investigation. and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: 'lhe policy
violations ofa minor nature atld do nol constitute a paftem of misconduct (i.e. a violalion subjcct to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation uould be futile.

AddiliqllLcsErsilr
2.71.4.A.1: Officer G served as backup during the detention and arrcst and did not conduct a

search. Officer G assisted in returning the children to the custodiar/guardian.
1.1.4.B.6.a: Ms. C  alleged Officer G shared responsibility for Oflicer C's improper actions. lfOfficer C's
actions werc a violation ofpolicy Officer G would have a responsibiliry to repon, but there was not a violation

ofpolicy.
2.48.2.8.1: Officer G served as backup and determined Ms. C  passenger was ineligible
to take possession ofthe vehicle.
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You heve the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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 nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

I ) 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.

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rvrvrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

Diane M
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Via Email

 
 

RLe: CPC # 279-23

EYIDENCI.BEYIEEEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Marerials: Unit History, CAD Audio, & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 13,2024

CITY OF ALBU

COMEI.AINT

Ms.  C  reported that she was stopped by Officer C on 03/06/21. Ms.
C  advised that Officer G and Sgt. M were also present during the incident. Ms.
C  alleged that Officer C conducted an unlawful traffrc stop and, as the arresting
officer, fabricated her police report and supplementat reports with reference to her
procedural actions. Ms. C  alleged that during the traffic stop officers participated in
the unlawful traffic stop and that Sgt. M supervised a field officer who participated in the
unlawful traffic stop. Ms. C  reported that it was obvious that Officer C was not
honest in her actions and had revealed more than a conflict of interest and reported that
the tactical operation plan proved the original reason for the traflic stop was false.

I

Albuqucrqut - lllahing Historl 1706-2006



EINDINCS

Policies Reviewed: 2.11.4.A.1 (searches&seizures), l.l.4.D.19 (on duty conduct) 2.48.2.8.I (tow)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve the subjectoflicer.

2. Sustained. Invesligation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged mixonduct did occur by the subject oflice..

3. Not Sustained. tnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one rmy or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the allegcd misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerstcd. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigato(s) determilres, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bur did oot violate APD policies.
procedures, or training.

6. Administrstively Closed. lnvestigation classification \r'herc thc investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

AddilialalCarurrlri
2.71.4.A.1: Officer C made the arrest, conductcd a search and seizurc which were determined
to be lawful. A warrant was established and an arrest was conducted. A search incident to
tow was conducted and narcotics were plainly evident. The chil&en were retumed to the

custodian/guardian.
l.l.4.D.19: Officer C did not write a Aaudulent report as alleged.

2.48.2.8.t. Officer C ordered the towed Ms. C  vehicle due to Ms. C  being
arrested and the passenger was not licensed.

2279-23 OfficerC

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaiflt. lnvestigation classification wherc the
investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and b1 a prcponderance ofthe e!idence, that misconduct did occur.

a

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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 ofthis 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 ofthe
request atrd the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the frndings or recommendations were arbikary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the frndings 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.

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http:/Avn rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The lian Police Overs t Agency by

l) iane
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CIVILTAN PoI,IcE O},ERSIGHT AGENCY

July 31,2024

Via Email

Rle: CPC # 279-23

CAMELAINL

Ms.  C  reported that she was stopped by Officer C on 03/06/21 . Ms.
C  advised that Officer G and Sgt. M were also present during the incident. Ms.
C  alleged that Officer C conducted an unlawful traffic stop and, as the arresting
officer. fabricated her police report and supplemental reports with reference to her
procedural actions. Ms. C  alleged that during the traffic stop officers participated in
the unlawful traffic stop and that Sgt. M supervised a field officer who participated in the
unlawful traffic stop. Ms. C  reported that it was obvious that Officer C was not
honest in her actions and had revealed more than a conflict of interest and reported that
the tactical operation plan proved the original reason for the traffic stop was false.

IJIDENCI.BT,YI&IXTDI

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: Sgt. M

Other Materials: Unit History, CAD Audio, & Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: May 13,2024

Albuqacrqw - ltl ing HittotT 17O6-2006

CITY OF ALBU

I



r.I N T)I N(; S

Policies Reviewed: 21l.4.A.l (searches&seizures), I .l .4.8.6. (compliance) 2.48.2.8.1 (tow)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and conviocing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollcer. a
2, Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a p.eponderalce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl omcer.

3. Not Sustaioed. Investigation classification \ teo the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. utrether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exoncrrted. lnvestigation classificalion where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or Iraining.

5. S[stained Violation Not Bescd o[ Original Complaint. Investigation classification $here rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that $.as not alleged in
the original complaint (*tether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigatiorl and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administretively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: Thc policy
violations ofa minor natuE alld do rDt constitute a paftem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
inlestigation cannot be cooducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furtlrer
investigation would b€ futile.

AddiliqslCauesEi

1279-23 Sgt. M

2.71.4.A.1: Sgt. M observed and provided backup during the arrest and invcntory search
conducted by Officer C. Sgt. M assisted in returning the children to the custodian/guardian.
I .l .4.B.6.b: Ms. Canillo alleged Sgt. M sharcd responsibility for Officer C's improper actions. If Officer C's

actions were a violation ofpolicy Sgt. M would have a responsibility to intervene as an individual under her

supervision, however, there was not a violation ofpolicy.

2.48.2.8.t: Sgt. M served as backup during the situation. The vehicle was towed due to the
arrest of Ms. C  and the passenger being unable to take possession ofthe vehicle.

tr

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, I hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
requ€st and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

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

2) That the furdings 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.

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

Sincerely,
ian Police Overs t Agency by*",Th

W
Diane McDermllt
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rvwrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/sur"-ev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILTAN Polrcp O\TRSrcHr AcENcy

July 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 288-23

COMPI,ATNT:

On lll2l12023, S  P  submitted an online complaint to CPOA staff regarding an
incident that occuned on September 12,2023, at approximately 2300 hours. Mr. P
reported that he and his family were stopped by oflicers on 98th and Central SW, He
reported that he and his wife were ordered out [ofthe vehicle]. He said, " My children
were left unattended and trattmatized. I don't speak English good. I was told my truck
looked like a truck that may have been involved in a gun incident." Mr. P  reported
that police never explained how they determined that his family fit the description and, "1
was handcuffed and detained my wife was also detained. My children were never welfare
check[ed]." He reported that he and his wife were violated and his children were
hysterical.

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

*r,vw.cabq.gov

IJIDENCEBEEF.]4EDi

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: Offtcer H

Other Materials: CAD Audio, E-mail Communications, Videos

Date Investigation Completed: April 15,2024

Albuqurq* - Mahitg Hiltotl 1706-2006

NM 87103

I



IIINNINGS

Policies Reviewed; 2.52.4.C (Use ofForce)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determircs, by clear snd colvincing
evidence, thal alleged misconductdid not occur o. did not involve lie subjectoflicer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classilication when the ilvestigator(s) dete.mines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustailed. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a p.eponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occufied or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.7l.4.A.l (Search and Seizure)

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification rvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the uoderlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnrestigation classificalion wherc the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur rhat was not alleged in
thc original complaint (whethcr CPC or intemal complaint) but that other mismnduct rvas discovered during
the in\cstigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sanctioo, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do noi conslitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinfonration in the complaint, and lurther
investigation would be futile.

Addilioldlqnufr$i
2.71.4.A. I - It was determined that Officer H's actions on 0911212023 relatcd to the high-risk
traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's search and seizure SOP. Officer H's
actions were directly related to the information relayed to her. The descriptive information
Officcr H relied upon to initiate and participate in the high-risk stop involving Mr. P
was coroborated through testimony and evidence as derived from the victim. The duration
was less than eight minutes, in contrast to the complainant's belicf.

a

2
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288-23 Officer H
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tr
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2.52.4.C. Use of Force: General- It was determined that Officer H's actions on 911212023

related to the high-risk traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's Core
Principles within the Use ofForce SOP. The investigation revealed Officer H's use of
low-ready position ofpreparedness ofher firearm during the incident was directly related to
her application ofthe totality ofcircumstances and in an attempt to carry out her duties in a
reasonable and safe manner. At no time was Officer H's weapon pointed at an individual. A
weapon at low ready is not a reportable show of force because the weapon is not pointed at

the individual.



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the findings or recornmendations 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.

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://s* rr.cabq.gov/cpoa/surl er . There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe 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 ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

fl.l
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

.,

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CrvrLLcN Por,rcE Ovf,RsrcHT AcENCy

luly 30,2024

Re: CPC # 288-23

COMELAINL

On lll2l12023, S  P  submitted an online complaint to CPOA staff regarding an

incident that occurred on September 12,2023, at approximately 2300 hours. Mr. P
reported that he and his family were stopped by officers on 98th and Central SW, He
reported that he and his wife were ordered out [ofthe vehicle]. He said, " My children
t'ere left unaltentled and traumatized. I don't speak English good. I was told my truck
looked like a lruck that may have been involved in a gun incident." Mr. P  reported
that police never explained how they determined that his family fit the description and, "1
was handcuffed and detained my t'ife was also detained. My chiklren were never u,elfare
check[ed]." He reported that he and his wife were violated and his children were

hysterical.

