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The findings of the CPOA Executive Director in each case are listed below. The citizens 
were notified of the findings in January 2025. These findings will become part of the 
officer's file, if applicable. 
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrlnn Por,rcn Ovrnsrcnr AcENCy

January 9, 2025

Via Certified Mail

   

Re: CPC # 203-24

COMEIAINL

On July 23, 2024,Ms.  G submitted an online complaint to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on April 9,2022, at
l0:15 PM. Ms. G  reported that she was falsely arrested by Officer C and his
ride-along, Officer M. According to the incident report, Ms. G  had called to report
that shapeshifters were chasing her. However, Ms. G  stated that she did not call
about shapeshifters; rather, she called to report harassment from her landlord and a
person named  S  Ofc. H and E arrived and called for a crisis team and
additional housing resources while they waited. Later, Ofc. C anested Mr. G  and
took her to the hospital for a mental health evaluation. She was told that she would be
released in two hours.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

DYIDENCI.BEYII,YEDi

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: Offrcer C.

Other Materids: da

Date Investigation Completed: November 21, 2024
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EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 2.19.10.A.3

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear alld convincing
evideoce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectomcer.

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification $ten the investigato.(s) determines, by a preponderatrce ofthe
evidence,lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer.

4. Exonereted. Investigation classification where the iovestigato(s) determines, by I 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 Brsed on Origilrl Complailt. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidenc!, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but thatother hisconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidenc., that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or .the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AdditiurlCaErcrtsi
After review, the investigation determined that Officer C did not violate policy during his
encounter with Ms. G  A review the OBRD videos collaborated on what happened on
the scene and during interviews while disproving Ms. G  allegations. Ms. G
had suffered a mental health episode and reported that shapeshifters were after her. She told
that story to the officers and sergeant and was heard by LCSW Kelly. Ms. G  was
unavailable to be interviewed and questioned about the allegations in her complaint. Officer
C took Ms. G  into custody but was not arested and taken tojail. She was taken to
Lovelace Hospital for a mental health evaluation under the authority ofNew Mexico State
statute, NMSA 1978,43.1.10. The officer does not control how long an individual remains at

the hospital. Regarding Ms. G  allegations about CYFD and custody was beyond the

scope of the CPOA.

2203-24 Officer C.

3. Not Sustrincd. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not sathfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director, Please sentl your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provideil there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
requesl and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://*trv.cabo.ao\' cnoa/sun' e\ . There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

Diane McD I

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice

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

Executive Director
(s}s)924-3770
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UER UE

CTVILIAN PoTjcB OWRSIGHT AGENCY

January 31, 2025

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 215-24

PO Box l29l

COItrIAINL
On 8/1212024, Mr.  Osbome submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occuned on 8/10/2024. Mr.
O  reported that Officer A responded to his call for service and suggested he file for
an Order of Civil Protection based on the incident with his neighbor. On the next business
day, Mr. O  went to court to file the civil protection order and was told by court
personnel that he needed a police report on the incident. He needed to go to an APD
station to get the report. When he responded to an APD station, he was told the officer
never wrote the report during his incident, preventing him from filing the order promptly
because the officer chose not to write a required report.

NN,l 87 r03

www.ca\.gov

1

CITY OF ALBU

Albuquerque

EYIDENCI.BEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer A

Other Materials: sops regarding reporting and civil disputes

Date Investigation Completed: December 5, 2024

Albuqrcrq* - IiaLing Hhtory 1706-2006



IINIUNG:

policiesReviewed: 1.1.5.A,4

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classificatio[ when the in!€stigator(s) determines, by cte& and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve thc subjectomcer.

3. Not Sustrirred. Investigation classification when the i[vestigato(s) is unable to determine one way o. the
olher, by a preponderance oftre evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exo[ersted. Investigation classificalion where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderahce ofthe I' evidence, lhat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, i
procedures. or training

