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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrr,r.lN PoLICE Ovr,nstcnr AcENcy

December 3 1, 2023

Via Email

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 214-22

Dear Anonymous:

Albuquerque

COMPIAINL
Regarding the core issues ofthis complaint, the alleged lowering of hiring standards to
hire more people than would otherwise disqualiff them and a pre-hire selective interview
process known as the "Chiefs Selection," where candidates would allegedly be allowed
to move on in the process despite having obvious questionable issues that would also
disqualift them.

NM 87103

www. cabq. gov

PO Box 1293

IJIDEIICE-BEYII.EED.I

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

Complainant Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Emptoyee Involved: r/a

Other Materials: academy staff interview

Date Investigation Completed: March 9,2023

CAD Report(s): No

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

I



FINNINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) det€rmines, by cleu and convincing
evidcnce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Invcstigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one 1aay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origitral Complaint. lnvesigation classification rvhere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intcrnal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered 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 panem 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 bc conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlrlrcaery4$i
The head of the Background Unit, Deputy Commander G, denied all the allegations. He
explained what the department did to attract more candidates, which had nothing to do with
lowing standards. The background standards had remained the same because state statutes
govern the background process, which they cannot modiry or change. Some issues are

absolute, and candidates are disqualified based on that alone. By state law, the police
department and candidate must follow the rules outlined in the statutes regarding background
investigation, ensuring that no one bypasses the process. Some candidates complete the
process faster than others, depending on their circumstances, but no one skips it, as alleged in
the complaint. The "Chief Setection Committee" is set up after a candidate has passed the

background investigation phase. If issues were discovered, a committee addressed those

concerns. The candidate is allowed to explain any circumstances found later in the process to
determine if that candidate is a good fit. The complainant did not provide any proof, the

contact information for the "friend", nor participate in the investigative process therefore
these issues were examined but a specific finding not issued due to a lack of information.
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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 holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being recotrfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Diector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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-rv.cabq.gov/cpoa,/surver'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

,ln^,u (
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvu,ux PoLICE Ownsrcnr AcENCy

December 3 l, 2023

Via Email

Anonymous

P.et CPC # 214-22

Dear Anonymous:

COMEI"AINL

Albuquerque

The anonymous complainant complained that Police Cadet  D posted a
picture ofhimself on Facebook, which was inappropriate and offensive. The complainant
included a copy of the photo, a selfie picture ofCadet D  without clothes, and a towel
covering his genitals. The image contained captions and hashtags "Healthy Living at 40,
Next Step, +12 Lbs Bulk, Ab work, #Thenakedtruth, #Walkthetalk, #Provethemwrong,
175.2Lbs." The complainant also questioned Cadet D  performance at his previous
employer and alleged steroid use.NN.l 87103

www. cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BIYEICEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Cadet D

other Materials: Facebook post

Date Investigation Completed: March 9,2023

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I

PO Box 1293



EINDINGI

1. Unfounded. Ilvestigation classification when the invesligalo(s) detcrmites, by clear and convincing
evidence, lhat alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the invcstigato(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.

PolicicsReviewed: 1.2.4.A.3.d

4. Exonerated. lnvestigalion classificatioo wher€ the invcstigato(s) determines, by a prepoflderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the undcrlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. InvesliSation classification $,here thc
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was rlot alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered 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 pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, evcn iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -thc
in!estigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlrLcraur,illr
After review, the preponderance ofthe evidence determined that Cadet D did not violate the
Social Media Policy of the Albuquerque Police Department. APD permits posting on social
media unless otherwise prohibited. Cadet D's selfie photo post on Facebook, however
"inappropriate and offensive" to the complainant, was allowed on social media. Cadet D's
photo did not mention his employer, the Albuquerque Police Department, nor was he

representing APD or his official duties. Cadet D's private posting of his "personal issues," in
this case, promoting health and fitness at forty, was permitted according to the social media
order. In hindsight, Cadet D said he regretted posting the photo and acknowledged that
images could be misinterpreted regardless of his intentions. The complaint initiated a review
of his social media in the context of the Cadet's Handbook. The Academy issued a "charge
letter" regarding observed social media posts and the Handbook guidelines.
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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 ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearhgs 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 demonstrste one or more of the following:

A) The fmdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 satisfred 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 yow CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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://uurv.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'ev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Pol Oversight Agency by

,ln^,,t,,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3'770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
Cnrr,rlx Por,rcn Ovrnsrcnr AcENCy

December 4, 2023

Via Certified Mail

70t4 2t20 0004 7659 l3s3

 
 

R.e:CPC#241-22

COMfJ.AINL
On 1010512022,  D  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occurred on
1010512022 at 0800 hours. Ms. D  reported that she was involved in a crash and could
hear the other involved individual on the telephone with 9l l because the call was on
speaker phone. Ms. D  told the 9l I operator she wanted an officer dispatched; the
operator stated, "No, we don't do that anymore." Ms. D  again told the operator that
she wanted an officer dispatched; the operator hung up on Ms. D  Ms. D
reported, "And now there is no record of it" and, "A female police officer that I chased
down wrote a report."

PO tlox 1293

Albuqucrque

NN.{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDINCE BEYIEUEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Intervieu'ed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnvolved: None Identified

Other Materials: Dispatch & Operator Recordings

Date Investigation Completed: November 21, 2023

I

CITY OF ALBU



EINDINGS

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

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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 training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Irvestigation classification \.1here the inv€stigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiqrslrcq&q$r
This investigation was administratively closed because the investigation could not be

conducted due to a lack of information available from the complainant and located by the

investigator.

2241-22 None Identifier
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Dircctor were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 rith 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not 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://*rrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'ey

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 Police,Oyersight Agency by

1 li -

',|^rlt{, tJ,',ur*v'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Uyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CTVILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

December 28 , 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 255-22

P0 Box 1293 COMEI.AINL
A reported that his friend was pulled over by the NMSP (New Mexico State Police)
and stated, "it was a retaliatory stop for recording the NMSP prior to that night." A
reported standing on the sidewalk recording the interaction with NMSP when APD police
unit 253 showed up and started barking orders at him to stand 8 feet back for offrcer
safety. A  reported that he went to APD unit 253 and asked the officer what law
backed that order, and the officer was silent. A  also said that he asked for the
officer's name and badge number, and the officer was quiet again. A  said this was

unprofessional behavior by the offrcer. A  advised that he had to go to the Foothills
substation and ask the clerk to assist him in getting the offtcer's name and badge number.

Albuquerque

wrv*,. cabq. gov

EYIIIENCI.BEYIEI{EDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer C

Other Materials: Youtube video

Date Investigation Completed: February 3,2023
I

NM 87103



FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involvc lhe subject ofljcer.

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 to determine one rvay or the
other, by a preponderaoce ofthe evidence, \yhether the alleged misconduct cither occuned or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.33.4.A.1.a 1.1.6.A.2

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 training.

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

6, Admiuistratively Closed. Investigation classi,ication where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalurc and do not constitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allcgations arc duplicativel -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in lhe complain! and funher
investigation would be futilc.

AdditiolelCsnorltli
It was determined that Officer C advised A  to back up for the officer's safety with the
intention of ensuring the safety of the NMSP offrcer. Officer C did not advise A
(onlooker) that he could not record the interaction or to leave the scene. Officer C did not
speciry a specific distance to move contrary to the complainant's assertion.

A  video showed A  approached Officer C's vehicle and asked for his name and
badge number. However, Officer C's vehicle windows were rolled up and he appeared to be

working on his in-car computer. There was no indication that he had heard A  request.
Offrcer C advised that he heard the complainant yelling at him, but did not hear a specific
question or request. He did not engage with A  other than the direction to step back and
the initial explanation to avoid any escalation ofthe contact.

a

2255-22 Officer C
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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 ofholiday 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 Diector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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 finilings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by €vidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or AID policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at hltp://*rru.cabq.gory'cpoa/sun'ey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

.f"wuil,lt
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

l



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CnrlllN Por,rcr, Ovrnslcnr AcENCy

December 28, 2023

Via Certified Mail
'10142120 0004 76s9 1445

Fre: CPC#274-22

PO Box 1293 CO!4EI.AINL
 A  submitted a complaint that his backpack was stolen from an American

Airlines aircraft while landing in Albuquerque, NM., and the airport oflicer did not
complete an incident report.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

lvww. cabq.gov

EJIIIETICE.BEYIEWED.

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer M

Other Materials: n/a

Date tnvestigation Completed: February 7 ,2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.8.1.l

L Unfounded. Investigation classilication when the invcstigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
cvidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerated. lnvestigatior 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 training.

5. Sustained Violatiotr Not Bas€d on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
inlestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (rvhethe. CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct lvas discovered 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 pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations ar€ duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would bc futile.

Additiq.[alJcennrliri
A review ofthe evidence provided determined that Officer C did not refuse to write a report
or say that he was going to provide a report. Officer C advised Mr. A  to call the
telephone reporting unit if his bag did not tum up. Mr. A  did not request a report from
the officer at the scene.

2
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274-22 Officer M

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification 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. tr
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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 ofholiday 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 yow
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfrgured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal requeEt is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's finilings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or atry matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and withh 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not 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://*'w"$.cabq.gor'/cpoa/survcy. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating 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

,:

(wutltt
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvn r,q,N PoLICE OvERsrcHr Acnxcy

December 3 1, 2023
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Re: CPC # 280-22

COMEI.AINL
The complainant, Mrs.  R  said the police were called to her home for a
mental health episode involving her daughter- During the incident, Mrs. R  alleges
that Officer F never talked to her, her husband, or her daughter. Mrs. R  claimed
she only spoke with the female offrcers on the scene. When she reviewed the police
report that Officer F, a male officer, wrote, he incorrectly reported on the report that her
daughter, J  had struck her physically in the past, which she had never said during her
interview with the female officers. Mrs. R  wanted Officer F's biased and untrue
statement removed from the report because she was concemed that it could prevent her
daughter from obtaining mental health services and employment.

PO Box l29f

Albuquerque

NM 87103

**.w.cabq.gov

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuqacrytc - Makiag Hit
I
on, lzo6-2006

Mrs.  R

EYIDENCI.BEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee tnvolved: Officer F.

Other Materials: r/a

Date Inv€stigation Completed: May 16,2023



PoliciesReviewed: 2-60-4.A-5.b

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification wh€n the investigator(s) determines, by apreponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification 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.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60-4.A.5-f

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification whcrc the investigator(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe
€vidence, that alleged conduct in the uDderlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustaired 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 ($h€ther CPC or intemal complaint) but that oth€r misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

2.60.4.A.5.b: Mrs. R  had alleged in her written complaint that Offrcer F did not speak
with her, her husband, or her daughter. Officer F's lapel video confirmed that he did not
directly talk with J  He did, however, have conversations with C  and J
R  Officer M and Officer M corroborated Officer F spoke with C  and J
R  Additionally, Offrcer F received the relevant information from the other officers.
2.60.4.A.5.f: Mrs. R  had alleged that Officer F wrote in his incident report that her
daughter, J  had struck her physically in the past, which she claimed was not true, and
that she had never said that during her interview with the female offrcer. According to
Officer F's lapel, Mrs. R  mentioned that J  had hit A  H  (which Mrs.
R  had confirmed happened over a year prior) in the past. Mrs. R  did not name
A during her explanation. Angel feared J  would hit C  and she called the
police. Mrs. R  confirmed that she did not make the call to the police. Based on what
was observed in the video and what Mrs. had said during her interview, Officer F was
understandably confused and mistakenly wrote the statement that J  had hit C  in
the past. Officer F acknowledged the confusion during his interview.

V

z

{

FINDINGS

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

AddiliualCqapr.rlg



If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httrr://wu'w.cabq.gov/cpoa,/sun,ey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Dkector. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and persorurel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

I
M^1tit1(

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice

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 holitlay 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. [nclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
heerings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal wiII be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Overright Ordinance 94-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they
do not address the issues in your complaint.

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvrr,r.l.x Por,rcr O\TRSIGHT AcENCy

December 3 l, 2023

Via Certified Mail

10142t200004 7659 168l

  

Re: CPC # 288-22

Ms. B

COMEI.AINL

Albuquerque

Ms. B  stated in her complaint that APD was called out to the home of G  T
the father ofher two girls. An incident occurred where G  allegedly threw items at
her fifteen-year-old. Ms. B  responded to G  home because the offrcer advised
her daughter that her mom could pick them up and take them with her. When Ms. B
arrived, she was advised by Officer T thal she could not take the girls because there was a
court order and it was G  weekend. The girls were taken to G  brother's
house and not released to her, G  was not charged since he was the aggressor, and
the girls did not feel safe.

www.cabq.gov

l'O Box 1293

EYIDENCT.BEYIESED

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer T.