Albrqucrquc - lvlahirg Hittotl l706-2006

Via Email

EYIDENCE BEYIEEEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer G

Other Materials: CAD Audio, E-mail Communications, Videos

Date Investigation Completed: April 15, 2024

1



FINI)INGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.52.4.C (Use ofForce)

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the in!€stigator(s) determines, by clear and convinciog
evide[ce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve tle subject officer. V
2. Sustaitted. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subiect omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, uhether the alleged misconduct eithet occured or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.71.4.4,.1 (Search and Seizure)

4. Eronerrted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or trai,ling.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complairtt. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct \\as discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificatiofl ivhere thc investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -lhe allegations are duplicativel -the allegations. even iftrue. do not conslitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted b€cause ofthe lack ofinformation in the aomplainl and further
investigation would be fulile.

AddiliarEl,rCanrcrsi
2.71.4.A.1- It was determined that Officer G's actions on 09/1212023 related to the high-risk
traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's search and seizure SOP. Officer G's
actions were directly related to the information relayed to him. The descriptive information
Officer G relied upon to initiate and participate in the high-risk stop involving Mr. P
was corroborated through testimony and evidence as derived from the victim. The duration
was less than eight minutes, in contrast to the complainant's belief.

2
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2.52.4.C. Use of Force: General- It was determined that Officer G's aclions on 9/l2lZO23
related to the high-risk traflic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's Core

Principles within the Use of Force SOP. The investigation revealed Officer G's use of
low-ready position ofpreparedness ofhis firearm during the incident was directly related to
his application ofthe totality ofctcumstances and in an attempt to carry out his duties in a

rcasonable and safe manner. At no time was Officer G's weapon pointed at an individual. A
weapon at low ready is not a reportable show of force because the weapon is not pointed at

the individual.

tr

288-23 OfficerG



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the lindings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of bolidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-l-10. 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.

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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://** rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surl er'. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

'lMra,prffi-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Ju'ly 30,2024

Via Email

 

CO]TEI,AINL

On lll2ll2023, S  P  submitted an online complaint to CPOA staff regarding an
incident that occurred on September 12,2023, at approximately 2300 hours. Mr. P
reported that he and his family were stopped by officers on 98th and Central SW, He
reported that he and his wife were ordered out [ofthe vehicle]. He said, " My children
were left tmattended and trdumatized. I don't speak English good. I was told my truck
looked like a truck that may have been involved in a gtn incident." Mr. P  reported
that police never explained how they determined that his family fit the description and, ",1

was handcufred and detained my u'ife was also detained. My children were never welfare
check[ed]." He reported that he and his wife were violated and his children were
hysterical.

EYIDENCT.BEYIE,UEDI

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sgt. A

Other Materials: CAD Audio, E-mail Communications, Videos

Date Investigation Completed: April 15,2024

Albuqacrquc - Makiry H*tory 170G2006

CIvILIAN PoLICE O\TRSIGHT AGENCY

Re: CPC # 288-23
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FINNI N(;S

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderaace ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one say or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, u.hcther the all€ged misconduct either occufied or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.71.4.A,.1 (Search and Seizure)

4. Exoner8t€d. Ilvestigation classificrtion where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepoflderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in lhe underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complrint. lnvestigation classification rvhere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the oriBinal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconducl was discov€red during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthc evidcnce. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classification whcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; .the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconducti or -the
inresligation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigalion nould be futile.

Addiliqlel,rCaqrcll&
2.71.4.A.1- It was determined that Sgt. A's actions on 09/12/2023 related to the high-risk
traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's search and seizure SOP. Sgt. A's
actions were directly related to the information relayed to him and the other officers on
scene. Evidence and testimony support Sgt. A's directive to officers to proceed with a

high-risk stop. At no time did Sgt. A authorize an improper stop, it was based on information
at the time. The duration was less than eight minutes, in contrast to the complainant's belief.

V

288-23 Sgt. A

Policies Reviewed: 2.52.4.C (Use ofForce)

l. Unfouoded. Inrestigation classification when the investigator(s) delermines, by clear and convincing fV
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve fte subjcct omcer. llJ

tr

tr

2.52.4.C- It was determined that Sgt. A's supervisory actions on 9ll2lzo23 related to the
high-risk traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with the Core Principles within APD's
Use ofForce SOP. The investigation revealed, after evaluating the totality of circumstances
and shortly after his arrival on scene, that Sgt. A advised communicated that Mr. P  was
not the suspect. Evidence and testimony supported that Sgt. A acted reasonably and in a safe

manner in interest ofall involved and in light of the information available to him at the time.
At no time did Sgt. A authorize or observe officers present engage in any use of force during
this incident.

2



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specifr€d in the Oversight
Ordinance 94-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's lindings,
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 recotnmendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistent v/ith 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 Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*t*.cabq.gol/cpoa/surler. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

l**aQffi-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UE

CTuIT,m PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

\tly 30,2024

 

Re: CPC # 288-23

COMPI.AINT:

On llDll2023, S  P  submitted an online complaint to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on September 12,2023, at approximately 2300
hours. Mr. P  reported that he and his family were stopped by officers on 98th
and Central SW, He reported that he and his wife were ordered out [of the vehiclel.
He said, " My childrcn werc left unollended and traumatized, I don't speak Englkh
good. I was told my truck looked like a lruck lhat ma! have been involved in a gun
incident." Mr. P  reported that police never explained how they determined
that his family fit the description and,"I was handcuffed ond delained my wife was
also delained. My children werc neeer welfare check[ed]." He reported that he and his
wife were violated and his children were hysterical.

l'O Bor ll9.l

Albuquerque

NI!,l 87103

rv*wca\.gov

EYIDENCI.EEYIEIUEDI

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 lnvolved: OIIicer T

Other Materials: CAD Audio, E-mail Communications, Videos

Date Investigation Completed: April 15,2024

Albuqucrqn - lvlzLing Hittory I70G20O6

CITY OF ALBU UER

Via Email

I



IINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: 2.52.4.C (Use ofForce)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigstion classification when the investigator(s) determines. by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer. a
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

Policies Reviewed: 2.71.4.A,.1 (Search and Seizure)

4. Exonersted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur tlut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violatio[ Not Brsed on Original Complsint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) dete.mines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl rvas discovercd during
the investigation. and by a preponderaflce ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature arld do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. .1he allegations are duplicatire: -the allegations. even ifrue. do not constitute mismnducl; or -the
investigation cannot be co[ducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be fulilc.

AddiliqlllrCaEoell$
2.71.4.A.1- It was determined that Officer T's actions on 09/1212023 related to the high-risk
traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's search and seizurc SOP. Officer T's
actions were directly related to the information relayed to him. The descriptive information.
Officer T relied upon to initiate and participate in the high-risk stop involving Mr. P
was corroborated through testimony and evidence as derived from the victim. The duration
was less than eight minutes, in contrast to the complainant's belief.

2.52.4.C. Use of Force: General- It was determined that Officer T's actions on 9112/2023
related to the high-risk traffic stop involving Mr. P  conformed with APD's Core
Principles within the Use ofForce SOP. The investigation revealed Officer T's use of
low-ready position ofpreparednoss of his firearm during the incident was directly related to
his application ofthe totality ofcircumstances and in an attempt to carry out his duties in a
reasonable and safe manner. At no time was Officer T's weapon pointed at an individual. A
weapon at low ready is not a reportable show of force because the weapon is not pointed at
the individual.

2288-23 Officer T

3. Not Sustailled. tnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one ray or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
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 writitrg 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 94-l-I0. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's findings,
your appeal must demotrstrate one or more of the following:

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 Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://sr" u.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve'r . There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

l**ruOfr-
Diane McDsrmott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnTT,Tax PoT,TCE OYERSIGHT AGENCY

July 29,2024

Via Email

Rlet CPC # 297 -23

Albuquerque
Ms. G  alleged that Officer D falsely charged her with criminal property damage,
prevented her from entering her daughter's home, which she stated she lived in and
accused her daughter offraud and stealing all ofher belongings, which Officer D did
nothing about.

NM 8710-l

www.cabq.gov

PO Box l29J

EYIDENCI.BEYILYEDi

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: March 26,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Albryuerq* - lv[ahitg HittoD' 1706-2006

COMELAINL

Ms. G  was not interviell.ed during this investigation after several attempts to
interview her by phone, text, and email were negative.

I



FINT)INCS

PoliciesReviewed: t.1.5.A.4

l, U[founded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occw or did not involve the subjectolficer.

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification when the in\estigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged rnisconduct did occur by the subjed omcer.

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification rvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, bt a preponderance ofthe evidence, u.hether the alleged misconduct eidrer occurred or did not occur.

4. Exorl€rated. Investigation classification tlhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policics,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustsined Violation Not Based on Original Complai[t. Investigation classification ivhere the
investigator(s) dctermines. by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \\as not alleged in
the original complaint (whcther CPC or intemal complaint) but thatother misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature arld do not constitule a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
s0nction. -the allegations sle duplicative; .the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because olthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation tlould be futile.

AddiligrllCouar,rEi
After review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Ofc D
committed no policy violation during his interaction with Ms. G  A review of Ofc D's
lapel video corroborated what he said happened during his interview and what occurred
during his encounter with Ms. G  There was a disturbance at the daughter's home. The
notes on the CAD (Computer Aided Dispatch) by the police operator reported the mother,
Ms. G  trying to break into the house and screaming at the daughter. In addition, it
reported possible items breaking and kicking in the door before police arrived. Ofc D
listened to Ms. G  and Ms. Jaramillo's versions of what happened, investigated both
claims and determined that Ms. G  had committed a crime and was charged accordingly.
Ms. G  could not produce any relevant evidence that suggested she lived with her
daughter or had property inside the home. In addition, Ms. G  provided no evidence of
fraudulent purchases allegedly made by the daughter. Officer D told Ms. G  that her
claims would have to be heard civilly in court, and she could not retum to her daughter's
home. Ms. G  did not participate in the investigative process.

a

2297-23 Officer D
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You have the right to appeat this decision. Ifyou are not sstisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have aD 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, I\M 87103, or by email to CPoA@cabq.gov.
Include your CPC number. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the l)irector's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

I) 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 recornmendations 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.