5. Sust8ined Viohtion Not Brsed ort Original Complaint. tnvestigation classification where the
investigalor(s) determines, by a prcponde.ance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the iovestigatio.L and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtivcly Closed. Investigation classification \ tere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a clars ?
sanction, .lhe allegalions are duplicative; -the allegalions, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqtlCqnur.rsi
The investigation determined Ofc. A responded to a civil dispute between a neighbor and
Mr. O  According to the Civil disputes policy, specifically 2-104-2, "h is the policy of
the Department to respond to calls involving civil disputes primarily for the purpose of
restoring order. " A review ofOfc. A's OBRD video determined that order had been restored
before the officer arrived. Ofc. A determined that the neighbor's actions did not meet the
necessary criteria for a crime. Mr. O  wanted Ofc. A to respond to the neighbor's
property to convey, on Mr. O  behalf, that the neighbor's behavior was unacceptable.
There had been no communication between the neighbor and Mr. O  as he was afraid.
Reluctantly, Ofc. A responded despite no lawful objective to do so. On his complaint and
during his interview, Mr. O  intended to file a civil protection order. He was told at the
courthouse that a police report was required to file a restraining order. However, according
to APD SOP 2.16.5.8.1, which is the report requirement policy, Ms. O  civil incident
with his neighbor was not an incident that required Ofc A to write a police report. Therefore,
Ofc A followed policy and correctly documented the incident with notes on the CAD system.

2215-24 Officer A

i 2. Sustained. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determifles, by d pr€ponderance ofthe
: evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ofiicer.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings and/or
reqommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekenils) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing adilressed to the
CPOA Director. Please senil your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq,gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
commutricatiotr, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boartl's next regularly
scheduled meeting providetl there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In oriler for the Advisory Board to modift the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the frndings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
disoretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becornes
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 rsquest a review ofthe complaint by
the Cit/s Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://Nrrrv,cabo.qo\ lcooa/sut1l/c . There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience

and participation in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improvingthe process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs ht Agency by

Diane McD
,l

Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

|O Box l29l

Albuquerque

NIVI 87103

January I3, 2025

Via Certified Mail

P.e: CPC # 236-24

COMELAINL

Mr. J  reported that an APD officer approached him. The officer stated that someone
had called the police regarding his vehicle as being suspicious. The Officer demanded
that he provide identification even though no reasonable articulable suspicion ofa crime
had been established. Mr. J  advised the Officer of this but was placed under arrest
for concealing his identity, handcuffed, and placed in the police vehicle. The Officer
called his supervisor as he was unsure ofthe unlawful arrest. The Officer was advised to
release Mr. J  as no crime had been committed. In retaliation, Mr. J  mother's
vehicle was towed. Mr. J  listed no witnesses although there was a passenger present.

EYIDENCI..BEYIEYEDi

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: Offrcer H

Other Materials: NM onesowce statutes

Date Investigation Completed: December l7 ,2024
I

Crvrlu,x Polrcr OwnsrcHT AcENCy

 

wr,vw.cabq.gov



EINDINGI

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

2. Sust8ined. Investigation classification when the iovestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A.1

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origi[al Complaiot. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but thal other misconduct ivas discove.ed during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classification wherc 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 not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted b€cause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqralrcg[rcilsi
The investigation determined that Ofc H committed no policy violations during his encounter
with Mr. J  Reviewing Ofc H's OBRD video corroborated what he and the assisting
officers what happened during the incident while disproving Mr. J  allegations against
Ofc H. The driver, Mr. J  passed out asleep when the officers arrived. In plain view, the
officers noticed open bottles ofalcohol inside the vehicle. When contacted and out ofthe
vehicle, Mr. J  was highly intoxicated. Ofc H advised Mr. J  of the reason for the
stop, his detention, and his eventual arrest. Mr. J  refused to reveal his identity to Ofc H
after multiple attempts for cooperation and to avoid arrest and transport to the crime lab to
obtain his identity that way. Ultimately, Mr. J  wanted to be arrested to sue the
department. He was handcuffed, placed under arrest, and placed inside the police vehicle.
While waiting for Mr. J vehicle to be towed, one of the assisting officers identified him,
canceling the need to identify him at the crime lab. As a result, Mr. J  was released from
custody and would be summoned to court later. The vehicle was towed because Mr. J

driver's license had been revoked from too many DWI convictions, and he was intoxicated.
Open containers of alcohol is a crime in New Mexico.