Other Materiats: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: May 16,2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

I

NM 87103



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2-104.4.A,-l.a

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

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

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

4. Eronerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by apreponderance 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 rvhere 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 other misconduct was discovered during
the invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidcncc, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Invcstigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violatioos 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 if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additionfll Comments:

The investigation, including interviewing D  separately, determined that no physical
violence occured during a family dispute. Hence, no charges against G  C  B
was advised by Officer A, Officer T, and by the investigator as to why D  and A
could not be released to her custody during the incident. A custody agreement was in place,
and G  was the custodial parent during that time. G  expressed his own concerns
about the girls going to their mother's that night. The offrcers sought a solution which best
served the safety ofthe girls and yet remained within standard operating procedure. SOP
2-104-4.A.l.arcgarding Custody Disputes advises that "Sworn personnel responding to
custody disputes where a Parenting Plan or court order regarding timesharing is in place
shall limil their response to restoring order between the parties. Sworn personnel shall not
order or force the child's removal rtom the current custodiol parent. Advise the parties to
seek legal advice on the matter and completely document the incident in a Uniform Incidenl
Report."
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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 holiday 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 DLector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings wiII take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Ailvisory Board to
modify the Director's Iindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD poliry or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Ofticer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://uurv.cabq.qor'/cpoa,/sun'ct'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civitian Poli Oversight Agency by

,!n^,u,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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December 20, 2023

Via Certified Mail
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Re: CPC #302-22

f)ear Ms. C

COMPIAINL
Complainant C  stated Sgt. L harassed and interrogated her when she was
questioned on the sexual allegations she brought up against co-worker (A  R ).
C  also said she was profiled during the process, explaining that Sgt. L told her that
she had picks on her face. According to C  this violated her disability rights. She
then stated Sgt. L'judged" her and "played favorites" with the alleged offender in order
to help him and allow him to be free. C  disagreed with Sgt. L's findings as Sgt. L
felt like there was no crime.

EYIDENCI..BEYIEEED.I

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sgt. L

Other Materials: r/a

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 29, 2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

I

C  also explained that she got a restraining order against the alleged offender.
C  asked that her address not to be on the order. Sgt. L still put the address on the
order "which violates my protection as this is a public record."



FINI)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4, 1.1.5.C.3

l. Unfounded. Invcstigation classification when thc investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.A.5.(a.e.f)

4. Exonerat€d. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator(s) determincs, by a preponderdoce 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 ofthc evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification uhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not coNtituts a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitutc misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and funher
investigation would bc futile.

AddiliqllLcoeusrtri
1.1.5.A.4: OBRD supports that Sgt. L was professional during her entire interaction with
C  She never harassed or interrogated C  as alleged.
1.1.5.C.3: OBRD supports that Sgt. L conducted her investigation appropriately and never
judged or played favorites in order to help the alleged offender. OBRD shows Sgt. L was

impartial and professional.
2.60.4.A.5.(a.e.f): OBRD supports that Sgt. L conducted her investigation appropriately and

took all the necessary steps to arrive at her findings: nothing criminal in nature occurred.

This is also supported under police report #220097260.
The police report did not have C  address

V

2

a

tr

tr

tr



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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notffied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinsnce 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

If you 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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not 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'rwr'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/survet'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating 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

ln

.tr,er"r illt,lo,tW
Diane McDerrnott
lnterim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Departrnent Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN PoLICE O!,ERSIGHT AGENCY

December 2'1 ,2023

Via Email

Re:CPC#310-22

Ms. J

Albuqucrque

qO!4EI.AINL

Ms.  J  submitted a civilian complaint conceming the accident report and the
PSA officer investigating the traffic crash. Her concems included the accident time, the
difference in the sequence of the traffic light cycle, a discrepancy with the number of
passengers reported in vehicle two, and personal or business use ofvehicle one. The
accident report did not include any photos or measurements ofthe accident scene, which
allegedly would have confirmed the driver ofvehicle two's account that the other driver
tumed through the intersection at a high rate of speed. No cilations were issued. Ms.
J  alleges that the witness and the other driver's account of what happened were
flawed on the accident report.

NNI 87103

wu'r'..abq. gov

PO Uox 1293

DYIDENCE BEYIESEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA C

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: August 1, 2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.46.A.1 and 1.4.4.A.1.a

l. Unfounded. Invcstigation classification when thc iovestigato(s) dctermines, by clcar and convhcing
evidence, lhat allegcd misconduct did not occur or did not involvc the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when 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 investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderancc ofthc evidencc, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classilication i.!here thc 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 training.

5. Sustained Violatior Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification rvhere the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whcther CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered 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 pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -thc
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqraLrcqEucrtli
After a review of all ofthe available evidence, it was determined that PSA C did not violate
policy when they investigated a traffic crash accident and completed an accident report.
When PSA C submitted the first version ofthe accident report, it was pending approval. The
report was later returned for corrections and eventually approved after revisions. Ms.
J  was believed to have received a draft or non-approved copy ofthe accident report
before the required corrections. This explained the discrepancies the approved version ofthe
accident report corrected. No additional policy violations were discovered with the
remainder ofthe accident investigation and accident report.

After a review of the available evidence, it was determined that PSA C did not violate policy
when they interacted with Ms. J  and her husband. A review of PSA C's and PSA B's
lapel videos showed no difference in treatment or biases between drivers. Ms. J  or
her husband, Mathew, did not present any evidence to the confiary other than feelings and

life experiences.
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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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisoqy Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur.Ifyour appeal request is
fled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not suppo(ed by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

.tivtqtht
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

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://urrrr.cabq.gor'/cpoa/surle\ . There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Corurcil rurtil some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvuq.x Por,rcr O\TRSTGHT AcnNcy

December 20, 2023

Via Certified Mail

"t014 2t20 0004 7 659 1452

Re: CPC # 0l 5-23

CQMU.AINL
Ms. T  alleged that when 911 was called, she asked for a mental health crisis
intervention team, but the police arrived instead. Her son suffered a traumatic brain
injury due to a gunshot wound to his head in September of 2022. After the officer
responded to her home, her son, M  was later issued a court summons for a

domestic violence charge. In her interview, Ms. T  said the officer needed to
evaluate M  before requesting a mental health crisis unit.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerqr.re

NM 87r 03

www.cabq.gov

1

DYIDENCLBEYIEUEDT

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 M.

Other Materials: 91 I Audio, sop 2-19

Date lnvestigation Completed: Octob er 31,2023



FINDINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Invenigation classification when the investigato(s) is unablc to determine one rvay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'78.4.A,.3

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification $here 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 training.

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

Sections a, c, and d: After review, this investigation determined Officer M did not violate
policy during the encounter at Ms. T  home. M  was involved in a domestic
violence incident with his father, which was determined from the notes on the CAD (Family
dispute, being violent, aggravated assault/battery) and during the investigation on the scene.
Based on M  interview which included his admittance to battery on his father,
wanting to leave the home and prevented by his parents and not wanting to cause harm to
himself, the officers handled the scene as a domestic violence incident instead ofa
behavioral health incident. Charges were appropriate, but officers considered the totality of
M  condition by issuing the summons rather than physical arrest. In addition, the
investigatorreviewedthe911audiocall. During that call, the 91 1 operator spoke not with
Ms. T  but with the grandfather, Mr. A  and asked him a series of questions.
Based on his answers to the questions and the yelling heard in the background, the operator
determined that the police needed to respond. In this situation, the callfor service indicated
violence had occurred, and therefore, a police response was appropriate.

a

2015-23 Officer M

6. Administratively Clos€d. Investigation classification whcrc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a panem 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
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and furthcr
investiga(ion would be futile.

AddiligleLCouusl$r



A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; ot
D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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://*rvu.cabq.gor'/cpoa,/survet'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

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 Police Oversight Agency by

ilr,*,11,,!on^N
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this tine the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the rppeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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December 7, 2023

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 109-23

COMPJ.AINL
Mr. M  reported that Officer O conducted a traffic stop and issued citations in
retaliation for Mr. M  saying bacon as he drove by Officer O while he was on
another stop. Mr. M  reported that Officer O concluded the stop he was on, walked
across the street, and aggressively knocked on his window. Officer O was unfriendly,
acted like a bully, ignored requests to provide his name and MAN number, said it would
be on the citations, and ignored requests not to approach Mr. M  vehicle. Mr.
M  believed Officer O heard the bacon comment because he tumed his full body to
tum and look at Mr. M  as he passed by.

EYIDENCE-BEYIDWDi

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: Offrcer O

Other Materials: NM State Statutes, Citations, Unit Detail Logs, & Operator Recordings

Date Investigation Completed: September 15, 2023

I

Albulutnluc t\lahing llttorl I -06-)006

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwr*.cabq.gor

CITY OF AIBU

PO Box 1293



FINT)IN(;S

policies Reviewed: t.1.5.A.4, 1.1.6.A..2(Conduct),&2.71.4.A.1 (Arrest, Search, Seizure)

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

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

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification trhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurcd or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigatioo classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underl)'ing complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based oD Original Complaint. lnvestigation classitication where the
investigator(s) detcrmines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct lvas discovered during
the invesligation. and by a preponderancc ofthe evidcnce, $at misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature atrd do not constitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saoction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation rvould be futil€.

ArldilisuLcorglltli
It was determined that Mr. M  recollection was inaccurate to the available evidence.
Officer O conducted a traffic stop for an observed violation, issued citations, provided their
name and MAN number when requested, and called for a supervisor when requested. Officer
O was professional, patient, and responsive to questions. Mr. M  never asked Officer O
directly not to approach his vehicle.

Officer O was never aggressive, was never a bully, and never tumed their fult body to tum
and look at Mr. M  as he passed by. There was no evidence located or reviewed that
indicated Officer O heard any derogatory comment Mr. M  made, if in fact one was
made, to cause the traffic stop. Mr. M  admitted he and his passenger were not wearing
seat belts while on the roadway, his windshield had defects, and he could not provide
registration proof.
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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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC nwnber. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearitrgs 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:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be 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 ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not 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.cabq.gor'/cpoa/survet'. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Itft rtllt
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq. gov

CnILIAN Por,rcr, Ownsrcsr AcENCy

December 7 ,2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 109-23

CAMEI"AINL
Mr. M  reported that he didn't know if Lt. S was a lieutenant or a sergeant because
she initially identified herselfas a lieutenant but later said sergeant. Mr. M  advised
that he didn't know her MAN number because every time she provided it, it was in a
quick and blurred manner. Mr. M  advised that Lt. S couldnt give a straight answer,
seemed to be lying about her rank, wouldn't clearly provide her information, wouldn't
listen to him, completely ignored everything he said and explained, did not care, and took
the call to take the call. Mr. M  advised that Lt. S provided her information upon
request, but it seemed like she was mumbling on purpose.

EYIDENCT.BEETUED.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 lnvolved: Lieutenant S

Other Materials: NM State Statutes, Citations, Unit Detail Logs, & Operator Recordings

Date Investigation Completed: September 15, 2023

I
Albuqnrytt - .\laIrng Hutorl
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FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conducl)

l. Ullfounded. Invcstigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not iovolve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Invesligation classification when the investigato(s) dctermines, by a preponderanc€ ofth€
cvidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification rvhen the investigato(s) is unable to dctermine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

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

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

Additiqlelcquesrl$
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Mr. M  recollection was inaccurate to the available
evidence. Lt. S contacted Mr. M  as requested and listened to what he had to say. Lt. S

tried to assist Mr. M  but he was unreceptive to what was being said. Lt. S was
professional and patient with Mr. M  and tried to logically answer all of the questions

asked. There was no evidence located or reviewed that demonstrated Lt. S ignored Mr.
M  was not listening, and was uncaring.