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. lnclude your CPC

number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httn://rr s *.cabq.qor /crroa./surr cr . 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

'l**rAAF-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

J



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cnrltalr PoLICE OvERSTGHT AcENCy

luly 29,2024

Via Ccrtified Mail

7021 09s0 0002 0443 s842

Re: CPC # 298-23

COMEI,AINL

Mr. M  reported that he wanted to inform the CPOA about APD not taking their
incident reports regarding being jumped. Mr. M  reported that T  M was
robbed ofher purse and was assaulted. Mr. M  reported that they were jumped and
assaulted, and when officers arrived at the scene, Mr. M  was not given the chance
to give his report (side ofthe story), nor was he even asked. Mr. M  reported that
officers just talked to C  and R

t'O Box l29l

Albrrquerque

NN,t 87103

lrvrv.cabq. gov

DYIDENCL-BEYII.EEDr

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: May 15,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albuqrcrqrc - MaLing Hittory 170G2006

I



F'INNIN(;S

2. Sustained. Investigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

4. Exoocrsted. Investigation classiftcatioo where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc, that alleged conduct in the urderlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
proceduaes, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bascd on Original Compleirtt. Invesrigation classificarion irhere rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthc $ idencc. misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint ($tether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered du.ing
thc invesligation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce. lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $here the investigator dete.mines: The policy
violalions ofa minor naturc and do not constifute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconducli or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl. and further
investigation would b€ futile.

AddiliqlalrcaEnr4$i
L1.5.A.4-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer D spoke with both Mr.
M  and Ms. M  at the time of the incident and asked them what occurred regarding
the incident in question. The OBRD videos also confirmed that Officer D interviewed several

other individuals/witnesses regarding the incident.
A review of Officer D's incident report confirmed that he documented his contacts with Mr.
M  and Ms. M  at the time of the incident, as well as his interactions with the other
individuals/witnesses involved. A review ofOfficer D's incident report confirmed that some
ofthe addresses noted on the report did not completely reflect the addresses Officer D had

obtained from Mr. M  and Ms. M  at the time of the incident per the OBRD
review. However, during the interview, Mr. M  and Ms. M  had advised that many
of those addresses they found incorrect on the report were either old addresses or backup
addresses the people in question were using. Neither Mr. M  nor Ms. M  ever
expressed how the incorrect addresses noted on the report had a negative impact on the
incident in question, as Officer D advised that the case in question had been dismissed.

298-23 Officer D

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. b, clear and convincing T-l
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve fie subject officer- lJ

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4
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You have the right to appeal tbis decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of hotidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeat 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

l) 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 Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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://sri u.cabq.sor /cDoil,/sun cr. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

il**raO#-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

3



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 8710.1

www.cabq.gov

Crulnrv Polrcr OvERsrGHr AcENCy

\tly 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 302-23

COMEIAINL

On 1211012023 at 1303 hours, on 1211212023 at 0342. 0343, and 0346 hours, and on
1211312023 at 2331 and 2332 hours, S  B  submitted an online complaint
regarding an incident that was determined to have occurred on llll4l2023. Ms. B
reported that she was having neighbor trouble and that Sergeant M had filed a false police
repo( against her that was all Iies and made-up stories. Ms. B  reported that Sgt. M
had concentrated for months and years on how to get her into trouble, had been picking
"at" and, blaming her for years, bragged about getting her into trouble, harassing her,
thought she was a "laughingjoke, '' and bragged about doing a good job when he did a
lousy job.

TJIDIJICI.BEIIIJTI.D:

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications & Court Case Detail Sheet.

Date Investigation Completed: March 18,2024

Albuqrctqrc - Mating Hittory 17062006

CTTY OF AIBU



FINNTNGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.f .5.C.3 & 1.1.6.A.6.a (Conduct)

L Unfounded. Investigatio[ classification when the investigato(s) determines. b, clear and convincing fV
evidence, that slleged misconduct did not occur or did oot involve lhe subjectomcer. l!_J

2. Sustained. lnvestigalion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b)' a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, whethe. the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

5. Sustaincd Violation Not Based on Origiflel Complaint. Inv€sligation classification where thc
invesligalor(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe eridence, misconduct did occurthat $'as not alleged in
tie original complaint ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) bur that other misconduct uas discovercd during
thc investigation, and by a preponderance olthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istrstivcly Closed. Investigation classification *here the inlestigator dctemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saflction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
intestigation cannot be conducted b€cause ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

AddilioralCoEnrrsi
1.1.5.C.3: It was determined that Officer M did charge S  B  with harassment and did
so based on probable cause. There was no evidence provided or obtained that indicated that
Officer M had lied about anything, concentrated for months and years on getting Ms. B  in
trouble, was willing to help others to get Ms. B  into trouble, had picked at Ms. B  for
years, bragged about getting Ms. B  into trouble, bragged about doing a good job, thought
Ms. B  was a laughingjoke, or harassed Ms. B  There was no evidence to support he
was basing his official decisions other than on the evidence available.

I .l .6.A.6.a: It was determined that Officer M did charge Ms. B  with harassment and did
so based on probable cause. There was no evidence provided or obtained that indicated that
Officer M had filed a false report, made up lies, made up stories, or filed false charges
against Ms. B  The report was accurate to the information available at the time.

2302-23 Officer M

4. Exo[erated. lnv€stigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bul did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.
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l) 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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 lrttp://rr s s.cabq.!:or /cpolr /sLrrr cr . There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lr**UQR-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeat this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings ofthe
cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeat hearing before the CpOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
requqst to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or by email to CPoA@cabq.gov.
Include your CPC number. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstnte one or more of the following:

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn'ILIAN PoT,TcT OvensIGHT AGENCY

Ju'ly 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 317-23

COIGI.AINL

S  P  submitted two complaints on 12128/2023 and one on 0l/05/2024
regarding not receiving his property from Officer G after being arrested at Presbyterian
Hospital on 1112912023. Mr. P  reported his property was never received and allegcd
it may have bcen stolen by Officer G.

PO Box l29J

Albuquerque

NN{ 87 r03

www.cabq. gov

DYIDENCI.BEYIEICED.I

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Oflicer G

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: April 10, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albuqurquc - lrlaLing Hittory 17062006

I



T-INDINCS

PoliciesReviewed: 2,73.5.A.1

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification !!fien the investigato(s) determines, by clea! aod convincing
evidence, lhat alleged misconduct did nol occur or did not involve tte subject olficer.

2. Sustained. Investigatioo classification *herl the in\estigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance oflhe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustrined. tnvestigation classification when the invesligato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occufied or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. tnvestigation classification whe.e the investigato(s) determi[es, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures, or training.

5. Sustsined Viol&tion Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconducl did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (lvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a prcponderance ofthe eviden.e. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Inrestigation classification where the investigator delermines: The polic)
violations of a minor nature and do nol constitute a pattem of misconduct ( i.e. a violation subject to a cla5s 7
sanction. -lhe allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ift!ue. do not constiiute misconduct; or -the

investiBation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
inlestigation u'ould be futile.

AddilisrelCsoerllri
It was determined that Oflicer C never possessed S  P property. Officer G
attempted to retrieve Mr. P property from the hospital after his arrest. OITicer G acted
with due diligence in his attempt to locate and retrieve Mr. P property from the
hospital after his arrest. Mr. P  did not participate in the investigative process.

2
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317-23 Officer G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the lindings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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 E7103, or by email to CPOA@cabq.gov.
Include your CPC number. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the findings or rocommendations 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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://u * \.cabq.srlr /cpoi.l,/surr cr . 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lru*UAF-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CruLLcN Por,lcE OvERSrcHr AGENCY

luly 31,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 58s9

 

Re: CPC # 012-24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. G  G  submitted a complaint on 111612024 that alleged Officer M conducted
an improper traflic stop for speeding because no APD vehicle was behind or in front of
him. Two APD officers, with no cones set up, were in the roadway directing vehicles
onto Princess Jean Ave NE from Chelwood Park Dr. NE. Officer M, with his speed gun,
told him he was speeding and issued him several citations. Mr. G  felt his rights were
violated as he believed this was not a proper traffic stop.

PO Box 129-l

Albuquerque

NIU 8710-l

wvw.ca\.gov

DYIDENCE BEYIIJEEDi

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: state statute, city code

Date Investigation Completed: May 14,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuquoquc - Making Hittory l7M'2006

I



F'INDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) dete.mines, by clear ald convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one uay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, tvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.95.5.D.1.a

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

5. Sustained Violatior Not Based on Original Complairt. Investigation classification rvhere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that uas oot alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

After review, the investigation determined that Ofc. M was enforcing traffic violations when
he initiated a traffic stop with Mr. G  A review of Ofc. M 's lapel video corroborated
what he said during his interview of what happened while disproving what Mr. G  had

alleged. Ofc M was correct when he said a driver was required when directed by a law
enforcement officer, whether from hand gestures, lights, or from vehicles, to stop and pull
over. The authority comes from: New Mexico Statutes Annotated 66-7-1, Obedience to
police off;cers, stotes, "No person shall willfully fail or refuse to comply u,ith any lawftl
order or direclion of any police officer invesled by law with authority to direct, control or
regulote taffc. " In other words, Mr. G  was informed that police officers had the

authority to direct him (wave him to a side street) to a side street and perform a traffic stop

without using a police car. ln addition, Mr. Gentry's First Amendment rights were never
violated. Ofc M never prevented Mr. G  from expressing himself or from asking
questions. A policy recommendation was made and accepted by the Dept to better match
state law.