2236-24 Officer H
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are uot satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularl5r
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

)x/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

----:*

3

cc : Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NM 87r01

wr,vw. cabq.gov

Crvrl,r,lN Por,rcE OvERsrcHT Acnxcy

January 13,2025

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 23 6-24

CO!4IdINL
Mr. J  reported that an APD officer approached him. The officer stated that someone
had called the police regarding his vehicle as being suspicious. The Officer demanded
that he provide identification even though no reasonable articulable suspicion ofa crime
had been established. Mr. J  advised the Officer of this but was placed under arrest
for concealing his identity, handcuffed, and placed in the police vehicle. The Officer
called his supervisor as he was unsure of the unlawful arrest. The Officer was advised to
release Mr. J  as no crime had been committed. In retaliation, Mr. J  mother's
vehicle was towed. Mr. J  listed no witnesses although there was a passenger present.

IYIDENCLBEICIE$EDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: NM otresource statutes

Date Investigation Completed: December 17, 2024

PO Box 1293

I



FTNDINGS

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 ollicer.

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

3. Not Sustrincd. Invesligation classilication when the i[vestigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a pre!,ondemnce ofthe evidence, uhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occut.

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

PoliciesReviewed: LL5.A.5

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Comphint. Investigation classification whe.e the
investigator(s) delermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \as not alleg€d in
the original complaint (u'hether CPC or iotemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
lhe investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrativcly Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do nol constifute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invesligation cannot be conducted b€cause ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqrllCoeorrlri
This portion ofthe investigation examined an incident unrelated to the complaint allegations.
It focused on Mr. J  use of racial slurs and profanity toward the oflicers and their
responses and reactions to it. During a review ofthe officers'OBRD videos, Ofc. M was
observed using profanity directed at Mr. J  in response to Mr. J  use of racial slurs
and cursing. The conversation centered on Ofc. M and Mr. J  who refused to reveal his
identity to the olficers and his rights as an American citizen. Ofc M asked Mr. J  why he
was hesitant to provide his name as they were following procedure. Mr. J  called Ofc H
a racial slur, this n--r from Australia. As an American citizen, Ms. J  said he had rights.
Officer M replied that they (the officers) were American citizens, too. Then, Mr. J  said
that Officer M did not f- talk like an American citizen. Officer M asked what does a
f--American citizen sound like and asked Mr. J  with the f---was wrong with him.
After review, the investigation determined that Ofc M, by a preponderance ofthe evidence,
violated policy when he used profanity directed at Mr. J  in response to his racial slurs
and profanity used against the officers. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

V

7236-24 Officer M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM t7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rwlrv.cabq.gov/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 Oversight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

--?-
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

January 7 ,2025

Via Email

 

CAI4EIAINT,

On 09/05/2024,  V  S  submitted a complaint online to CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on 07 /2512024 at 1615 hours. Ms. V  S  reported that they
were threatened that ifthey wanted to press charges against their neighbors, officers
would press charges against them. She reported that after she said she wanted to file a
complaint, she was told she couldn't turn it in there and was given incorect information.
Ms. V  S  reported that an officer had stated they had witnessed something that had
not happened. She repo(ed that she had additional complaints, which she had from a
video clip proofthat she could supply and go over with the investigator. Ms. V  S
was upset with the supervisor for approving a report she deemed false.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

IJIDEIICE.BEYIEEEDi

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: Ofticer E

Other Materials: Email Communications, Complainant Evidence, & Court Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: December 26, 2O24
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FINI)IN(]S

2. Sustaincd. Investigatioo classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderanc-e ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classificotion where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but didnot violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

a

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilicatior wl.lere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not coostitute I pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
s.nctiorl, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iflrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! a,ld further
investigation would be futile.

2.16.5.C.1: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer E did complete a

supplement report but submitted iton0712912024, four days after she created it. Officer E
did not submit her report by the end ofthe shift, notify a supervisor that she could not
complete and submit the report by the end ofthe shift, or request or receive approval from a

supervisor to delay the completion and submission ofthe report beyond the end ofthe shift.
The requirement to complete a report had no bearing as Officer E made the decision to
generate a report on her own accord but then did not follow through with its completion and
submission as required by policy.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation when reviewing the
offi cer's disciplinary history.