Lt. S provided their correct information repeatedly and in an easily understandable manner
every time it was requested by Mr. M  except on one instance in which Lt. S referred
utilized sergeant instead of lieutenant. Lt. S explained that they had been a sergeant for about
six years and a lieutenant for about one year and it was just a mistake. There was no evidence

located or reviewed that demonstrated Lt. S was intentionally lying to or trying to mislead
Mr. M
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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 ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisora Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the hnal disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminishative Offrcer will not 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://*lu'.cabq .e.or'/cnoa/sun er'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring oflicers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tA

. [r,lr,,r ,hrrlor@
Diane McDermott
Iaterim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
Crvn rmr Por,rcE Ownsrcnr AcENCy

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 109-23

COMEIAINL
Mr. M  reported that Sergeant H committed criminal trespass and assault by
reaching into his vehicle without his consent to retum his documents, almost striking him
in the face. Mr. M  reported that Sgt. H had a hand full of paperwork, and it was
unknown if Sgt. H meant to do it, or if he was so frustrated, upset, immature,
disrespectful, and being a bully that he almost made contact with Mr. M  face. Mr.
M  reported that Sgt. H escalated the situation, said he didn't care. and that he didn't
work for Ms. M

EYIDENCEAEYIE$IED;

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant H

Other Materials: NM State Statutes, Citations, Unit Detail Logs, & Operator Recordings

Date lnvestigation Comploted: September 15, 2023

1
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EINDING:

policies Reviewed: 1.1.4.4.2 &. l 1.5.A.4 (Conduct)

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

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

3. Not Susirined. Investigation classification when the iovestigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
othel by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigalion classilication 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 training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) dctermines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidcnce. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (whethcr CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and b) a preponderance ofthe evidencc. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalure and do not constitute a pattcm of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduc! or -the
investigation ca[not be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complain! and further
investigation would be futilc.

AddiliqrsLCsurcSli
It was determined that Mr. M  recollection was inaccurate to the available evidence.
There was no evidence provided, located, or reviewed that gave any indication that Sgt. H
committed an unlawful act. Sgt. H needed to return the documents, no one in the car would
accept them, and no on told Sgt. H to wait. Sgt. H was professional, patient, and responsive
to questions and requests. Sgt. H never said that he didn't care. Mr. M  told Sgt. H not to
approach his vehicle and then told him he had to wait for another supervisor; Sgt. H advised
Mr. M  that he didn't work for him and to have a good day. Mr. M  attempted to
give orders to Sgt. H and Sgt. H responded appropriately while trying to disengage.
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminisbative Officer will not 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://rvr',u'.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve\'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director and another not being appohted by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

iu*ilt,,!*ffi
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied 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:

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvrr,r.lN Por,rcr Ovnnsrcnr AcENCy

December 29, 2023

Via Certified Mail

70142120 0004 7659 l55l

Re:CPC#i10-23

Mr.  A

CAMEIAINL
Mr.  A  reported in his complaint that he called the police after the mother of
his child had battered him and left the residence with their child. Mr. A  alleged that
as the biological father, he had a right to know the whereabouts of his child when four
offrcers responded to his apartment complex. The officer knew where his child was and
filed to tell him. He was only advised to respond to the courthouse to seek
custody/restraining order paperwork. During his interview, N4r. A  repeated that the
officers did not tell him the whereabouts ofhis son and that he believed he had a
constitutional right to know where his son was. As the biological father, he should have
been allowed to get his child since the mother was in jail then.

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

www.cabq.gov

TJIDENCE.BEYIEEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant R

Other Materials: multiple reports, CADs and videos outside of the specific date

Date lnvestigation Complaed: September 4, 2023

I



PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification lrhen the invcstigato(s) detcrmines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that allcged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classificatior \vhen the investigato(s) is unable to detcrmine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct cither occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc, 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- Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance 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 occur.

6. Administratively Closed. [nvestigation classification whcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattcm of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations ale duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -thc
investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addilioralcqnuel$r
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By clear and convincing evidence, this investigation determined that Sergeant R committed
no policy violation during his encounter with Mr. A  A review of Sergeant R's lapel
video corroborated what he said had occurred. During a review of the officer's lapel videos,
there was no evidence that officers intentionally withheld the whereabouts of Mr. A
child. The child's location was provided when Sergeant R responded to the scene and
interviewed Ms. S . Sergeant R told Mr. A  that the care and custody olhis child
were left with the grandfather at his home. Mr. A  did not object or raise concerns about
his child at the grandfather's house. Mr. A  was upset initially because he believed the
primary aggressor, Ms. S , was not going to be arrested. However, the original
investigating officer retumed when Ms. S  returned and the officer took her into custody.



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 Dtector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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
relatirg to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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://uurv.cabq.qov/cpoa/sun'ey. There was a delay in the issuance of fmdings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian PoliCE

t1
Oversight Agency by

,!*^a,,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3'770

3

cc: Aibuquerque Police Departrnent Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CNTLIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

December 29, 2023

Via Certified Mail

'10t4 2120 0004 7659 15s 1

Re:CPC# l10-23

Mr.  A

Albuquerque

CAMSI.AINL
Mr.  A reported in his complaint that he called the police after the mother of
his child had battered him and left the residence with their child. Mr. A  alleged that
as the biological father, he had a right to know the whereabouts ofhis child when four
officers responded to his apartment complex. The officer knew where his child was and
filed to tell him. He was only advised to respond to the courthouse to seek
custody/restraining order paperwork. During his interview, Mr. A  repeated that the
officers did not tell him the whereabouts ofhis son and that he believed he had a
constitutional right to know where his son was. As the biological father, he should have
been allowed to get his child since the mother was in jail then.

NN.t 87101

u"r,w.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIEIIEDT

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Ofhcer R

Other Materials: multiple reports, CADs and videos outside of the specific date

Date Investigation Completed: September 4, 2023

I
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PO Box 1293



FTNDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \}fien the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subjed omcer.

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

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

other, by a preponderance ofthc evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct eiiher occuned or did not occur.

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

By clear and convincing evidence, this investigation determined that Officer R committed no

policy violation during his encounter with Mr. A  A review of Sergeant R's lapel video
corroborated had occurred. During a review ofthe offrcer's lapel videos, there was no

evidence that officers intentionally withheld the whereabouts of Mr. A  The

child's location was provided when Sergeant R responded to the scene and interviewed Ms.

S , the child's mother. Sergeant R told Mr. A  that the care and custody of his child
were left with the grandfather at his home. Mr. A  did not object or raise concems about

his child at the grandfather's house.
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Officer R was the arresting officer of A  S .

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.4

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 training.
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6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturs and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, evon if true, do not constitute misconducq or -the
invesligation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and furthcr
investigation would be futile.

ArtditiqlsLcauer,rtg



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 yow
request to P.O, Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy ot APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 yow CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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://nrru.cabq.gov/cpoa,/sun'ct'. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring offtcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

M,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

fr*^,
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvu,rlN Por,rcE O\aERsIcHT AGENCy

December 29,2023

Via Certified Mail

70t4 2t20 0004 7 6s9 t66'7

 

Re:CPC# lll-23

Mr. A

EOMEI.AINL
Mr.  A  alleged that officers told him to file a missing person's report on his
child when the officers knew his son's whereabouts. During his interview, Mr. A  felt
that as the biological father, he had the right to know where his child was and get him
where he was since the mother had been incarcerated.

Mr. A  had called the police multiple times over four consecutive days. This
incident stemmed from custody issues and domestic violence with A , the mother of
his child, and a missing person allegation, which generated this complaint.

DYIDENCEBEYIEWD.T

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: multiple calls for service reviewed

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 4, 2023

All,qwryue
I



PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification lvhen thc invcstigator(s) determines, by clea! and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not iovolve thc subjcct officer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigatior classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
othcr, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the allcged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerat€d. Invesligation 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 training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigarion classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -lhe allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconducl; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! arld further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqalCq4of.!$i
After a review ofthe evidence, this investigation determined by clear and convincing
evidence that Officer D committed no policy violations during his encounter with Mr.
A  Reviewing Offrcer D's lapel videos corroborated his account of what happened
during his interview. Offrcer D did not tell Mr. A  he should file a missing person report
for his child. The child was not missing and was in the care and custody ofthe child's
grandfather. This was previously reported on the CAD notes and told to Mr. A  by other
officers assigned to his case that his son was with the grandparent.

a
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FINDINGS

Oificer D contacted Mr. W  S , the child's grandfather, and arranged a meet and
visit with the child at the grandfather's home. There were no concems with the child or his
safety at the grandfather's house. At the police substation, Mr. A  was advised of the
meeting, and there were no concems for his child's safety or well-being.
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to th€ conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complainB 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 ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://$$v.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'cy. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

,!u^aq,
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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 holiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In orrler for the Advisory Board to
modiS the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cnrr-mr Pot tcr Ownsrcnr AcENCY

Decembet 29 , 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004't 659 166't

 

Re:CPC#111-23

Mr. A

PO Box 1293 CAMSIAIITL
Mr. Cedric A  alleged that offrcers told him to file a missing person's report on his
child when the officers knew his son's whereabouts. During his interview, Mr. A  felt
that as the biological father, he had the right to know where his child was and get him
where he was since the mother had been incarcerated.

Albuquerque

NM 8710-1

Mr. A  had called the police multiple times over four consecutive days. This
incident stemmed from custody issues and domestic violence with A , the mother of
his child, and a missing person allegation, which generated this complaint.

rwvrv. cabq.gov

IJIDENCEAEYEITEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: multiple calls for service reviewed

Date Investigation Completed: September 4, 2023

I



FINNINGS

Policies Reviewed; I -1.5.A.4

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication where the investigator(s) detcrmincs, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that allcged co[duct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

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

AddiliurLcsunsrtli
After a review of the evidence, this investigation determined by clear and convincing
evidence that Officer S committed no policy violations during his encounter with Mr.
A  Reviewing Officer S' lapel videos corroborated his account of what happened
during his interview. Officer S did not tell Mr. A  he should file a missing person report
for his child. The child was not missing and was in the care and custody ofthe child's
grandfather. This was previously reported on the CAD notes and told to Mr. A  by other
officers assigned to his case that his son was with the grandparent.

Officer S contacted Mr. W  S , the child's grandfather, and arranged a meet and visit
with the child at the grandfather's home. There were no concerns with the child or his safety
at the grandfather's house. At the police substation, Officer S advised Mr. A  of the
meeting, and there were no concems for his child's safety or well-being.
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5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification whcre the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not allegcd in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovcred during Ll
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

u



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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meethgs occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's frudings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*rrr'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/sun'et'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

,lu^aa,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not suppoted by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Dtector were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CnrLr,c.N Por,rcn OvrRsrcnr AcENCy

December 4, 2023

Re: CPC # 115-23

COMEIAINL
Brandon C  reported that Officer M went to a leasing office, strong-armed, and
threatened to arrest individuals when not provided with the information he sought on a
possible residence at the location.

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIIUEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved:Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 8, 2023

I

Via Email



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

2. Sustained. Invcstigation classification when the invesligato(s) dctermines, by a preponderdnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
€vidence, 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 wher€ thc
invcstigator(s) dctermines. by a prcpondcrance ofthc evidence, misconduct did occur that !ras not allegcd in
the original complaint (whethcr CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the irvestigator 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 arc duplicati!e: -thc allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqralCsg&gtri
This case was Administratively Closed because the investigation determined that Officer M
was a deputy with the BCSO, which is outside the CPOA investigative jurisdiction because

he is not an APD employee.

z115-23 Not Applicable

FINDTNGS
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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 holiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so tro
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be noffied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or nore of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminisfative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
suruey form at http://rvurv.cabq .gov/cooa/survev.

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 e ivilian Police,0yersight Agency by,1 li -

"vu,rli(r 

J/,uv*'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-37',10
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE
CTvujan PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

December 27 ,2023

Via Certified Mail

70t42t20 0004 76s9 lsl3

 
    

  

Re: CPC # 150-23

Ms. G

PO Box t293 COMEI.AINL
Ms.  G  complaint was taken over the phone. She alleged that Offrcer C was
obtuse with her, refused to take a report, and did not provide her with a case number
when she alleged her neighbors were harassing her. Ms. G  has had an issue with her
neighbor building fences on her property, slamming trash cans, and causing loud noises
at five in the moming.

Albuquctque

NM 87r03

www. cabq.gov

The investigator could not complete an interview with Ms. G  as she proved
uncooperative and did not directly anstver any of the investigator's questions. During the
intervietv, Ms. G  contirurcd to talk about multiple unrelated events that happened
years ago and could or would not answer direct questions about her encounter with
Officer C  on 611512023.

EYIDENCLBEYIEWEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: reporting SOP

Date lnvestigation Completed: October 9, 2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I



FINI)IN(iS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfouoded. Invcstigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

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

3. Not Sustaitred. lnvestigation classification 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.

4. Exonerated. Invesligation classification where the inv€stigator(s) determines, by a prepondenmce ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violatior Not Based on Origiral Complaint. Investigation classi{ication where rhe
investigator(s) dctermines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

After reviewing the evidence, this investigation determined, by clear and convincing
evidence, that Ofc. C committed no policy violations during his contact with Ms. G
Reviewing Ofc. C's lapel video corroborated his version of what occurred. Ofc. C remained
professional and courteous and was not obtuse with Ms. G  Ms. G  believed her
neighbors were harassing her based on noises allegedly created early in the moming. Based
on what Ms. G  said, Ofc. C told her that was not harassment. Ms. G  disagreed.
Ms. G  did not ask Ofc. C for an incident report or number. That type of incident would
not requke an incident report, as according to Ofc. C, no crime was committed, and in this
case, no required events existed that would require a mandatory report. In addition, SOP
2.l6.5.B.l.l.a, regarding reports, states, "In cases for which the Deparlment personnel
determines that a Uniform Incident Report is unnecessary and does not fall under the above
categories, they may add information in the CAD System instead of completing a Unifurm
Incident Report. " In other words, adding notes to the CAD system would suffice instead of
generating a non-mandatory incident report, which Officer C did in this case.

a
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6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the invcstigator detcrmines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc afld do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allcgations, even if true, do not conslitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be colducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futilc.

AUifiqsLceu&rtli



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not suppo(ed by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; ot

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaht you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this lefter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urrt'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/survet'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring offrcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lv.utht
Diane McDennott
Interim Executive Director
(505) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CrvrLL{N Por,rcr OVERSTGHT AcENCy

December 28, 2023

Via Certified Mail

70142120 0004 7659 1s37

 

  
  

Re: CPC # 172-23

l'O Box l29l

Albuqucrquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIE}{EDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant M

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: November 6, 2023

CAMEI,AINL
Mr. R  alleged that Lieutenant M arrested him for threatening Ms. P  R
Mr. R  denied that he had threatened her and only called and left a message that
he was moving to Minnesota. Mr. R  said he was taken to the behavioral health
unit at the University of New Mexico hospital. During his interview, Mr. R
described his interactions with Lieutenant M as contentious, hateful, and denigrating by
Lieutenant M. He acknowledged that he had never met Lieutenant M in person, as they
had communicated by text dating back to 2020. Mr. R  described several text
exchanges where Lieutenant M described him as dumb, a lousy citizen that the City of
Albuquerque did not need, and unconcemed for his safety when being harassed.

I



FI NDINGS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification rvhen the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the all€ged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classihcation when the investigato(s) is unable to detcrmine one way or the
other, by a prepo[derance ofthe evidcnce, whelher the alleged misconduct either occuncd 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 training.

5. Sustaitred Violation Not Based on Original Complaitrt. lnvestigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderarce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a paftem of misconduct (i.9. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiIiqIaLCoEErIlli
Mr. R  originally stated this incident occurred in May of 2023 however after being
interviewed he corrected the date to be May or June of 2020. No CAD or report could be
identified fiat matched the fact pattern as Mr. R  described. Lieutenant M did not
know who Ms. R  was. There has been more than one hospital transport, but none
matching the circumstances as described. This case had no identified lapel videos, CADs, or
incident reports between Mr. R  and Lieutenant M. Mr. R  has a history of
inappropriately contacting Lieutenant M and a check ofNMCourts confirmed Mr. R
failed to appear in court regarding two charges ofharassment and one charge ofstalking
against Lieutenant M. This case is administratively closed due to not being able to identifr
the incident with the provided information.

a

2l'12-23 Lieutenant M
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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 holiday 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 you
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resnme the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The furdings by the Dhector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies lhat were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Ofticer will not 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 htto://s\rrv.cabq sor'/cooa/sun'e'\'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Yow patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

il,M^1l[tr1
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CrvTIr.Ix PoITcr, OVERSIGHT AGENCY

December 7, 2023

Via Certified Mail
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Re: CPC # 170-23

COMPIAINL
Orr0'7/1312023,  B t submitted a complaint regarding an incident that
occurred on 0711312023 at 1230 hours. Ms. B  reported that Officer S didn't
acknowledge her, dismissed her, looked like he didn't care, that it was taking time out of
his day, "responded that the victim probably deserved it," and did not seek out the victim
Ms. B  advised that Officer S needed to be addressed on how to address the public,
not make assumptions, and not blame the victim.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM {t7103

',rrrv. cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEI{IDi

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

Complainant hlterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved:Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 9, 2023

I



EINI}INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conduct)

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

2. Sustained. Invesligation classification when the investigato(s) determioes, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleSed misconduct did occur by thc subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Invesigation classification rvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine onc way or the

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification whcre 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 t -aining.

6. Administratively Closed. Invesrigation classilication where the investigator determines: 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 duplicative; -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
inrestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint. and further
inrestigation would be futile.

Additiqelcqruf.ilsi

2

{

170-23 Officer S

5. Sustained Violation Not Brscd on Original Complaint. Invcstigation classification where the
investigator(s) dctermines, 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 invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

It was determined that Officer S was the backup officer and did not tell R  B
that the "victim probably deserved it." There were no indications or evidence that Officer S
didn't acknowledge Ms. B , dismissed Ms. B  looked like Ms. B  was taking
time out ofhis day, or looked like he didn't care. There were no indications or evidence that
Officer S blamed the victim, shamed the victim, or made any assumptions. Officer S
attempted to educate Ms. B  on the realities ofthe situation and the law (victim needed)
and attempted to seek out the alleged victim using the information provided. Ms. B
complaint was based on misconceptions of what occurred and had mentioned her memory
was not superb.

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed

as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 Chiefof 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 Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminishative Officer will not 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.cabcl.gor'/crroa/surver'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating 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

lvtwr1,4r
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

0,^,Y

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvu.r.AN PoLIcr Ownsrcnr AcENCy

December 7 ,2023

Via Certified Mail

7 0r4 2120 0004 7 6s9 r40't

 
    

 

COMEI"AINL
On 0711312023, R  B  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that
occurred on07ll3l2023 at 1230 hours. Ms. B  reported that Officer S didn't
acknowledge her, dismissed her, looked like he didn't care, that it was taking time out of
his day, "responded that the victim probably deserved it," and did not seek out the victim.
Ms. B  advised that Officer S needed to be addressed on how to address the public,
not make assumptions, and not blame the victim.

Albuquerque

wwx,. cabq. gov

EYIDEI{CF.BETIEEEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: EmaiI Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 9, 2023

Re: CPC # 170-23

1'O Box 1293

NM 87103

I



FINT)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conduct)

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. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determhes. by a preponderalce 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 lvay or the
other, b)'a preponderance ofthe evidence, ivhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation 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 internal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification lvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a 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 if true. do not constitule misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and furthe.
investigation rvould be futile.

Addiliqlalcg[ryIllr
It was determined that Officer D was the primary officer and collected the needed
information from the reporting individuals. Officer D attempted to educate the reporting
individuals on the law (victim needed) and attempted to seek out the alleged victim using the
information provided. Ms. B complaint was based on misconceptions of what the
officers said and their actions.

2

{

170-23 Officer D
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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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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 frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

If 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 Oflicer. Your request must be in witing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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://*rvw.cabq .qor'/cnoalsurve,r'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

Thank you lor participating 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

.ltf., 
"t14i ^NDiane McDermott

Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-37'10

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
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December 28, 2023
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Re: CPC # 174-23

Albuquerque

CAIGI.AINL
Mr. R  alleged that during a text exchange, Lieutenant M became argumentative
and called him unkind and vile. Lieutenant M allegedly told Mr. R  that he needed
to get back on his medications, get help, and not text him anymore. Mr. R
wanted assistance from Lieutenant M regarding a missing person/welfare check.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EUIDEME.BEYIEWED.

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant M

Other Materials: N/A

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 6, 2023

PO Box 1293

I



FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) det€rmines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjelt officer.

2. S[strin€d. Investigation classification when the i[vestigator(s) determines, by a preponderdnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

4, Exoneroted. Invcstigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
cvidence, 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 prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not allegcd in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthc evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigator determines: 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 duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would bc futile.

AdditiollLcoerclllr
After review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that
Lieutenant M did not violate policy during his text exchange with Mr. R  Lieutenant
M's remarks during the texts referred to Mr. R  behavior when not on medication
and wished not to communicate with him further.

Mr. R  has a pattem of harassment against Lieutenant M. The investigator confirmed
through the New Mexico courts that Mr. R  was charged with two counts of
harassment and one count of stalking filed on 8/2912023. On 9l2l12023, Mr. R
failed to appear for his court hearing. A warrant was issued for failing to appear.

a

2174-23 Lieutenant M
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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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rnrrr'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/sun'et'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Yow patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

,!n^,|t,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s') 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crwlrlx Por,rcn OvERSTGHT AcENCy

December 31, 2023

Via Certified Mail

70t42120 0004 7659 l?11

  
  

COMEIAINL
 H  submitted a complaint on 0711712023 and no portion of that

complaint was related to Officer C.

When interviewed, R  reported that Officer C jammed a knee in his back to prop
him up. R  reported that Officer C never took his statement. R  reported
that Officer C took his statement but didn't really care. R  reported that Officer C
didn't ask him about the crime. R  reported that Officer C was trying to protect the
new owners ofthe complex. R  reported that Officer C thought it was ajoke.
R  reported that his only complaint regarding Oflicer C was that he stuck a knee
in his back.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87101

*vrr,.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIESIEDI

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 C

Other Materials: Complainant Provided Documents & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 14, 2023

I

Re: CPC # 177-23



EINDINGT

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

3, Not Sustaitred. Invostigation classiication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine onc way or the

othet by a prepondcrance ofthe cvidencc, whcther the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a panem ofmisconduct (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 complaio! and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqrslCory[slllr

2177-23 Officer C

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (PublicWelfare)

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

4. Exotrerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthc
evidcnce, that allegcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustoined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigato(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 occur.

1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that no officer jammed a knee in R  back. AFR
personnel asked about possible drugs being used and had been the ones to prop R  up

by a knee in his back. Offrcer C did take R  statement, which required Officer C to
ask R  about the crime. Officer C was not the primary or investigating officer and had

no control over the outcome of the incident. Officer C was professional in his demeanor.

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the AdvisorT Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 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 Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urru'.cabq.gov/cpoa/surver'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Yow patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

iln^,1t,
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Re: CPC # 177-23

COMEI.AINL
R  H  submitted a complaint on 07117 12023 and reported that Officer P
was manipulated by staff at an apartment complex to change the address on the report so
all the court documents would be sent to the business instead of him.

When interviewed, R  reported that Officer P never took his statement and that he
provided Officer P with his identification, which contained his correct address. R
reported that Officer P spoke with staff inside the office frrst, instead of him. R
reported that the staff must have told Officer P that he was on drugs because he treated
him differently and thought he was a drug addict because he implied he was on drugs by
asking him how many drugs he had taken. R  reported that Officer P didn't care
and thought the incident was a joke.

PO Box I293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCLBEYIDWDT

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: Offrcer P

Other Materials: Complainant Provided Documents & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 14, 2021

I



FINTIINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(PublicWelfare)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification whcn the investigator(s) determines, by clea! and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did oot occur or did not involve thc subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classificatioo when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
cvidelce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Invcstigation classification when thc 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.

4. Exonerated. Invcstigation classification wher€ the investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that allcged conduct in the uoderlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
proc€durqs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. InvesliSation classification where the
investigato(s) d€termines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovcred during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Admiltistratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere thc investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature aod do not constitutc a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sa[ction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitutc misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlelcsausllli
L 1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer P collected information from those individuals that
he could and completed an accurate report. R  never provided any officer with his
identification. Officer P was unable to get R  statement when he first arrived on the
scene because R  was on the ground and moaning in pain. Officer P asked what
occurred and was advised to speak with the manager inside the complex office. Officer P's

report did contain clerical errors but nothing that would have affected the outcome ofthe
incident or would have caused R  not to receive mail. The apartment number being
omitted from the criminal complaint was a program error and not an officer error. No officers
ever asked about or made any indications to R  about drugs. AFR personnel asked

about possible drugs being used and had been the ones to prop R  up by a knee in his
back. R  advised that he was in no shape to provide a statement and was transported
from the scene via ambulance. A statement was collected by another officer.

2177-23 Officer P
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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 ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being recotrfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
infornation will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://r"ra'w.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve\'. There was a delay in the issuance of fmdings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

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

,!n^,1t,
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

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

Crvrr,l,c.N Por,rcr Ownstcnr AcENCy

December 31, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 7659 171 I

  

Re: CPC # 177-23

COEIAINL
R  H  submitted a complaint on 07ll'112023 and reported that he received
a call from Sergeant D, who claimed to be an officer's supervisor, and left a voicemail
wanting to discuss report discrepancies. When interviewed, R  advised that he
didn't have any complaints against Sgt. D but was mad at him. R  reported that
Sgt. D calling him was improper and believed that Sgt. D was trying to cover for an
officer. R  reported that he didn't request contact and called 242-COPS to vent
about and make allegations. R  reported Sgt. D didn't ask him if he wanted to file
a complaint, even though he made it clear to Sgt. D that he did. R  advised that he
just wanted Sgt. D to call him, dismiss the paperwork, and get him his expungement
paperwork.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN,t 8710J

wrw.ca\.gov

ECUIENCE.BDYIEIEDI

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant D

Other Materials: Complainant Provided Documents & Email Communications

Date tnvestigation Completed: November 14, 2023
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f I NnrNGs

Policies Reviewed: l.l.5.C.l & 1.1.5.C.3 (Misconduct)

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 subjcct ofliccr.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determinc one rvay or the
other, by a preponderance oflhc evidcnce, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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 training.