Z

012-24 Officcr M

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the in!€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject o{Iicer. L_l

tr

tr
6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do Do1 constitute a paftem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -lhe allegalions, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation ia the complaint, and further
investigation rvould be fulile.

Additialel-carur,ilri

2



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of bolidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeat hearing before the cpoA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or by email to CPoA@cabq.gov.
Includeyour CPC number. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation ofthe 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 Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. lnclude your CPC
number.

Ilyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ri rl u .cabq.sor /cpoa.lsurr er . 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ru
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

J



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILTAN POLICE OIERSIGHT AGENCY

Ju'ly 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 5828

 

COMEI.AINL

Mr. M  reported that APD not being diligent in their investigation led the other
party not to be arrested for their involvement in the incident of their own wrongdoing

PO Bor 129.1

NM 8710.1

www.cabq.gov

IJIDENCE BIJIEIIID-r

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: motel 6 video

Dale Investigation Completed: May 24,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albrqucrqw - MaLing Hirory l7O6-20O6

Re: CPC # 024-24

Albuqucrque

I



FINI)INGS

l. Unfounded. Invesligation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear arld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not invoh'e lhe subject oflicer.

2. Sustained. Investigation clEssificalion when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classificalion rvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one \ray or the
other, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, whethea the alleged misconduct eilhea occurrcd or did nol occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order I .1.5.A.4

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication \ifiere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustaised Violation Not Based on Originrl Complaint. lnlestigation classification $fiere the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe cvidencc, misconduct did occur that lras not alleEed in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that othcr misconduct $as discovered during
the investigationq and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $here the investigator determines: The policy
violalions ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicalivei -the allegations. even ift re. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
in\esligation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AddiliorElconEr,ilri
General Order 1.1.5.A.4-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer M did speak
with Mr. M  and asked him what happened. OBRD Video confirmed that Officer M
also spoke with two different staff members from Motel 6 regarding the allegation and then
asked ifthere were cameras, which the Motel 6 staffadvised that the camera up front was

currently down. However, a different video angle captured part ofthe incident.

During the interview, Officer M provided ample reasonings as to why she only charged Mr.
M  and not the other parties involved in the incident.

Additional considerations

A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that prior to the officers placing Mr. M  into
the police cruiser, he did advise Officer M that he was disabled, but the CPOA lnvestigator
did not ever hear Mr. M  tell Officer M to be careful with his legs.

2024-24 Officer M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are uot satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of bolidays and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have etr appeal hearing before the CpOA
Advisora 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's lindings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) 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.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lru*WAF-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc : Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httrr://n * n.cabq.qor /cpoir/surr e r . There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation ofthe 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 ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.



UER UE

Cnrr,rax Polrcr OwRsrcnt AcBxcy

July 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 028-24

COMPI.AINT:

On 0210812024, the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) received a handwritten
complaint via U.S. Mail from J  L  Mr. L  reported that he had filed a
report with an officer on 09/1112023 and requested that charges be filed on 0911912023.
The officer informed Mr. L  that he would file the charges but hadn't.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN{ 87101

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCF..BEYID]4EDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 11,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuq*rquc - lllaking Historl 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU



FINDINGS

l. 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 olficer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determinc one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the all€ged misconduct either occurred or did not occua.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato.(s) dete.mines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines. b, a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other nisconducl was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constihrte a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -lhe allegations ale duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AddilialetrcoEDrr$i
This case was Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn, and the alleged
violation was minor in nature and did not constitute a pattern of misconduct.

2028-24 Officer W
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of hotidays 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modiry the Director's tindings,
your appeal must demonstrate oDe or more ofthe following:

l) 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 Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://u rr s .cabq.gor /cpolt/sLrrr cr . 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

'L,**raQR-
Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

July 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 034-24

COMEI.AINL

Ms. W submitted a complaint regarding a crash report not being approved.PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NN'l 87103

w,.r"v.cabq.gov

EYIDENCF.EEYII.YEDi

Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Intewiewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnvolved: Sgt. M

C)ther Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: May 20, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Albuqutquc - Maling Hittoty 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

I



EINDINGI

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification i!hen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve $e subject oflicer.

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

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

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complai[t. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but thal other misconduct was discovered during
th€ investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqal,rcannrrlri
The complainant was spoken to and the only concern was receiving the report. This case was

Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn at the request of Ms. W  upon

being informed that the crash report had been approved. The sergeant was a new sergeant

and does not have a pattern of not approving reports.

a

2

tr

x

tr

tr

034-24 Sgt. M



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with tbe findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

1) A polioy 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 Dir€ctor as

listed above.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httrr://s * *.cabq.gor /cpoa/surr cr. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

l**raQffi-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crulrarv PoT,TcB OIT,RSIGHT AGENCY

July 29,2024

To File

Re: CPC # 048-24

qAIEI.AINI.

Ms. R  L  submitted a complaint to the CPOA on 211612024. The complaint
appeared to be about a mental health issue. Ms. L  told a story about M  M

who has been harassing and following her and abusing her friend, J  R  C

PO Box 1293

NM 87101

urrw.cabq.gov

ln addition, Ms. L  wanted the Albuquerque Police Department investigated because

officers were following her.

EYIDENCE BEYIEYEDT

Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: N/A Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Identified names could not be linked to any incident

Other Materials: records search

Date lnvestigation Completed: May 21,2024

Albuqucrquc - MaLing Hittory 170G2006

Albuquerque



FINDINGS

2. Sustaioed. Iovestigation classificatiol when the investigato(s) determines, by a pcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustsined. Inlestigation classification uhen the ilvestigato(s) is unable to determine one \Iay or the
other, b) a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Elonerrted. Investigation classification $fiere lhe investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedurcs. or training.

5. Sustaired Violation Not Bascd orl Origiml Complaint. Inrestigation classification *here the
i vestigator(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that n'as not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or intcmal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discorered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthc evidence, that misconducl did occur.

Policies Reviewed:

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -lhe allegations arc duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation crnnot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and furthet
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlelrcaEeflEi
This case was administratively closed due to a lack of information to proceed further. The
investigator has been unable to contact Ms. L  using the phone number and email she

provided on the complaint. The number  was not working, and the email
address, @gmail.com, was returned as undelivered. In addition, officers
identified in the complaint did not match the time, date, and address located as a possible

record of incident. What was located did not match the year Ms. L  provided.

,)

048-24 Identified names could not be linked t,

l. Unfoundcd. Investigalion classilication when the ini€stigator(s) delermines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not invohc the subject officer. l-J
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
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 writitrg 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-I0. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) 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 furdings and recommendations were not consistent with the recotd 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 have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrttp://ri rr n.cabcl.gor /cpolr/surr o. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
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 ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ru
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) e24-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



UER UE

CTVILIAN PoT,Icn OI,nRsIcrrr AcsNcy

July 26,2024

Via Email

COI4EIAINL

Ms. G  submitted a complaint on behallof her daughter, D  V
regarding a police encounter on 0212012024. Ms. G  rcported that Officcr M treated
Ms. V  like shc was a bad person, cut her offwhen replying to his questions,
disrespected her, told her to calm down in a sarcastic tone, treated her likc a completely
abusive mother, and did not follow-up with her regarding the outcomc ofthe call for
service.

PO Box 129-3

Albuquerque

NNt 87103

www.cabq.gov

IYIDENCF.BEYIEYEDi

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: June 18,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnlerviewed: No

I

Albuqutrquc - MaLing Hitory l TNt-2006

CITY OF ALBU

Re: CPC # 050-24



EINDINGI

PoliciesReyiewed: Lt.5.A.4(Corduct)

L Unfounded. Investigation classification when the inlestigator(s) determines, by clear and convinchg
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve tte subject oflicer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification ivhen the in\estigalor(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classification $hen the investiSato(s) is unable to determine one tra) or the
other, b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conducl in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustrined Violstion Not Brsed on Origi[al Complsint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that olher misconducl was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderanc€ ofthe evidcnce. thal misconducl did occur.

6. Admi[istratively Closed. Investigation classification rlherE the investigator determines: Ihe policy
violations ofa minor nature and do mt aonslifutc a pattem of misconduct (i.e- a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicalive; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconducti or -the
intesligation caflnot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofin[ormation in the conrplaint, and further
investigation \\ould bc futilc.

Addi$qe,Lrcsner.$li
It was detcrmined that Ms. G  did not witness the police encounter with Ms. V
on 0212012024. Most of the misconduct allegations reported by Ms. G  were found to
be false. Ms. G  did not participate in the investigative process and did not provide
contact information for Ms. V  Ms. V  advised officers that she had no further
questions, had nothing further that she needed the officers to do for her, and did not request

follow-up contact. The officers were professional and attentive and conducted themselves
appropriately.

a

O5O-24 Officer M

tr

tr

T

?



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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 proviiled there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 frndings 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce 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 Offrcer 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 ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Ofiicer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversi ght Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrttp://urrl.cabq.gtx /crroa/survet . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerquc

NNI 87103

www. cabq. gov

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE O}T,RSIGHT AGENCY

July 30, 2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 054-24

COMEI.AINL

Ms. L n had alleged that on 81212023 at 0700 hours, the day before students
officially retumed to school, she had driven at normal speed through a school zone that
did not have the school zone lights activated and was pulled over by Albuquerque Police.
The officer told her she was speeding through a school zone. She informed the officer the
school zone lights were not on. She was about to receive a citation when a public service
worker told the oflicer the school zone lights were not on, and the officer let her go,
saying it must have been a mistake. Ms. L n believed that it was intentional that
she was pulled over. Why would the lights be on if it was not a school day? She felt the
officer was very deceptive and disturbing. She accused the officer of setting people up for
citations.

DYIDENCI.BEYEICEDi

Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): N/A

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Unknown

Other Materials: email communications

Date Investigation Completed: June 27, 2024

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuqttrqrt - l'lnking H*ro11 1706'2006
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FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigalion classification \}'hen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that all€ged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderarce ofthe
evidence, the allegcd misconduct did occur by the subject officer-

4. Exonerried. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oithe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustaioed Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) but thal other nrisconduct $'as discovered during
the iniestigation. and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admillislratively Closed. Iniestigation classification where the inresligator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a paftem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and flrther
investigation rvould b€ fulile.

AddiliqralCloueilri
Requests to Records showed no traffic stop in the area identified. A search of Evidence.com
did not locate any OBRD using the map search function. Given that the date ofthe incident
was over 120 days, the videos may not have been shown since they would have been deleted.

Ms. L n did not provide information sufficient to proceed with the investigation. Ms.
L n had acknowledged that she did not obtain the officer's name and badge number
or identifying information, such as a patrol vehicle number, other than the oflicer was a male.

2

{

054-24 Unkrown

3. Not Sustairrcd. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one rvay or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, r4hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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 CP0A@cabq.gov. Include your CPC nrrmber. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduleil meeting proviiled there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request anil the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Boaril to modify the Director's
frndings, 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. P1ease 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 Offrcer 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 ofholidays 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 htlp://uur.cabcl.gor /cpoa/sun'c\ . 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 Po Oversight Agency by

14\ c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NNt 87103

www.cabq.gov

Cn rLrAN PoLrcE Ol,nnslcur AcrNcv

July 9,2024

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 060-24

COMEIAINL

An Anonymous complainant reported that an intoxicated driver was pulled over into the
Food King parking lot and was told it was for failure to maintain the lane. The
complainant reported that the officer asked for the individua['s drive/s license and
registration, and the individual was allowed to Ieave while showing visible signs and odor
of impairment after leaving Albuquerque Social Club having been over-served. The
complainant reported that the intoxicated driver was not asked any questions about
drinking or leaving the establishment intoxicated. The complainant reported that no report
had been written about the traffic stop, and the complainant wanted to know why. The
complainant reported that they wanted to know why there was no citation, summons, or
arrest of the driver for obvious DWI

EYIDENCI.BIJIEIXED:

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): No

Complainant Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: r/a

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 27, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Albuqucrqtc - Making Hittory 1706-2006
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FINDIN(;S

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2. 16.5.B.1

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification $hen lhe investigator(s) delermines, b) clear and con\incing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

2. Sustained. Investigalio[ classification when the inrestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification rhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, $'hether lhe alleged misclnduct eithe. occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.6.C. I

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.2 and Procedural Order 2.8.4.G

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed or Origirsl ComplsiDt. Investigation classification \\herc the
investiSator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe ei idence. misconduct did occur that $'as not alleged in
the original complaint (\r'hcther CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct ilas discovered during
the invcstigalion, and by a prcponderance ofthe eiidence, that misconducl did occur.

6. AdDinistratively Closed. Investigation classification r!-here the inlestigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; .the allegations, evcn if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
inlestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation io the complaint, and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AddiliolllCqurcllli
1.1.6.C.1-The evidence gathered during the investigation confirmed that Officer C did leave
his traffic stop without issuing a citation; however, the evidence confirmed that Officer C left
for a higher-priority call. There was no indication the individual stopped was intoxicated.
2.16.5.B.1-After a review of the SOP in question, it was confirmed that the incident in
question (traffic stop) did not meet the requirement to complete an incident report.
1.1.5.C.2-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer C's language toward Mr.
Gardner violated the policy in question. Officer C was not courteous or professional during
their interaction
2.8.4.G-As of the moming of 0312512024, the video in question was not listed under the
correct CAD number. lt was conected during the interview.
The CPOA recommends two written reprimands for the 2 policy violations as well as

training for proper OBRD Video categorization.

V

a

2060-24 Officer C

4. Eronerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt 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
schedulerl meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 uriting to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice 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 Offrce 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
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Ofticer 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 httD:/hrll.cabq .sor'/cDoa/survet'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Overs ight Agency by

14\c

3

Diane McDemott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

N*\1 8.103

www.cabq. gov

Crvrlruv Polrcr OwnsrcHr AcENCY

luly 9,2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 074-24

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer S

Other Materials: CAD, CAD Audio, E-mail Communications, Videos

Date Investigation Completed: June 27 ,2024

AlbuEcrqac - lllahing H*tory 1706-2006

CAMEI"AINL
On03ll7l2024,lvk G  L  submitted an online complaint to CPOA staffregarding an
incident that occurre d on03l76l2024 at 2000 hours. Mr. L  reported that or 03/1612024, he
contacted the police department at 242-2677 lo report anoise complaint about his neighbors in the
apartment complex. He advised that five hours later, around l:30 AM, he called to follow up on
his complaint and inquire ifan officer was still going to come to address the issue. Mr. L
expressed surprise that the operator informed him an offrcer had already attempted to contact him.
He reported that he had not received a phone call or a knock on the door from an officer. In his

complaint, Mr. L  offered to provide his cell phone records to verify that no attempt was made

to contact him. Mr. L  reported that the incident was not isolated and explained that he had had
previous issues with oficen having difficulty finding his location, despite being able to do so

when he has called the police about other matters. Mr. L  stated that the lack ofresponse to his
noise complaints is becoming a significant problem.

Albuquerque

E!'IDENCE REYIEWED:

I



FINNINGS

2. Sustai[ed. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the invesligato(s) is unable to determine one uay or the

olher. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. tihether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did no1 occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification rvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
proccdures. or training.

5. Sustsined Violation Not Based on Originrl Complsinl. tnvestigation classification $here lhe
in\estigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that lvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl $'as discovered during
thc invcstigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admirlistratively Closed. Investigation classificalion $hcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturE and do not constitute a paltcm ofmisconduct (i.e. a liolation subject to a class 7
sanclion. -lhe allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. evcn iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the
inrestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
inYestigation *ould be futile.

Additioul,:Conpratsi
l.l.6.C.l - Officer S did not follow APD Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) by failing to
accurately read the Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) information related to this incident. As
a sworn officer, it was his responsibility to make contact with the Complainant as requested

for the call for service. His failure to do so resulted in a lack ofcontact with the Complainant.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy infraction.

2
O7 4-24 Officer S

l. Unfounded. Investigation classitication when the in\cstigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject olficer.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.C.1 Conduct
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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 ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Oftice ofPolice 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 Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Offrce 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
Oflice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Ofiicer 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://u'u'rr .cab<l .sor'/cooa/surve\'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic oversight Agency by

14\ c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CnTuITv POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

July 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-24

COMEI.AINT,

On 0311512024 at 0008 hours, R  L  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 03/15/2024 at
001 5 hours. Mr. L  reported that he witnessed two males attack another male and
called the police. A sergeant arrived,and "we got into it." The sergeant told Mr. L
"very rudely to shut ttp." Mr. L  asked the sergeant to retum so Mr. L  could
identif an individual "who threu, the rocket. " Mr. L  reported that the individuals
weren't even arrested.

IJIDINCLBEYII.IUEDi

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Invslrt6' Sergeant W

Other Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date Investigation Completed: July 3, 2024

Albuqucrqat - ltlaling Hit,orf l70G20lM
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EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: l.l,5.A.4 (Conduct - Public Welfare)

l. Utrfounded. lnvestigation cl.ssification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.D.1(OBRD)

2. Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when lhe investigator(s) determines, by a preponderanc€ ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined- lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to detcrmine one way or the

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Bescd oo Original Complrint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, misconducl did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administ18tively Closed. Investigation classification where the invesligator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a panem of misconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, .the allegations are duplicative; -lhe allegations. even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or.the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, 8nd funher
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqllCsuryrsi
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Sgt. W was professional in his interaction with Mr. L
Mr. L  did not ask Sgt. W to return to speak with him or to take a report. Sgt. W arrived
on the scene almost immediately when the call was dispatched. Sgt. W contacted the two
individuals identified by Mr. L  but no evidence ofa crime or a victim was determined.
Sgt. W did not curse at Mr. L  as alleged. Sgt. W did not make any derogatory remarks
to Mr. L

2.8.5.D.1 : It was determined that Sgt. W was reasonable in his belief that his interaction with
Mr. L  required him to act immediately for his own safety. Even though this exception
occurred regarding the requirement to activate his OBRD, Sgt. W did not document his
justifiable reason for not activating his OBRD and recording his interaction with Mr. L
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation.