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

6. Administrativ€ly Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a paltem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativc; -the allegations, even if true, do not conslitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! ard further
investigation \ryould be futile.

AddiliqeLcenrcrtu
1.1.5.C.1: It was determined that R  never asked Sgt. D to file a complaint on his
behalf. R  advised Sgt. D that he had already contacted intemal affairs; Sgt. D
confirmed that R  had already filed a complaint with intemal affairs regarding the
issues he was contacted about.

l.l.5.C-3: It was determined that Sgt. D called R  at the request of the Office of the

Mayor - City of Albuquerque regarding an IQ Inquiry based on a call made to the Office of
the Mayor by R  advised Sgt. D that the officer couldn't talk to him
because he was the defendant in an active court case; Sgt. D confirmed the information with
R  and advised him that it would be best if he spoke only to his attomey and that it
probably wasn't a good idea for him to be talking with any law enforcement officer about a

pending court case in which he was the defendant.

a

2177-23 Sergeant D
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Dfuector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meethgs occur. Ifyorr appeal request is
liled timely you will be notified of wheu your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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 frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Dfuector were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Ofiicer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 caletrdar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli

n
Oversight Agency by

fin^,ru,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s\ 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 hltp://uuu'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/sun'er'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrt-r,lN PoLrcE Olrynsrcnr AcENCy

December 8, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 76s9 t317

 

Re: CPC # 180-23

COMPI.AINT:

Ms. G  alleged that the offrcer who responded to her home for a hit-and-run
accident did not do any investigation. The officer would not attempt to locate the striking
vehicle's driver, although they had left their driver's license on the scene. Ms. G
wanted the driver arrested for leaving the scene ofan accident and charged with child
abuse for endangering the lives of three small children who were in the car during the

accident hit-and-run.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIEEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer P

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: Novembet 21, 2021
I

Ms. G



FINNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evide[ce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve $e subject ofllcer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. lnv€stigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable ro determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct cither occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in thc underlying complaint did occur but did not violatc APD policies,
procedures, or t.aining.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.46.4.A.2

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classificarion rlhere the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intcmal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed, Investigation classification where the investigator determincs: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjcct to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futilc.

AddiliaEl,rcqEEf.Ili
After review, the investigation had determined, by clear and convincing evidence, that
Officer P did not violate policy during his accident investigation. A review of Officer P's

lapel video corroborated what he said during his interview. Officer P arrived at the accident
scene and began an accident investigation. Offrcer P completed an accident report and issued
a case number to Ms. G  While it was a reasonable expectation for Ms. G  to
believe that the driver ofthe striking vehicle should have been arrested for the accident hit
and run since a driver's license was left on the scene, Ms. G  was unaware of the

limitations regarding misdemeanor violations of New Mexico law. Officer P would have had
to have witnessed the vehicle crash and driver leaving the scene to charge the driver. This
was explained to Ms. G  why he could not pursue the driver with charges.
However, Officer P violated policy for failing to include a crash diagram in his initial
uniform crash report. The CPOA recommends a Written Reprimand as discipline

2
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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 holiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetirgs occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Dircctor were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative OfEcer will not 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://$$'$'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev.

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 Policel0yersight Agency byn li

',#l,ryltlc U/,utfo'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s05) 924-1770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cnrr-r,lN Pot rcr 0wnsrcnr AcrNcy

December 8, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2t20 0004'7659 1377

 
  

 

Re: CPC # 180-23

Ms. G

COMPI.AINT:

Ms. G  alleged that the officer who responded to her home for a hit-and-run
accident did not do any investigation. The offrcer would not attempt to locate the striking
vehicle's driver, although they had left their driver's license on the scene. Ms. G
wanted the driver arrested for leaving the scene ofan accident and charged with child
abuse for endangering the lives of three small children who were in the car during the
accident hit-and-run.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

x,*'w.cabq.gov

DYIDENCE BEYIIUEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer R (acting sergeant)

Other Materials: da

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 21, 2023
I

PO Box 1293



FIN DI N(;S

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification whcn the invcstigator(s) determines, by clcar and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr,

2. Sustained. Investigation 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 investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whethcr thc alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Invesigation classification where ihe investigator(s) dctcrmines, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evideoce, that alleg€d conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.l.b

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

Officer P responded to the complainant's residence, investigated, and completed a uniform
traffic crash report. After a report was completed, a supervisor was responsible for review
and approval ofthat report withing three shift days. The investigation determined that Acting
Sergeant R was responsible for reviewing and approving the uniform traffic crash report.
Acting Sergeant R failed to review and approve the traffic crash report in violation ofpolicy.
The report sat in limbo for ninety days without a signature until it was ultimately signed by
another supervisor. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand for the violation.

2

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator dctermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allcgations are duplicative; -thc allcgations, evcn iftruc, do not constitute miscolduc! or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

ArldiliolelCsnnsrl$
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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 ofholiday 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 Dtector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specffied 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:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong vr'ay; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Dhector vrere chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholitlays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include yoru CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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://*rrq'.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'ev.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers
and persoru'rel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oyersight Agency by

:{*,r/tl, tlr,,rr*'

3

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

CrvrI.r.c.x Por,rce Ovnnslcnr AcENCy

December 4, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 182-23

l'O Box 1293 COMEIAAINL
A  reported that the command staffat the APD Foothills Substation either refused
to or did not know how to submit a complaint form properly.

Albuqrrerque

NM 87103

wuw. cabq. gov

EYIDDNCE BEYIEYED.I

Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): N/A CAD Repo*(s): N/A

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer F

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 14, 2023
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FTNDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 3.41.4.8.2

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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation 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 investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, lvhether the alleged misconduct either occuffcd or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification n'here 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 occur.

3.41.4.8.2: It was determined that only page one of two of the APD Complaint or
Commendation Fonn was submitted by A  to Officer F at the APD Foothills
Substation, submitted to a lieutenant, and entered into IAPro in the mandated time frame.

The officer informed A  that the substation acceptance would be verified with staff
when A  disagreed with the officer's statements.

182-2J Officer F

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 subjcct 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-

Addiliq[elCoeJlsulsr

a
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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 ofholiday and weekends) oi
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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

A) The fmdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frrdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at lhe time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The AID policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not 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://rlu"u'.cabq.gory'ctna/surve\'.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring oflicers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

grrht ( Ult,v\'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiel of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

www.ca\.gov

CIVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

December 4, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 182-23

COEIAINL
A  reported that Sergeant T either refused to provide his information upon request
or said it as he walked away from A , which A  viewed as impolite. A
reported that Sergeant T widened the caution tape (expanded the perimeter), yet provided
no reason for doing so, and told A to move or be arrested because A  had a
camera.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEUEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant T

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 14, 2023

I



FTNDINGS

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 officer.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.2 (Conduct)

2. Sustained. Invcstigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscooduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification }'hen the investigatods) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.33.4.A.1.b (Onlooker)

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.C.2 (Conduct)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, 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 evidenc., that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complaint and fu(hcr
investigation would be futile.

AddiliglslCsngsr$i
1.1.5.C.2: It was determined that Sergeant T used language that was derogatory,
contemptuous, and disrespectful toward A

1.1.6.A.2: It was determined that Sergeant T failed to provide his name and MAN number to

A  upon request.

2.33.4.4..1.b: It was determined that Sergeant T had a lawful objective and reason to expand

the perimeter and order onlookers to relocate. Sergeant T needed to secure more space for
incoming officers and detectives following an officer involved shooting.

The CPOA recommends a 16 hour suspension for the two SOP violations.

)
182-23 Sergeant T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the

CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal herrings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiry the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The furdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the r*rong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director werc chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include yotu CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not 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://llu'w.cabq.gov/cpoa,/survey

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 e ivilian PoliceByersight Agency byn t)

'dilrr,f i'lt U,'n,ow'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLICE OwRSIGHT AGENCY

December 4, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 182-23

COMEI.AINL
A  reported that the command staff at the APD Foothills Substation either refused
to or did not know how to submit a complaint form properly.

Albuquerque

N*M 87103

www. cabq,gov

IJIDEIJCI.BIIIE]YEDr

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

Complainant Interviexed: ]ss Witness(es) Intervierved: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant M

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 14, 2023

l'}O Box 1293

I



Policies Reviewed: 3.41.5.8.6.a.ii (Complaints)

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

2. Sustaincd. Investigation classilication when the investigato(s) determines. by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the allcgcd 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, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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,
procedurcs, or training.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator determincs: 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 constitute misconduct; o. -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation io the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlelCoEaer$i
3.41.5.8.6.a.ii: It was determined that only page one of two of the APD Complaint or
Commendation Form was submitted by A  to the staffat the substation, submitted to Lt
M, and entered into IAPro in the mandated time frame. It was determined that Lt M had no
contact with A

2182-23 Lieutenant M

FINNINGS

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

V
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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 holiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled timely you will be notffied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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 demonstrate 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 have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at httn://n'uu'.cabq .sov/cnorsurve.l'

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oversight Agency by1 li -

',l.,u,yli{t Li/,uy\"
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The furdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnrLLc,N Pol,rcr OvnRsIcrrT AGENCY

December 7, 2023

Via Certified Mail
'7014 2120 0004 7659 1391

Re: CPC # l9l-23

COMEI"AINL
Mr. L  alleged that during his encounter with Sergeant B, the sergeant was
intimidating, had an attitude, and became increasingly aggressive towards him. In
addition, Sergeant B reported statements on his incident report that were untrue, such as
Mr. L  pointing a gun at one ofthe residents. Sergeant B did not address his concerns
aboul two individuals with knives.

NM tt7l0l

wrvw.cabq. gov

PO Box 1293

EYIDENCEAEYIEUEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterv iewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant B

Other Materiah: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: November 29, 2023

.4/l,ui1,,o'qn,

 
   

 

Albuquerque
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FINDIN(]S

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.1, 1.1.6.A.6.a

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

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

other, by a preponderance oflhe evidencc, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complairt. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that !ras not alleged in
the original complaint (whcther CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation, and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even if true, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in thc complaint. and fu(her
investigation would be futile.

&lditiolalCouoellsr
After reviewing the evidence, this investigation has determined that Sergeant B committed
no policy violations during his interaction with Mr. L  During his interview, Mr. L
could not specifically articulate or provide evidence that Sergeant B was aggressive,
intimidating, or had an attitude that would violate the conduct policy other than his
perceptions.

Reviewing Sergeant B's lapel video corroborated what Officer H and Sergeant B said about
what happened during their interaction with Mr. L  At one point during the interview,
Sergeant B had to raise his voice with Mr. L  to caution him about putting his hand in his
waistband and pockets, which was a central part ofhis complaint that was appropriately
addressed, but Mr. L  disagreed with his method.

The incident report was written based on witness accounts, which were reasonable and

credible to believe that Mr. L  pointed a gun at one ofthe residents.

a

2191-23 Sergeant B

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) dctcrmines, 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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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or tley
do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminisfiative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.
Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring offtcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Qivilian Police,0versight Agency by

il i i

',fur*, I i( r 
"n 

/,'', ut,\"
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) e24-37't0

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetilgs occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findiugs your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrr,lx Por,rcr Ovrnstcttr AcENCy

December 28, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 192-23

A

COMEAINL
On 08/04/2023, A  reported, "I was driving home from gassing up and I happen to
see a couple offrcers talking to what appeared to be a homeless person. I found a side
street to park on, got out and walked over to record this incident. I was my usual quiet
self. I politely asked what the situation was, no reply (I know this ISNT required). One of
the 2 of{icers on scene called in "backup" because I showed up with a camera. THIS is a
HUGE waste ofpolice resources. I got the names and man # ofthe 2 officers on the scene
from one of the "backup" officers that got called in." 'Neither of the officers gave their
name nor man number." A  supplied YouTube video link
lrttps://) outu.bc/Blr ozml:rh3k . On 0810512023, A  reported that they wanted to add
another officer to the complaint for failing to id.

PO Box 1293

NM 87I03

EYIDENCE BEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: YouTube Video, Photograph, & Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 30, 2023

I

Albuquerque

www-cabq.gov



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 & 1.1.6.A.2

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. a

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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 training-

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification rvhere rhe
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, aod by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AdditiqrLCanuf.rlu
1.1.5.A.4: The investigation determined that Offrcer C called for backup before A
arrived on the scene and did so for training purposes because it was a step that would be
taken by an officer when by themselves. A  was mistaken when they reported that
backup was called because they arrived on the scene with a camera.

1.1.6.A.2: The investigation determined that another offtcer provided Officer C's information
to A  as requested ofthe other officer. Offrcer C did not provide his information to
A  because it was never requested fiom him. A  was inaccurate when they reported
that they directly asked Officer C for his information.

2

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. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to det€rmine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

tr
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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 holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
iuformation will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; o1
B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of

the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oyersight Agency by

ll i !

'du'r''ff t Jhu',\z'
Diane McDermott
lnterim 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 httD://nrrr'.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'et.

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.



CITY OF AIBU UER
Cn run Por,rcr Olqnsrcnr AcENCy

Via Email

Re: CPC # 192-23

A

COMEI"AINL
On 0810412023, A  reported, "I was driving home from gassing up and I happen to
see a couple oflicers talking to what appeared to be a homeless person. I found a side
street to park on, got out and walked over to record this incident. I was my usual quiet
self. I politely asked what the situation was, no reply (I know this ISNT required). One of
the 2 officers on scene called in "backup" because I showed up with a camera. THIS is a
HUGE waste ofpolice resources. I got the names and man # ofthe 2 officers on the scene

from one of the "backup" officers that got called in."'Neither of the officers gave their
name nor man number." A  supplied YouTube video link
https://) outu.he'/lllr ozml:rh3k. On 08/05/2023, A  reported that they wanted to add
another officer to the complaint for faiting to id.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEXIEI{EDr

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

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

APD Employee Interv iewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: YouTube Video, Photograph, & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 30, 2023

I
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December 28, 2023



FINI)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidencg that alleged miscotrduct did not occur or did not involvc the subject officcr.

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication 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 training.

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaitrt. Iovestigation classilication where thc
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that tvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe €vidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere 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 duplicativci -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted b€cause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! aod further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqBLCgEEErtEr
1.1.5.A.4: The investigation determined that Officer W was not unprofessional or
condescending while providing his information to A  Officer W provided the
information requested and did so in a prompt and professional manner. Officer W
pointed to his nameplate so it was clear who he was and that he wasn't making up
a name. Officer W did not anive on the scene and prevent A  from asking other
officers for their information. The allegations made by A  against Officer W
were based on perception and not fact, and A  inaccuracies and misstatements during
the investigation diminished A  credibility regarding this investigation.

2
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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 ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisora Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings wiII take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scherluled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Dhector were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be 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 of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administufive Officer will not 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://rrrru'.cabq. gor'/cpoa./sun'e)

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,0yersight Agency by

:h^rht,lir,u"*,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

Crvu-llx Por,rcE Ol,rnsrcgr AGENCy

December 28, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 192-23

A

COMEI.AINL
On 08/0412023, A  reported, "I was driving home from gassing up and I happen to
see a couple officers talking to what appeared to be a homeless person. I found a side
street to park on, got out and walked over to record this incident. I was my usual quiet
self. I politely asked what the situation was, no reply (l know this ISNT required). One of
the 2 officers on scene called in "backup" because I showed up with a camera. THIS is a
HUGE waste ofpolice resources. I got the names and man # ofthe 2 officers on the scene
from one ofthe "backup" officers that got called in." 'Neither ofthe offrcers gave their
name nor man number." A  supplied YouTube video link
https://) outu.be/Bl) oznrlirh3k. On 08/05/2023, A  reponed that they \4?nted to add
another officer to the complaint for failing to id.

EYIDENCLBEYIEUEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer O

Other Materials: YouTube Video, Photograph, & Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 30, 2023

I

www.cabq.gov



FTNDINGS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when 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 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.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.4.2

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

a

5. Sustained Violation Not Based or Original Complaint. lnvestigation classilication wher€ the
investigato.(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, miscorduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that oth6r 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 nalure and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativc; -the allegations, evcn if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Atlditiqlalcserrcllli
l.l .6.A.2: The investigation determined that Officer O did not provide his name and MAN
number upon direct request from A ap directly requested the information from
Officer O on one occasion, but on that occasion, A  approached the officer from behind
as they asked for the information, and Officer O instructed A  to step back. A backup
officer advised A  that the information would be provided and that they didn't need to
approach the officers because it was a huge safety issue. Officer O believed the backup
officer provided everyoners information to A  the backup officer believed that Officer O
had already provided his information to A  or he would have provided it to them with
the other officer's information. Officer O advised that he didn't believe A  directly asked
him for his information and if he had, he would have said it out loud. All four officers
involved advised that the conditions at the time were loud because oftraffic, which was

confirmed via the recordings. Based on the totality ofthe circumstances, it was logical that
Officer O might have heard the request and believed that everyone's information was being
provided to A  by another officer.
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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 holiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed tinely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
modiS the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frrdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be 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 Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you tnay 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.
The review by the Chief AdminisEative Officer will not 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://nrwr'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/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 Police ersight Agency by

:&^,tu, n$Y/
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Departrnent Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

December 28, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 192-23

A

PO Box 1293 COI4PIAINL
On0810412023, A  reported, "l was driving home from gassing up and I happen to
see a couple officers talking to what appeared to be a homeless person. I found a side
street to park on, got out and walked over to record this incident. I was my usual quiet
self. I politely asked what the situation was, no reply (I know this ISNT required). One of
the 2 offrcers on scene called in "backup" because I showed up with a camera. THIS is a
HUGE waste ofpolice resources. I got the names and man # ofthe 2 officers on the scene
fiom one ofthe "backup" oflicers that got called in." "Neither ofthe offrcers gave their
name nor man number." A  supplied YouTube video link

Albuquerque

NM 8710-l

https://r outu.be/lllr ozrnlirh3k. On 081 05 12023, A  reported that they wanted to add

www.cabq.gov another offrcer to the complaint for failing to id.

EYIDENCE BEYIDIEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Offtcer A

Other Materials: YouTube Video, Photograph, & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 30, 2023

1

UE
CTVILIAN P0LICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 & 1.1.6.A,.2

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the invesligator(s) determincs, by clear and convincing
cvidencc, that allcged misc{nduct did not occur or did not involve the subjcct officcr. a
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject olficer.

3. Nol Sustained. lnvestigation classification when thc investigato(s) is unable to detcrmine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithcr occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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,
proc€durcs, or training.

5. Sustain€d Violation Not Based on Original Complairt. Investigation classification lvhere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \yas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, Oat misconduct did occur.

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

ArldiliouLCouer4tli
1. I .5.A.4: The investigation determined that Officer A did not call for backup. Another
officer called for backup before A  arrived on the scene and did so for training purposes

because it was a step that would be taken by an officer when by themselves. A  was

mistaken when they reported that backup was called because they arrived on the scene with a

camera.

1.1.6.A.2: The investigation determined that another officer provided Officer A's information
to A  as requested ofthe other offrcer. Officer A did not provide her information to
A  because it was never requested from her. A  was inaccurate when they reported
that they directly asked Officer A for her information.

2

tr

tr

tr



A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complairts 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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrltp://url-u.cabq.gor'/crroit-/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 PoliceyQyersi8ht Agency by

:[lr"h,r, Jr,"uv'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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 holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis lefteq communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a sigued writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be uotilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed

as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvrlun Polrcr Ovrnsrcnt Acrxcy

December 8, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 76s9 r 360

Re: CPC # 196-23

PO Box 1293 CAI{EI.AINL
Mr. B  reported that an individual had stolen his Rolex (O ) watch during an
altercation, in which Mr. B  was arrested. Mr. B  discovered while watching a video
during his jury trial that an officer had been in possession ofhis watch. Mr. B
described the officer as male, light-completed, with black hair, and 5'11". Mr. B
repo(ed that the video showed that the officer told him that he had the watch, not to
worry about it and that it would be tagged into evidence. Mr. B  reported that the
officer testified that he had given the watch to another officer, who had lost the watch.
Mr. B  reported that the officers had contradicting versions ofthe events and that the
watch was given to him by his uncle and was valued at approximately thirty thousand
dollars.

Albuqucrque

NN,I IJ7I03

www,cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIESIEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer G

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: Noveclber 20, 2023

Alhnqntquc.
I



FINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l(Cotrduct)

2. Sustaitred. Invcstigation classification when the investigator(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe
cvidenco, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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 trainin8.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bascd oD Original Complaint. Investigation classification whcre the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not corstitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativel -the allegations, even if truc. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becaus€ ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditislltCoenrlEi
It was determined that the watch face was last in the possession of Officer S, who placed it
on the hood ofhis patrol vehicle. The watch face was not observed being removed from the
hood ofthe patrol vehicle, and Officer S did not recall removing the watch face from the
hood of his patrol vehicle. Officer G was the primary, reporting, and arresting officer, was
aware of the watch, and told Mr. B  that "they" had the watch, but failed to ensure that the
watch was collected and either placed with Mr. B  properry or submitted into evidence.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation.

2196-23 Officer G
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be 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 of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not 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://r+ru'.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'ey.

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,Oyersieht Agency by

il !)
)#l',yltlt Ur,qfv'

Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfrgured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
moili$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CnrLr.c.N Por,rca OwRslcnr AGENCY

December 8, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2t20 0004 7659 1360

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

  
 

Re: CPC # 196-23

CAMEIAINL
Mr. B  reported that an individual had stolen his Rolex (O ) watch during an
altercation, in which Mr. B  was arrested. Mr. B  discovered while watching a video
during his jury trial that an officer had been in possession of his watch. Mr. B
described the officer as male, lighfcompleted, with black hair, and 5'11". Mr. B
reported that the video showed that the officer told him that he had the watch, not to
worry about it and that it would be tagged into evidence. Mr. B  reported that the
officer testified that he had given the watch to another officer, who had lost the watch.
Mr. B  reported that the officers had contradicting versions ofthe events and that the
watch was given to him by his uncle and was valued at approximately thirty thousand
dollars.

EYIDEIJCE-BEIIEIEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 20, 2023

I



FINDINGS

l. UIlfounded. Investigation classification \rfien the investigato(s) det€rmines, by clcar and convincing
evidcnce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr,

PoliciesReviewed: 2.73.2.A(Property)

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 th€ investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a prepood€rance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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 policios,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origiral Complaint. Investigation classilication where thc
invcstigator(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
th€ investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator dctermines: The policy
violations ola minor nature and do not constitute a patterfl of misconduct (i.e. a yiolation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation \yould be futile.

ArldilioleLcaEaf.illr
It was determined that the watch face was last in the possession of Officer S, who placed it
on the hood ofhis patrol vehicle. The watch face was not observed being removed from the

hood ofthe patrol vehicle, and Officer S did not recall removing the watch face from the

hood of his patrol vehicle. Officer S was the only officer in control and care of the watch
face, and, therefore, was responsible for it, but failed to ensure that the watch was either
given to the primary officer, transporting officer, placed with Mr. B  property, or
submitted into evidence. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy
violation.

a

2196-23 Officer S
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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 ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing adfuessed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
fiIed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiry the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The fmdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong \ ay; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaht you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Ofticer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.

The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not 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://r.lrrrv.cabq uor'/cDoa/survev.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oyersight Agency byn l)

idl"r'ltlt tn//,utfu'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
3



UER UE
Crvrr-LcN PoLICE Ownslcrrr AGENCY

December 19,2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 199-23

Ms. N

CQMEIAINL
Ms. N  alleged that her car was disabled and obstructing traffic at 2833 Central Ave SE.
The officer she spoke with assured her that her car would be towed to her home. Instead,
it was taken to a towing yard. If she had known that, Ms. N  would have called AAA to
tow her car home. She was dissatisfied with the lack of communication from the offrcer
and felt ignored.

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

NM tt7l03

wrvl,v.cabq.gov

Ms. N  did not participate in this investigation after multiple attempts to contact her.
The opportunity to ask questions to understand and strengthen her claims ofwhat
occurred was lost, which questioned her credibility.

EYIDENCE BEYIESIED.i

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer T

Other Materials: sop 2.48

Date Investigation Completed: November 27 ,2023
I

CTTY OF ALBU



FTNDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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 subjed omcer.