V

V

2075-24 Sergeant W

4. Exouentcd. hvestigation classification uhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou 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, I\M 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 ofthe
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:

l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation ofthe complaint;

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

of discretion; or

3) that the frndings 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 Oftice ofPolice 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 Offrcer 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 ofholidays and weekends) of receipt ol 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://lrrrrr'.cabcl.gor'/cpoa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversi ght Agency by

14\c

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CnrLLc,N Polrce OtrRsrGHT AcENCy

July 18, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-24

COI4EIiAINL

On 0311512024 at 0008 hours, R  L  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occured on 03/1512024 at
001 5 hours. Mr. L  reported calling police dispatch, who were "very tlisrespectful. "

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

h{M 87103

wwr,v.e\.gov

EYIDENCI.BDYIEUEDI

Video(s): Yes APD ReportG): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Inro1u"6' Telecommunications Operator DA

Other Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date Investigation Completed: July 3, 2024

Albuqucrqac - l*labing History l7o6'2006
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EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: I.1.5.A.4 (Conduct - Public Welfare)

l. 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. Sustailed. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

oth€r, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliolel,,Connqlu
1.1.5.A.4: lt was determined that Operator DA was professional in her interaction with Mr.
L  Operator DA had no control over the response time ofthe officers and did nothing to
delay the response. Operator DA disconnected her call with Mr. L  at the request of
officers who were trying to call Mr. L  Operator DA was polite and warned Mr. L
that she was going to end the call. Operator DA did not make the alleged statements.

Operator DA did not curse per the allegations. This was determined to be unfounded and not
exonerated because Mr. L  did not accuse Operator DA ofhanging up on him, and the
other allegations were deemed to be unfounded.

V

2Oj 5-24 Telecommunications Operator DA
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and./or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt 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, I{M 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 proviiled there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
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:

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

2) That the lindings 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 infomration becomes
available. Please provide your additional infonnation in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Of[rce 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 Oftice 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
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Adminishative 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 htlp://*rru.cabq.gor,/cpoa/sun ct. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversight Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrlrel PoLrcE OvERSTcHT AcENCy

July 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-24

CO]4ELAINL

On03ll512024 at 0008 hours, R  L  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 03115/2024 at
0015 hours. Mr. L  reported calling police dispatch, who were "very disrespectrtl."

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87101

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCf.BEYIEIYIDI

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lntewiewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee 1nvs1v.6' Telecommunications Operator A

Olher Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date Investigation completed: July 3, 2024

Albuqucrqrt - llaling Hittory l706-2006



EINDINGT

Policies Reviewed: l. t.5.A.4 (Conduct - Public Welfare)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable lo determine one way or the

other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, u'hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustsined Violation Not Based on Origiral Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
lhe original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. lnvestigation classilication where the investigator delermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations a.re duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct;or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because olthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqelcqeDsrtri
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Operator A was professional in her interaction with Mr.
L  Operator A had no control over the response time ofthe officers and did nothing to
delay the response. Operator A did not hang up on Mr. L  Mr. L  did not request
Operator A's "badge number. " Operator A did not make the alleged statements. Operator A
did not curse per the allegations.

2
O7 5-24 Telecommunications Operator A
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Offrce of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Offrce 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://us"n.cabq.gor,/cpoa/surve)'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Overs ight Agency by

.^tu\c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays atrd weekends) ofreceipt 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, IYM 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 et 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:

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

2) That the Iindings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse

of discretion; or

3) that the furdings 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.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CIVILLA,N PoLrcB Ownslcttr AcBxcy

July 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 07 5-24

COIGI.AINL
On 03115D024 at 0008 hours, R  L  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0311512024 at
0015 hours. Mr. L  reported that he witnessed two males attack another male and
called the police. Mr. l, reported that the individuals weren't even arrested. Mr.
L  reported that two officers were later sent to take his statement.

P() Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710-1

www. cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYEUEI;

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Emptoyee 1nus1Yg6' Officer F

Other Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 3, 2024

Albrquaqnc - Maling Hhtory I706-2006

I



FINDI N(]S

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct - Pubtic Welfare)

l. Unfounded. Investigatio[ classification *ten the investigator(s) dete.mioes, by clear ard convincing
evidenc€, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer. V
2. Susteiled. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject omcer-

4. Exoneroted. Investigation classification $here the investigato(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
pf ocedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violatiotr Not Brsed on Original Complaillt. [nvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complain0 but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investiEation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicalive; -the allegations, even ilbue, do not constitute misconduct;o. -the

investigation cannot be conducled because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrlrcoDer$ri
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer F was professional in his interaction with Mr.
L  Officer F responded promptly to the initial call for service, completed it, and

contacted Mr. L  in person as requested when Mr. L  wouldn't answer his telephone
calls. Officer F provided logical and truthful answers to Mr. L  questions and

comments. Officer F conducted a thorough investigation, in which there was no evidence, no

victim identified, and no crime established. A report was not completed because one was not

requested or required. Mr. L  never offered to show or provide Officer F with any
evidence regarding the sergeant. Officer F recorded his interaction with Mr. L  in its
entirety. No misconduct was determined to have occurred regarding Officer F.

2
Oj 5-24 Officer F

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classificalion when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. I

tr

T



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) ofreceipt 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, llM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the natter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 recofirmendations 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice 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 Offrcer 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
Offrce 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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic oversight Agency by

"tU\ 
C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ul-s..cabq.gor'/cpoa'/surver'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offtcers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.



CITY OF ALBU UER

Crur,lcl Por,rcr OwnsrcHT AcENcy

July 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-24

TOMPIAINL

On O311512024 at 0008 hours, Robe( L  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occuned on03ll512024 at
001 5 hours. Mr. L  reported that he witnessed two males attack another male and
called the police. Mr. L  reported that the individuals weren't even arrested. Mr.
L  reported that two officers were later sent to take his statement.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEIIEDI

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 lnYslY.6 Officer C

other Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date Investigation Completed: July 3, 2024

Albaquoquc - MaLing Hittory 1706-2006
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FINT)INCS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct - Public Wetfare)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato.(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classificalion where the
investigalor(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
rhe original complaint (\ ,helher CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e- a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not mnstitute mismnduct; or -the
investigation cannot b€ conducted b€cause ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlllrcsaElrsi
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer C was professional in his interaction with Mr.
L  Officer C responded promptly to the initial call for service, completed it, and

contacted Mr. L  in person as requested when Mr. L  wouldn't answer his telephone
calls. Officer C provided logical and truthful answers to Mr. L  questions and

comments. Officer C conducted a thorough investigation, in which there was no evidence, no

victim identified, and no crime established. A report was not completed because one was not

requested or required. Mr. L  never offered to show or provide Officer C with any

evidence regarding the sergeant. Officer C recorded his interaction with Mr. L  in its
entirety. No misconduct was determined to have occurred regarding Officer C.

{

O7S-24 Officer C

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification \4tere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bur did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calender days (inclusive of
holidays aud weekends) of receipt ofthis 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, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Itrclude 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 thcre is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request ard the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
frndings, 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 vdth 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 Offrce 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 Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Ofiice 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 httrr://urr"*.cabq.so, '/cpoa/survet'. 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 Polic oversight Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3'7'70

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVTLLAN Por,rcr OwnsrcHr Acexcy

July 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-24

PO Box 1293

COMEAINL,

On03ll5D024 at 0008 hours, R  l.  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 03/15/2024 at
0015 hours. Mr. L  reported calling police dispatch, who were "very disrespectftl. "

Albuquerque

N N{ 8710-3

www.cabq. gov

EYIDENCT.BEYIEICEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnuolu"6 Telecommunications Operator P

Other Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 3, 2024
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FINDINGS

Policies Rcviewed: L1.5.A.4 (Conduct - public Welfare)

l. Unfounded. InvestiEation classification $fien the investigato.(s) detemines, by clear and convincins f71
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officir. - tlLJ

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponde.ance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconducl either occured or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: L l .6..4.2 (Conduct - Misconduct)

4. Eto[erated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct io the underlying complaint did occur but did nol violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5, Sustailted Violatio[ Not B8sed on Originel Complaint. Iflvesligarion classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bur tiat other misconduct was discovered during
the investigalion. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where lhe investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicativel .the allegations, even iflrue, do not constitute misconduct;or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and furlher
investigation would be futile.

Addis'alalCanrcllEi
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Operator P was professional in his interaction with Mr.
L  Operator P had no control over the response time ofthe officers and did nothing to
delay the response. Operator P did not hang up on Mr. L  Operator P did not make the
alleged statements. Operator P did not curse per the allegations.

1.1.6..4.2: lt was determined that Mr. L  asked Operator P for his "badge number," but
Operator P did not respond to the request. A review ofthe operator recordings showed that
Mr. L  did not provide Operator P with the opportunity to immediately respond, which
could have resulted in Operator P not realizing the request was made or just forgetting that
the request had been made by the time he might have given the opportunity to respond.

{

07 5-24 Telecommunications Operator P

2. Sustained. Investigation classificatio[ when the investigaror(s) determines, by a preponderance oftie
evideoce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjed omcer. Ll
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA f,xecutive 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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CP0A@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 ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Offrce 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 Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
OfIice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Ofiicer 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 httrl://*rrrv.cabcl.sor'/cpoa/survet'. 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 Poli Oversight Agency by

l,fl c

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerciue Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTULL{N POLICE O}'ERSIGHT AGENCY

July 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-24

COMEIdINL

On 03115D024 at 0008 hours, R  L  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occuned on 03/15/2024 at
0015 hours. Mr. L  reported calling police dispatch, who were "very disrespectftl."

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

w* w.cabq.gov

EYIDENCf..BEYIEICEDT

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 1nuo1u"6' Telecommunications Operator R

Other Materials: Email Communications & Operator Recordings.