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

4. Exo[erated. Investigation 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 training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classificalion 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 lhat other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. tnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natur€ and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqrlcqurcr$i
This investigation has determined that Officer T did not violate policy during his interaction
with Ms. N  Officer T never assured her that her car would be towed to her home and

clearly told Ms. N  that her car would be towed to the tow yard unless she had cash for a
private towing, which would be negotiated between her and the tow operator. The tow was
proper in that the vehicle was a hazard and needed to be moved expeditiously.

V

2

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

tr



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 holiday 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 Dhector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiS the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they
do not address the issues in your complaint.

Adminishatively 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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,0yersight Agency by

',h,,rluc r),)r,"^to'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Dtector
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://uvlv.cabq.gov/cpoa,/sun'ev.

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

CITLIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

Re: CPC #206-23

Albuquerque

IA!4EI-AINL
On08l\412023, S  N  submitted an online complaint regarding an incident that
occurred on 1212312022 at I 800 hours. Ms. N  reported that PSA G failed to include
details in his completed report provided by her and a witness, S  F . Ms. N
reported that PSA G wrote a briefreport with all ofthe pertinent information omitted.
Ms. N  reported that the report was not ready until May 2023 because a supervisor
needed to approve it. Ms. N  implied that PSA G was hiding something and
protecting the owner of the other vehicle because ofthe inaccurate reporting.i.\N{ 87103

www.cabq. gov

EYIDENCT..BEYIEUEDI

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: PSA G

Other Materials: Email Communications & TraCS Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: December l, 2023

llO Box 1293

I

December 26,2023



FINT)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.A.5.f

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification whsn the investigato(s) detcrmines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscooduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omccr.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classificatiol whcn the investigaro(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthc
evidcnce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ofticcr.

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the und€rlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policics,
procedures, or trainiog.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on OrigiDal Complaint. lnvestigation classification rvhere the
invcstigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC o. intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidsnce, that misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Invcstigation 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 if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in tle complain! and funher
investigation wQuld be futile.

AdditiqrLCoEuf.$lr
2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that PSA G did not complete and submit the report within the
allotted time frame.

2.60.4.A.5.f: It was determined that PSA G did report the incident fully and accurately based

on the information received fiom the individuals involved in the incident. There were no

actual witnesses to the crash on the scene. The repo( was not as in-depth as Ms N
would have preferred but was completed appropriately and without blatant misstatements.

There were no witnesses to include, the damage to the vehicles was indicated, and Ms'
N  advised that she had pain but no injuries and declined medical assistance.

The CPOA recommended a verbal reprimand, however the PSA already resigned from the

department before imposition.

2206-23 PSA G

V
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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 holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timety you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your rppeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not 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://q\rv.cabq sov/cDoa./surver

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oversin Il

',Yrn'|ff t LJ/,u"

ght Agency by

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

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police

A) The frrdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considercd by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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.



UER UE

CITLIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

December 26,2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 206-23

COMEI.AINL
On 0811412023, S  N  submitted an online complaint regarding an incident that
occurred on 1212312022 at 1800 hours. Ms. N  reported that PSA G failed to include
details in his completed report provided by her and a witness, S  F  Ms. N
reported that PSA G wrote a briefreport with all ofthe pertinent information omitted.
Ms. N  reported that the report was not ready until May 2023 because a supervisor
needed to approve it. Ms. N  implied that PSA G was hiding something and
protecting the owner ofthe other vehicle because ofthe inaccurate reporting.NM ti7l0.l

wr*w.cabq. gov

PO Box 1293

EYIIIENCESEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant C

Other Materials: Email Communications & TraCS Documcnts.

Date Investigation Completed: December l, 2023

,4lbn4utr1trt
I

CITY OF ALBU

Albuquerque



FINT}INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C-2

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification wher the investigato(s) dctermincs, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subjcct offic€r.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subj€ct officer.

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

othet by a prcponderance ofthe eyidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation 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 training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
investigato(s) determincs. b) a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl rvas discovered during
the investigation, arrd by a preponderance ofthe evidence, thal misco[duct did occur.

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

AddiriqrLcoryllllri
It was determined that Sergeant C did review and approve the report after the allotted time
frame but was not PSA G's supervisor and was not responsible for the review and approval
of the report.

Due to the chain of command structue for PSAs and this particular PSA's assignment the
appropriate supervisor could not be clearly identified for the delay in approval ofthe report.
A recommendation is made to more clearly define PSA report to structures.

2206-23 Sergeant C

V
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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 ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled neetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures rqsume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong vray; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any mafter
relatirg to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in witing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC nurnber.

The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://qlrv.cabq .qov/cDoa/survey

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Qivilian Police,Oyersight Agency by

,0 t !)
){-lt"Y'W t U"'utfw'

Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(sos) 924-1770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Al[ruqucrque

N N,l 87r03

www.cabq.gov

Crvrr,Hx PoLrcE Ownsrcnr AcENCy

December 28 , 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 207-23

CAMEAINL
Mr. C  reported that he got stopped by the Albuquerque Police Department, and they
were making threats and disrespected Mr. C  and his property. Mr. C  reported that
they took some personal information and papers that belonged to his auto repair shop and
took his tool bag. Mr. C  reported that there were several officers making threats to
him, his property, and his dog while he was being transported home.

EYIDENCf.BEYII}{ED:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Unable to identify APD employees involved

Other Materials: Evidence.com & Evidence Map feature, possible videos

Date Investigation Completed: December 19, 2023

I



FINNINGS

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based olt Original Complaint. Investigation classification wherc the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \aas 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 evidcnce, that misconduct did occur.

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

Atlditi0lslcaE4elllr
After two separate records requests using the information provided by Mr. C  the

incidents in question could not be located. CPOA Investigator also conducted searches of the
incidents via Evidence Map, using the reported locations ofthe incidents during the reported
time frames ofthe incidents. After a review ofthe videos that came up during the searches,

it was confirmed that none of the videos that came up involved Mr. C  or met the

description ofthe reported incidents based on the dates, times and locations given by Mr.
C  Mr. C  stated although he believed it was APD Officers involved in the incidents,
he also stated it was possible it could have be BCSO or NMSP.

2
207 -23 Unable to iden

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscooduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification rvhcre 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 training.

T

a



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 Diector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeat request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinauce 9-4-l-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The ftndings by tle Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the *rong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

The review by the Chief Adminishative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.
Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ersight Agency by

loru, ntftz/
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER
CrvrI-r.cN Por,rcr Ovnnslcsr AcENCy

December 19,2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 7659 1384

 
 

   

Re: CPC # 208-23

Ms. W

COMEI,AINL
Ms. W s alleged that Officer H misrepresented her position as an Albuquerque
Police Officer, tkeatened her after her fianc6 had passed, sent threatening messages, and
violated her rights. In addition, Ms. W  alleged that Officer H used her position as

an officer to obtain court documents quickly. Officer H took some ofher property from
the home she shared with Officer H's father. This entire incident had made her homeless
and mentally ill.

w*r,v.cabq.gov

IJIDENCEBEIIIETYEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Ofticer H

Other Materials: court documents and texts

Date Investigation Completed: December 4, 2023

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

UE

I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.7.E.'7

l. uofounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) derermines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. a
2. Sustrined, Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjcct office..

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation €lassilication when the investigaro(s) is unable to dctermine one way or the
othet by a prsponderance ofthe evidcnce, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation €lassification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderarce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaiot did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
!iolations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sa[ction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlalCquusrt$
Other than hurt feelings, frustrations, and personal perceptions, Ms. W  did not provide
the investigator with evidence to support any ofher allegations. Regarding her claim that
Officer H misrepresented her badge, Ms. W  said that when Mr. Higgs died,

rangements were made without her knowledge or consent. She communicated with
Officer H through text messages. Regarding her allegation that Officer H had threatened her,
Ms. W  acknowledged that Offrcer H did not threaten her with physical harm but made
her feel bad because her fianc6 had died. No evidence was provided to support her claim
that Officer H used her authority as an Albuquerque Police Officer to obtain court
documents quickly and violate her rights when property was removed from the rental home
she shared with Mr. H s. Officer H had court issued documents for managing her father's
estate. Since the events occurred when Officer H was off-duty and not responding to a
service call, there was no OBRD video.

2

tr

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. InvestiSation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur rhal was nor alleged in I---'l
th€ original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during Ll
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconducl did occur.

tr



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 holiday 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 toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Lrclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal requesl is
liled timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findiags by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by tho Director were trot supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

The review by the Chief Adminisrative Oficer will not delayed as it is not dependant upon the

Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would $eatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://url"rv.cabq .sory'cDoa,/survcv.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring offrcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The 

-Civilian 
Policel0yersight Agency by

:[,,rhr,l^/r,"w'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

l'O Box l29l

Albuquerquc

NN{ 87103

wvw. cabq. gov

Crvnlln Por,ICE O!,ERsIcrrr AcENCy

December 29, 2023

Via Email

R€: CPC # 209-23

Mr. G

qOMEIAINL

Mr. D  G  called the Civilian Police Oversight Agency and submitted his
complaint over the phone. Mr. G  alleged that when he called the police to report
tkeats from his neighbors, the police came to his home, determined that he needed help,
took him to the hospital for a mental health evaluation, and unlawfully took away his
firearm. Mr. G  has not had his firearm rehrrned to him after being released from
the hospital and now must take classes to get his firearm back.

EYIDENCENEYIIEEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Of6cer M

Other Materials: case emails, additional SOP reviews

Date Investigation Completed: Decemb er 2l , 2023

1



FIND INGS

l. Unfounded. Inyestigation classilication &fien the investigato(s) dctcrmiles, by clear aod convincing
cvidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve thc subjcct officer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A.1

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification lvhen 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.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based or Original Complaint. Investigation classification \rhere rhe
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admillistratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator dete.mines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a panem of misconduct ( i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -thc allcgations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiuelConnsrlu
After review, the investigation determined that Offrcer M violated policy and used an
inconect SOP in determining the authority to seize Mr. G  firearm. At the same time,
Officer M had good intentions. Taking the firearm away from Mr. G  made good
logical sense. Officer M wanted to possibly prevent Mr. G  from carrying out his
threats to shoot his neighbors as was expressed during the 911 call. However, good
intentions and logic are not enough with seizures of property. Proper and legal justification
is required. However, the violation ofpolicy as to how the firearm was seized does not
automatically require the firearm be returned as there are still concems about the totality of
the situation and the process necessary to return firearms must be followed. Mr. G
lack ofparticipation in the investigative process made further clarification impossible
regarding the statement of officers being reasonable with him. His transport and treatment
was considered and evaluated based on the evidence and was within applicable policies.
The CPOA recommended a written reprimand and additional training of the relevant policies
regarding the firearm seizure.

2
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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 holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your deste 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occrr. Ifyour appeal request is
filed tinely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anal more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's finilings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The ftndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice 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.

The review by the Chief Administative Ofhcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ur"n'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survcY.

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 Policepyersight Agency by

:[Lr"'irr, L^/,,"^ro'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
CNTLIAN PoLICE OvTnSTCTTT AGENCY

December 26,2023

Via Certified Mail

70142120 0004 7659 1469

Re: CPC # 210-23

PO Box 1293 COMEI.AINL
Ms. R  reported that during a background check through her employer, a charge for
battery showed up under her name. Ms. R  reported that upon further investigation,
she discovered that there was an incident ofbattery that involved someone with the same
nzrme as Ms. R  Ms. R  reported that the other V  R  fled the scene
ofthe incident in question, and the officer failed to accurately confirm her correct date of
birth, leading to unfortunate confusion during Ms. R  workplace background
check. Ms. R  reported that she wished to emphasize that this was a clear case of
mistaken identity, and the incident described did not pe(ain to her. Ms. R  reported
that she respectfully requested the charges associated with this incident be dismissed.

Albuquerque

NN,l 8710J

*ww. cabq. gov

EYIDENCLBIYIEXCEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer G

Other Materials: Emails and Text Message Screenshots

Date Investigation Completed: December 19, 2023

,4!l'r,ytn1rt
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FINNINGS

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 ofticer.

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classi[ication ryhere the investigator determincs: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicativc; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconductt or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! afld further
investigation would be futilc.

AddilioBLcsErrqlli
General Order 1.1.5.A.4-After a review of the interviews and the relevant evidence, it was
confirmed that Officer G did her due diligence initially in identifuing the correct "Vanessa

R  while on the scene. However, Officer G then stated that she unknowingly and

accidentally clicked on the wrong person in the police database (Mark 43.) It was a clerical
mistake made. However, it was confirmed that when Officer G was made aware of her

mistake, she took several steps to correct her mistake, such as completing a supplemental

report and having the charge dropped from Ms. R  name. She also made offers to
contact Ms. R  employer to make any additional clarifications.

a

2210-23 Officer G

2. Sustained. Inv€stigation classification when the invcstigato(s) determincs, by a prepondcranc€ ofthe
evidence, thc alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

tr
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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 ofholiday 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 CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume 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:

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this leuer. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminisfrative Ofticer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httn://urnr'.cabo .sory'cDoa./survev.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ersight Agency by

l^,u, t
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87 t03

wwwcabq.gov

CwLLc,N Polrcr O\TRSTcHT AcENcy

December 29, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 21 I -23

qAMEIAINL

Ms. C G  reported that she advised APD that her mom's neighbor had
contacted their family and let them know he had video footage of Ms. C G
brother-inJaw strangling Ms. C G  mother's cat on her front porch. Ms.
C G  reported that on 0812012023 at 05:00 am, Officer S called her and
stated that Ms. C G  mother was okay and Ms. C G  mother
told him about the cat but he did not watch the footage. Ms. C G reported
that Officer S stated it was odd behaviors but he was not concemed. Ms.
C G  reported that Officer S did not follow up.

EYIDENCT.BEYIEWETi

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 Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: state statute

Date lnvestigation Complaed: December 19, 2023

Albnquerrltt -

I

CITY OF AIBU



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

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4 and Procedural Order 2.16.5.8.I

2. Sustained. Invcstigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthc
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 thc
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or interoal complaint) but that other misconduct \\as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthc cvidence, that misconduct did occur-

1.1.5.A.4-OBRD Video did conflrm that Officer S was made aware of the allegation of
someone killing Ms. C G  mom's cat and that there was video footage of the

incident. OBRD Video confirmed Offrcer S did not investigate that allegation, or obtain the
video. OBRD Video confirmed that when asked by Ms. C G  if the officer
would follow up on the allegation of the cat being killed Officer S stated "Um yeah." OBRD
Video conf,rmed that at no time did Ms. C  advise Officer S she only wanted

the officer to look into the welfare check as she expressed concems about the cat that was

killed on multiple occasions.

2.16.5.8.1-After advising Officer S about the SOP in question, Officer S confirmed that the

incident regarding the killing ofthe cat should have been documented on an incident report.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy infractions.

V

22ll-23 Officer S

FINnINGS

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificatioo where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature alld do not constitute a pattero ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation l,ould be futilc.

AddiliqrlCsroqtli

tr

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anrl nore
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiff the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by €vidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
avai-lable. 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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include you CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not 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://lr*rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surver'.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring offtcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policel0yersight Agency by

:l*,rht,l)r,"w'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

December29,2021

Via Email

Re: CPC # 211-23

COMPIAINL
Ms. C G  reported that she advised APD that her mom's neighbor had
contacted their family and let them know he had video footage of Ms. C G
brother-inlaw strangling Ms. C G  mother's cat on her front porch. Ms.
C G  reported that on 08/2012021at 05:00 am, Offrcer S called her and
stated that Ms. C G  mother was okay and Ms. C G  mother
told him about the cat but he did not watch the footage. Ms. C G  reported
that Offrcer S stated it was odd behaviors but he was not concemed. Ms.
C G  reported that Officer S did not follow up.

EYIDENCT.BEYIEEEDi

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee tnvolved: Officer C

Other Materials: statute

Date lnvestigation Completed: December 19, 2023

I

www.cabq.gov



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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation 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 investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderaoce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

4. Eronerated. Investigation 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 tmining.

5. S[stained Violation Not Based o1r Original Complaint. Investigation classification \rhe.e 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 occur.

6. Administratively Closed- Investigation classification rvherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature aad do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanctiorL -the allegations are duplicalive; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conduclcd because of the lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futilc.

Additialalcapnr,rt$
I .1 .5.A.4-After a review of the interviews and the CADs, it was conflrmed that Oflicer C
was not the Primary Oflicer for the incident in question.

Although Officer C was made aware of the allegation of Ms. C G  mother's
cat being murdered, it was confirmed that the Primary Officer (Officer S) was also aware of
the allegation and Officer S made the decision not to look further into that allegation. Oflicer
C's primary responsibility was to provide scene safety.

22ll-23 Officer C

FINTITNGS
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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 ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your deshe 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
filed tinely you will be uotified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied 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:

A) The fmdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Dire.ctor were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be 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 ChiefofPolice 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 witing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include yow CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://utrv.cabq.gov/cpoa,/survev.

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 PolicelQversight Agency by

i[\r,r'lr't, 11,,""*'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER
Cwrt,r,lx Pol,rct Ownsrcur AcENCy

December 31, 2023

Via Certified Mail

70t4 2120 0004 76s9 1698

 

 

Re: CPC # 215-23

Mr. L

CAICI.AINL
In his complaint, Mr. C  L  alleged that Officer T did not respond to his
home in a reasonable time. Mr. L  complained that Officer T was too "sensitive"
because he was angry about the time delay. Mr. L  alleged that Officer T said he
would leave if Mr. L  continued to yell at him. Mr. L  said that he called the
police because his car was being broken into, and the police did not show up until three
and a half to four hours later. When Olficer T showed up, he told Mr. L  he would
leave if he did not lose his attitude. Mr. L  said his complaint was Officer T's
professionalism or lack thereof and his lack of response time to his call.

PO Box 1293

Nl\t 87103

www.cabq. gov

EYIDENCLBEYIE}IIED;

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer T

Other Materiats: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: Decemb er 2l , 2023

I

UE

Albuquerque



FTNI)IN(]S

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing f-71
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. lV I

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Invesrigation ctassification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthc evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not allegcd in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that othcr misconduct was discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalure alld do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconducl or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation \!ould be futile.

AdditiqrLcaEuerlt
After review, the investigation determined that Officer T did not violate policy during his
interaction with Mr. L  A review of Officer T's lapel video corroborated what he said
happened during his interview and disproved what Mr. L  said about Officer T's attitude
and professionalism.
Officer T remained calm and professional despite Mr. L  continued yelling and
expressing anger towards him, blaming him and the department for the delayed response
time to his call through no fault of Officer T. It was appropriate for Officer T to tell Mr.
L  he would leave if he continued yelling at him, as he needed to complete his
investigation for the incident report. As Officer T stated, this seemed to calm Mr. L
down just enough to obtain the required information for the report. However, Mr. L
never completely calmed down and continued to yell at Officer T and express his anger
toward the Albuquerque Police Department. Even though Mr. L  continued to yell at
him and express his anger with the department, Officer T retumed to Mr. L  and offered
him additional resources to protect his vehicle in the future and possibly catch the person(s).

2

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable ro derermine one rvay or the J--1
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, h'hether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur. L_l

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 yow
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Ailvisory Board to
moilify the Directorrs firdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or AID policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Diector were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

The review by the Chief Administative Of&cer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://$T1v.cabq .s,oly'cDoa/survcv

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 t Agency by

:l*.fut, r,yful
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
Crvrul,N Polrcn Ovrnsrcnr AcENCY

December 7, 2023

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 216-23

COMEI.AIN},
I  V  submitted a complaint via email regarding an incident that occurred on
0813012023 . Ms. V  reported that Officer R conducted a traffic stop on her for
speeding. Ms. V  provided Officer R with her registration and social security
number because she did not have her identification. Officer R issued Ms. V  three
citations but never asked for her insurance or allowed her to provide it.

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wu,rv.cabq.gov

Ms. V  reported that Officer R was unprofessional when she asked how her speed
was checked and when she questioned the tickets. Officer R told her to have a better day,
I'll see you at court, and bring your stuff. Officer R followed Ms. V  back onto the
ireeway and mocked her by waving bye in her direction, which she was dangerous.

EYIDENCI.BE]IIEUEDT

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 Employee Involved: Officer R

Other Materials: Uniform Citations & Albuquerque Ordinances

Date Investigation Completed: November 30, 2023

,4,hqu,n1t,,

I

CITY OF AIBU



FINT)IN(]S

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct)

l. Unfounded. Invesligation classilication when the invcstigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve $e subject officcr.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.4.4.2.d (Conduct)

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) d€tcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidcnce, thc alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ofticer.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification whcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitutc a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, 'thc allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even if true. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation c  be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolalCopnqtsr
It was determined that Offrcer R requested Ms. V 's driver's license, registration, and
proof of insurance. Officer R never said he would see Ms. V  in court. Officer R
advised Ms. V  that the citations related to her driver's license and insurance would be
dismissed if she brought the items to court. Officer R thanked Ms. V and advised her
to have a better day. Offrcer R provided answers to Ms. V questions. Officer R
waved at Ms. V  because she was looking at him and yelling something he couldn't
understand. Officer R was informative and professional. The wave did violate a city
ordinance in which removing the hands from the handlebars was only allowed ifsignaling a

tum or operation ofthe vehicle. Officer R lawfully traveled between vehicles per the law
enforcement exception, and no evidence of following too closely was discovered, which is
mostly a matter of perception. A credibility assessment was made in favor of Officer R in
those matters in which other evidence was not available due to inconsistencies in Ms.
V  statements. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand for the violation.

V

2

{

5. Sustained Violation Not Based or Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
invcstigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderancc ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
thc investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidoncc, that misconduct did occur.

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Diector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a sigaed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
moili$ the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate oDe or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Adminisfative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://l ul'.cabq. gor'/cpoa/surve)'

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ,6versisht Asencv bvIillil'

wr\4(( tJt,"rx
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
3



UER UE

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

December 28, 2023

Via Certified Mail
'70142t20 0004 7659 1s44

Fie: CPC#229-23

Albuqucrqr.re

COMELAINL
Mr. J  S  called the CPOA oflice on 912112023 to report an over-the-phone
complaint. Mr. S  said he reported his vehicle stolen to APD and was not contacted
by APD when his car was recovered on 9/512023. Mr. S  noted that he called?42
cops and was told by a female dispatcher that his vehicle had been recovered on
912012023 and officers would be dispatched to the towing yard. Mr. S  said he

would get a call back when officers arrived at the tow yard to get the vehicle out of
impound, and then Mr. S  could get his car towed by fuq..A. Mr. S  stated that
he had not received the callback and was referred by 242 cops to contact our office. Mr.
S  was upset that he had not been reached when his vehicle was recovered.

Ntv{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

PO Box 1293

EYIDENCEAEYIESIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witnes(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: N/A

Other Materiab: da

Date lnvestigation Completed: December 27 ,202)

Albuqutrqrt
I
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FTNDINGS

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

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

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification \r,here 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 training.

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

6. Admillistratively Clos€d. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -thc allegations, even iftnre, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliauLConeralg
The investigation determined that Mr. S  vehicle was reported stolen on 912/2023 and
recovered on 912012023 by the Bemalillo County Sheriffs Offrce through anNCIC hil. The
vehicle was located at 408 Stock Dr, SE, which is an unincorporated area of Albuquerque in
Bemalillo County. Mr. S  vehicle was removed from NCIC via teletype by APD
Records personnel.

Mr. S  could not be reached to provide additional information on his case or ask
questions regarding his allegations. As such, the was administratively closed due to a lack of
jurisdiction and inability to clarifu certain information regarding possible APD involvement.

2229-23 N/A

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 subject officer. tr
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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 ChiefofPolice 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.

The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not 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 lrttp ://urnr'.cabq. gor'/c poa/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.

Sincerelv.
The Civlian Policel0yersight Agency by

ilru,r'hr,l-ir,""v'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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 holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled neetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

liled timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scherluled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed

as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In orrler for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate ore or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.
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Via Email

R:etCPC#292-23

Albuquerque

CAMPIAINf,
On 1112912023, T  F  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident that
occurred on 1112912023 at 0800 hours. Mr. F  reported that an officer was very
aggressive toward him and tkeatened to pull him out of his vehicle and arrest him if he
did not sign a citation.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications & Uniform Citations

Date lnvestigation Completed: December 5, 2023

PO tlox 1293
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CITY OF ALBU

December 21, 2023



FIT{DINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classifrcation *hen the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjed officer.

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

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one $ay or the

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

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

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

AdditiolaLCqpuellu
This complaint investigation was Administratively Closed because the complaint was
withdrawn, and no evidence ofa violation in reference to this complaint was discovered
during a review ofavailable evidence. After discussion ofthe situation Mr. F  believed
his perception ofevents was affected by not being firlly awake and being preoccupied with
other events of the day.

2
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292-23 Not Applicabk

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the ullderlying 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 ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the AdvisorA Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The furdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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 ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Ofiicer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httr;://nrnr'.cabq . go\'/c poa/s u rve-r- .

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 Policepyersight Agency by

i{r,,,h,t,,|Jr,"rtu,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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