Date Investigation Completed: July 3, 2024
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Albaqroquc - Mahing Hktory 1706-2006



F'INDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct - public Welfare)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification wfien the investigator(s) determines, by clear atld convincing fV
evidence, that alleged misconduct did rct occur or did not involve the subjectomcer. L:u

2. Sustrined. Investigalion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. Ilvestigation cla-ssification when the investigato(s) is unable o determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidencr, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

5, Sustained Violaiion Not Based on Origilal Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original corflplaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discoverrd during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AddiliqllLrcannr,rEi
1,1.5.A.4: It was determined that Operator R was professional in her interaction with Mr.
L  Operator R had no control over the response time ofthe officers and did nothing to
delay the response. Operator R did not hang up on Mr. L  Mr. L  did not request

Operator R's "badge number." Operator R did not make the alleged statements. Operator R

did not curse per the allegations.

2
07 5-24 Telecommunications Operator R

4. Exonersted. Investigation classificatior yhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt ofthis 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 enail 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 ofthe
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:

l) 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 hformation becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the hnal disciplinary decision of the Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reforrn'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
survev form at httrr://ullr .cabq .qo\'/cDoa/survc\'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

l,fl c

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3'770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

NM 87r 03

wvrw.cabq.gov

CnTIT.ITv POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

luly 30,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 079-24

COMEIAINL

On 0311812024, E  G  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an
interaction with oflicers on 10/2912022. Upon contact, the officers persisted they were
complaining about a tow truck and did not take the complaint seriously. Ms. G
reported, "The officers were biased because of lhe relationship between APD and
Kniltles Towing."

EYIDENCI.BEYIUUEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Ycs CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer M-C

Other Materials: Email & Mail Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 17,2024

UE

I

Albuqtcrqu - hlating Hittory 1706-2006



Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.C.3 (Conduct - Officiousness)

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (Conduct - Pubtic Welfare)

2. Susteined. lnvestigation classification *,hen lhe investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer.

3. Not Susteined, lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one $ay or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidene, \\'hether ihe alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exonerated, lnvestigation classification $tere the investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. lhal alleSed conduct in the underlyiog complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origirlal Compl&int. Investigation classification u'here the
invesligator(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complainl (qhether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct *as discovcred during
the inrestigalion. and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigalion classification wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegalions are duplicative: -the allegations. even ift!ue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhc complaint and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AdditiqlllCaparalti
l.l.5.A.l: It was determined that Officer M-C told the neighbors that Ms. G  was

obviously being a little dramatic. Officer M-C advised that the male was obviously a

working man and didn't know why Ms. G  would want to harass a hard-working man.

Officer M-C advised that the couple and the officers had better things to do and that dealing
with individuals like the G  was frustrating. Officer M-C strolled around the

Gallegoses living room looking at items, strumming the strings on a guitar, and placed his on

top of a cooler.

1.1.5.C.3: It was determined that Officer M-C was not responsible for the investigation or
decisions related to the call for service. Officer M-C did not make any official decisions.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the level 6 first offense performance
violation. The employee was already resigned from the department so the recommended
discipline could not be imposed.

a

2079-24 Officer M-C

F'INDINGS

T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and./or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA AdvisorA Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I{M 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 proviiled there is at least 14 business deys between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the findings or rccommendations 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Offrce 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 ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce 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 httrr://*$l.cabq.gor'/cpoa/sun'c\'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversight Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Poiice Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CrvrI,r,lN Por,rcr Ownsrcsr AcENcy

luly 30,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 079-24

COIAIAINL
On 0311812024, E  G  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an
interaction with oflicers on 10/2912022. Upon contact, the officers persisted they were
complaining about a tow truck and did not take the complaint seriously. Ms. G
reported, "The oficers v,ere biased because of the relalionship between APD and
Knittles Towing. "

P() Box 129-l

Albuquerque

NM 8710-l

www.cabq.gov

Albqucrqac - l ating Hittory 1706'2006

UE

DYIDENCE-BEYIEIYEDJ,

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 MH

Other Materials: Email & Mail Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: July 17,2024
I



[.INDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.C.3 (Conduct - Officiousness)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject oflicer. a

3. Not Susteined. Investigation classification Nhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eiiher occurred or did not occur.

4. Exon€ratcd. lnvestigation classification where the inlcstigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, lhat all€ged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training,

6. Admilistratively Closcd. tnvestigation classification rvherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not conslitute a pattem of misconducl (i.e. a violatioo subject to a class ?

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -thc allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconducli or _the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation rvould be futile.

Additia8lrcqEe$Ei
1.1.5-C.3: It was determined that Officer MH was professional and not responsible for the

investigation or decisions related to the call for service. Officer MH did not make any offrcial
decisions.

019-24 Officer MH

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) dete.mines, b, a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oIficer. u

tr

I
5. Sustained Violatior Not Based or Originrl Complaint. lnvestigation classification whcre the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe e!idence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \ as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe eridence. that misconduct did occur.

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings anrvor
recommentlations 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 edrlressed 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 l4 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 yow additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice 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 Offrce 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://ul l .cabq .gor /cDoalsurve\ . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

14\ t
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

CIVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

July 30,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 079-24

CAMELAINf,.

On 0311812024, E  G  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an
interaction with officers on 10/2912022. Upon contact, Officer JH had a hostile look on
his face and advised that he had already spoken with the neighbors and was glad that he
had because he then understood the problem. Officer JH was dismissive ofthe evidence
and complaints and threatened them with a harassment charge. The officers persisted they
were complaining about a tow truck and did not take the complaint seriously. Ms.
G  reported, "The offcers v'ere biased because of the relotionship berueen APD
and Kniltles Tov,ing. "

IJIDEIJCE BEYII,EED.I

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 JH

Other Materials: Email & Mail Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: July 17,2024

Albuqacrquc - ltla&ing Hittory 1706-2006

 

l']O Box 1293

wvw. cabq-gov
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Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.C.3 (Conduct - Of0ciousness)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determirrcs, b) clear and convincing fV
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occu! or did not involve the subject officer. lV I

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a prepond€rance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication where th€ investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

FTNDINGS

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification $here the
investigator(s) determines, b) a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct 1\as discovered during
the investigation. and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

V

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification *'here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitutc misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqeLCapnrdri
1.1.5.C.3: It was determined that Officer JH was professional and conducted a proper
investigation. There was no evidence or indication that Officer JH had a relationship with or
that his official decisions were influenced by those involved in the incident or Knittles
Towing.

2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that Officer JH did not create, complete, or submit the report in
a timely manner. In addition, the dates noted in the report were incorrect, illogical, and

deemed not to be mere clerical errors.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand for the policy violation.

?079-24 Oflicer JH
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the fmrtings aniuor
recommendations of the cPoA Erecutive 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 8?103, 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 provirled there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 yow additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Oftice 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 Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer 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 l.rttp://*rvu .cabcl.gor /cpoai sun el'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversight Agency by

14\ c

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

Cnrlu.x Polrcn OvERsrcHT AcENCy

July 30,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 083-24

COMEI.AINL

C r B  reported that Officer G conducted a traffic stop on a vehicle for which
he wasn't the driver. Officer G requested Mr. B  identification; Mr. B  refused.
Officer G called Mr. B  by name; Mr. B  asked why Oflicer G needed his "i4fo "
if he knew who he was. Mr. B  told Officer G he didn't have an identification to
provide him with. Officer G never asked Mr. B  for his name or date of birth. Officer
G issued the driver a citation and informed Mr. B  that he would be summoned to
court for "failure to ID." Mr. B  confirmed who he was when Officer G said his
name. Mr. B  reported that it was harassment and abuse ofauthority.

I)O Box I l9J

Albuquetquc

NM 87101

www.ca\.gov

IYIDDNCF BEYIEIYEDT

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: Offtcer G

Other Materials: Court, Mark43, & TraCS Records, Statutes & Dispatch Recording.

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 22, 2024

UE
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FINDINGS

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigaro(s) is unable to determine one rvay or the
oth€r. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) dctermines, by a prepo[derance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
paocedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original ComplaiDt. Inlesrigation classificarion where rhe
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce. that misconduct did occur.

Officer G followed a vehicle and eventually conducted a traffic stop within policy, there is no
limitation of time. Officer G conducted a check of the temporary registration, which is within
policy and did not immediately advise Officer G of Mr. B  presence as a passenger.
Once Officer G recognized Mr. B  focus was drawn to him and he received a summons
for a violation that the driver also was perceived to have violated, but received no citation.
Due to Mr. B  refusal to provide his identity he received an additional charge. Mr.
B  had an extensive history with the APD as antagonist, including with Officer G. Mr.
B  specifically alleged the seatbelt violation was exceptional to him. In a six month
check Officer G had not utilized a seatbelt violation charge on any report outside of this
incident. While waiting for a supervisor Mr. B  was in the roadway but rather than
Officer G advising for safety to remain out of the roadway, Mr. B  was cited for
pedestrian in a roadway. Based on the known and available information and evidence, a

reasonable individual would conclude that Officer G, though acting in a perceived lawful
manner, did so based on the extensive negative history with the department when issuing the

summons. The CPOA recommends a 120 hour suspension.

2083-24 Officer G

l. unfounded. Investigation classification when th€ investigator(s) determines. by clear and convincins
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. - Ll

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.C.3

2. Sustained. Investigation classification rvher the in\€stigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe fV
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject office.. llLJ

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $'here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nafurc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the all€gations are duplicative: -1he allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilialalconrcfiri
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfred with the findings and./or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt 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, IYM 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 nert regular$
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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.

Ifyou 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 Ofiice 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
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer 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://urnr.cabcl.gor /crroa/survct . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversi ght Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3'7't0

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnrlrAr PoLrcE OwRsIcnr Acrxcy

July 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 095-24

COMEIAINL

On 0313012024, P  W  filed an online complaint with the CPOA office. Ms.
W  was walking back from a meeting for coffee with her friend, l  B l,
whose contact information is listed as a fellow witness below. A few minutes before 1000
hours on 0312712024. Ms. W  heard someone screaming for help. On the other side
ofCentral Avenue. she saw a law enforcement oflicer pinning a person who was on the
pavement and was shouting for help. There was at least one other officer watching. Ms.
W  heard the o{Ticer who was pinning the person shouting for the individual to drop
something. Ms. W  was not close enough to see or hear the details, but she did
record part ofthe incident as she felt concemed about the level of force used.

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

l\-Nl 8710-1

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCF..BECU.EEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lntewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer E

Other Materials: Email Communications & Citizen Provided Video.

Date lnvestigation completed: July 15,2024
I
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FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.52.5.A.1(UseofForce)

l. Ulfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determiles, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

2. SustaiDcd. lnvestigation classificalion rvhen the investigatot(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification r,r,hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one rtay or the

othe., by a preponderance ofthe evidence, ivhether the alleged miscooduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerrted. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C. La (Reports)

5. Sustailed Violation Not Based on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classification whcrc the
inlestigator(s) determines. by a preponderance olthe evidence, misconducl did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (*hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \ras discoverEd during
the investigalion. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. lhat misconduct did occur.

a

Z

6. Admi[istretivcly Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the invesligator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natu€ and do not constitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even if true. do nol constilute misconducti or -the

invcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliaul,rCqEar,r$i
2.52.5.A.1: It was determined that no APD personnel were associated with or on the scene

for the use offorce observed by the complainant. The complainant was observing security
personnel physically engaged with the subject.

2.16.5.C.1.a: It was determined that Officer E did not complete and submit the report

associated with the incident in the mandated time.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

1
095-24 Officer E
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeat 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specilied in the Oversigbt
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the frndings or recotnmendations 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.

lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may r€quest a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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 lrttp://$ rr u .cabrt.!:or /cpoll i surr cr . 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 ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

lr**raQR-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Departrnent Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

Nlv{ 87103

www. cabq. gov

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

July 30,2024

Via Email

COMEI"AINT

P  E  submi$ed an online complaint to CPOA on 04102/2024 reporting he was
stopped by OfficerJ after being followed by him from Edgewood. Mr. E  reported he
was issued a fraudulent ticket from Officer J. He repo(ed the officer filed for a
continuance four times and did not show up to the last court date.

EYIDENCf..BEYII,YEDI

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Wiiness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Offtcer J (former)

Other Materials: Email communications and copies of citation, timesheet, case detail sheet.

Date Investigation Completed: July 22, 2024

I
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Re: CPC # 096-24



FINDI NGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l (Conduct)

l. Unfoutrdcd. lnvestigation classification $'hen the inlestigato.(s) dete.mines, by cleat afld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not iovolve the subject oflicer.

Policies Reviewed: l.l.6.C.l(Conduct) & 2.76.4.F.1 (Court)

2. Sustrined. Invesligation classification $hen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponde,ance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misco[duct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustaillcd. Investigation classification lvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determinc one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate AID policies,
proceduIes, or training.

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.8.4(Conduct)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification rvhere rhe
investigator(s) delermines, b) a prepondemnce ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occlr that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($'hether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that other miscondud $as discovered during
the invesligation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification \rherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do oot conslitute a patlem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a cl&ss 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute rnisconduct: or -the
invcstigation cannol bc conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
invcstigation $ould be futile.

AddinoulConoq$i
I - l.5.A.l: It rvas deterrnined, based on the revieu ofthe OBRD video. that Omcer J's interaction appeared professional and

non-argumentative with Mr. E

l 1.5.E.4: Based on Oflicer J's intewieu in u,hich he admitted he \ras t'dveling 72 MPH in a 65 MPH zone aod also

acknowledged that the APD SOP required him to obey the posted speed limit, OIIicer J violated APD SOP by misusing his

police vehicle.

l. [.6.C.1: Il was determined based on the totality ofthe evidedce, including the review ofAPD SOPs 2.40.5.G.1 and

2.40-5-G.2 rcgarding tramc stops, il was determined that OfficerJ did not have an immediate oeed to stop Mr. E  for
speeding l0 MPH over the speed limit outside ofthe city jurisdiction. Other lhan speeding. Officer J did not ideotib any
other dangerous driving factors that lvould have requir€d him to stop Mr. E  Olficer J did not contact BCSO or NMSP

as it did appear time had permitted the opportunity for Officer J to have dorte so.

2.76.4.t-.1: It $as dete.mined, based on the interviews ofMr. E  and Oflicer J, that Omcer J did not appear in court

regardin8 the speeding citation he had issued Mr. E  This was supported by a case detail sheet that showed the case \ras

dismissed due to a failure to appear by Omcer J. The CPOA recommends three written reprimands for the policy

infractions. The ollicer was no longer employed, but will be on the record.

a

a

'l

{

096-24 OfficerJ(former)
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of hotidays 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. The appeal hearings will proceed as specilied in the Oversight
Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's findings,
your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

l) 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 recornmendations 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.

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. lnclude your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rr rr lr .cabq.sor /cooil/sun cr . 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

,Ar**UQR-

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

wvw. cabq. gov

CruI,r,c"r.t PoLrcE OvERSTcHT AcENCy

July 31,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 103-24

COIEI.AINL
On 0313112024, T  D  submitted a complaint via email to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 03/2312024. Ms. D  reported that S  K  called
the APD on her husband, J  K  Ms. K  a breastfeeding mother, was
arrested, and their three-month-old child was left in the care of Mr. K  The
"oficer" told Ms. K  "Someone has got to be arresled." Ms. D  questioned
why the officers arrested one and not the other and why they couldn't distinguish that Mr
K  was the primary aggressor.

EYIDENCF-BEYII.YEDI

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: July 26, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

Albqattquc - llahing History 1706-2006

P0 Box 1293

I



EINDINGI

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification $.hen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer.

2. Sustained. Investigatioo classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconducl eilher occurred ordid not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the undcrlying complaint did oclur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures, or traininS.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D (OBRD)

5. Sustailed Violrtio[ Not Bssed on Origi[al Complaint. Investigation classification \rte.c the
investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complainl (n'hether CPC or intemal complaint) blt that other misconducl rvas discovered during
the investigation, and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do rlot constitute a pattem oI misconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Adrlitiautrcenpell&
It was determined that the officer violated the letter of APD SOP 2.8.5.D. The officer
confirmed that all intended interactions were not completed and that he ended the recording
because he went to retrieve a card from his patrol vehicle, which was parked down the street.
He had not documented the break in recording. In the spirit ofthe policy, the known contact
interactions were recorded.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation.

2103-24 Officer M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and./or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 catendar 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 adilressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 8?103, 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 nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the AdvisorT Board to modify the Director's
frndings, 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 ofholidays 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
survev form at http://*rr'* .cabct .qor /cDoa/surve\'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversi ght Agency by

1,f\ c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CruLr,c,N PoLrcE Ownsrcnr Acpxcy

July 3 l, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 103-24

COMEIAINT,

On 03/312024,T  D  submitted a complaint via email to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 03/2312024.Ms. D  repo(ed that S  K  called
the APD on her husband, J  K  Ms. K  a breastfeeding mother, was
arrested, and their three-month-old child was left in the care of Mr. K  The
"officer" told Ms. K  "Someone has got to be arresled. " Ms. D  questioned
why the olficers arrested one and not the other and why they couldn't distinguish that Mr
K  was the primary aggressor.

Albuquerque

NM 87I03

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCF.BEYIIIIEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer E

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: July 26, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albquerqu - liaking Hisrory 170G2006

PO Box 1293

I



FINNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(PublicWelfare)

l. Unfounded. lovestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not ilvolve the subject oflice..

2. Sustsined. [nvestigatioh classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or ihe
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eitheroccurred or did not occur.

5. Sustairled Violation Not Based on Original Complai[t. Invesrigation classificarion where the
inlestigator(s) determines, by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that tras not allcged in
the original complaint (\thether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that othcr misconduct $as discolered during
thc investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification Nhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmiscooduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations aie duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do oot constitute misconduct: ot -the
investigation carmot bc corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation io the complaint, and firnher
investigation \ ould be futile.

Addi$gllLcsnry.rsi
It was determined that Officer E conducted a thorough and professional investigation. Based
on probable cause, Officer E arrested the appropriate primary aggressor for the incident on
03123/2024. Officer E left the infant in the care ofthe biological father as there was no lawful
documentation or reasonable concerns regarding the welfare ofthe child present, which
would allow him to deprive the parent ofthe child. All ofthe alleged comments, statements,
and allegations of misconduct were found to be void of merit. Ms. K  may have
overheard Officer E's reluctance about having to enforce the anest but apparently failed to
convey her role to her mother. Officer E performed his duty by adhering to the available
evidence. The complainant was found to have had no involvement in the APD interaction
portion of the incident.

2103-24 Officer E

V
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4. Exonerated. lnvestigalion classification where the investigato(s) determines, b, a preponderadce ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did oot violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfred 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, I\M 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 trext regularly
scheduleil meeting proviiled there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 Ofiice of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays 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://urrrr'.cabc!.gor /cpoa/sun'e\ . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Po Oversight Agency by

14\ c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,


	Image_052
	Finding letters July 2024_Redacted