2237-24 Officer E

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.A.1 (Reporls)

l Uufounded. Investigation classification lvhen the investigator(s) determiDes, by cleat and convincing
evidence, that alleged rnisconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjecl officer.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

5. Sustri[ed Violrtion Not Based on Originrl Complaint. lnvestigation classification where rhe
investigator(s) determincs, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the origin.l complaint (whethe. CPC or intemal c.mplaint) but that other misconduct was discovered duriog
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidenca, that misconduct did occur.

a

tr
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AdrdiliqqlC.qeryilri
2.16.5.A.1: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer E reviewed and approved
the report per SOP, and there was no evidence that it was falsified. The report accurately
reflected the details documented by Officer M and Officer L in their reports regarding their
investigation ofthe neighbor dispute involving Mr. and Ms. V  S  and their neighbors.



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not setisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendetions of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Bo.rdrs ne regular$
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demotrstrute one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

txl
Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

--<-
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvu,ux Por,rcE O\TRSIGHT AGENCY

R.e: CPC #237-24

CATLAINL
On O910512024,  V  S  submitted a complaint online to CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on 0712512024 at l615 hours. Ms. V  S  reported that they
were threatened that ifthey wanted to press charges against their neighbors, offrcers
would press charges against them. She reported that after she said she wanted to file a

complaint, she was told she couldn't turn it in there and was given incorrect information.
Ms. V  S  reported that an officer had stated they had witnessed something that had
not happened. She reported that she had additional complaints, which she had from a
video clip proofthat she could supply and go over with the investigator.

EUIDENCI.BEYIEEEDi

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: Offrcer L

Other Materials: Email Communications, Complainant Evidence, & Court Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: December 26, 2024

1

laarary 7,2025

Via Email

I'O Box 1293

Albuqucrqw - lvtahiag Hhtory 1706-2006



PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.a(Misconduct)

l. Uofounded. lnvestigatioo classification when the iovestigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evide[ce, that alleged riisconductdid not oc.ur or did not involve the subject omcer.

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by I preponderance ofthe
evidence,lhe 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 occured or did not occur.

4. Exonersted. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderancr ofth€
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedules, or Iraining.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D (OBRD) & 2.16.5.C.1 (Repons)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Complsint. Investigation classification where rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was dismvered during
the investiSation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

Z

a

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigatior classification whe.e the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not (onstitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a yiolation 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 complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrelcqEerrlri
I .l .6.A.C.1 : Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer L did not threaten to
arest or charge the V  S  Officer L did not provide the V  S  with the incorrect
station to file a complaint when requested. Officer L attempted to review the evidence shown
to her by the V  S  No one was identified telling Ms. V  S  that they couldn't take
her complaint. There was no indication that Officer L was upset. OITicer L was patient and
professional with the V  S  2.8.5.D: Based on the evidence, it was determined that
Officer L had activated her OBRD but did not keep it activated until all ofthe intended
interactions were completed. However, no interactions with the subjects were missed in the
recordings. The evidence showed that Officer L did not document the break in recording the
incident in its entirety. 2.16.5.C.1 : Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer L
did complete a supplement report but submitted iton0712712024, two days after she created
it. Officer L did not submit her report by the end ofthe shift.
The CPOA recommends Non Disciplinary Corrective Action and a verbal reprimand for the
policy violations when reviewing the officer's disciplinary history.

2237-24 OfficerL

FINNINGS

tr



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rnrrv.cabq.gov/cooa/survel. 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 Overs ight Agency by

)ry --.--'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

www.cabq. gov

Cn,rr,urt Por,rCE O}TRSIGHT AGENCY

lantary 7 ,2025

Via Email

E.e: CPC # 237 -24

E,YIDFJICE.BEYII.TED:

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: Ofticer M

Other Materials: Email Communications, Complainant Evidence, & Court Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: December 26, 2024
I

UE

COMELAINL

On 0910512024,  V  S  submitted a complaint online to CPOA regarding an
incident that occured on 0712512024 at 1615 hours. Ms. V  S  reported that they
were threatened that ifthey wanted to press charges against their neighbors, officers
would press charges against them. She reported that after she said she wanted to file a

complaint, she was told she couldn't turn it in there and was given incorrect information.
Ms. V  S  reported that an officer had stated they had witnessed something that had
not happened. She reported that she had additional complaints, which she had from a

video clip proofthat she could supply and go over with the investigator.

Albuquaquc - Mahiag Hhtor! 1706-2006



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.6.a(Misconduct)

l. Unfounded. Investigation cl.ssification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectoflicer. a
2. Sustsi[ed. Investigalion cl.ssification $ten the int€stigato(s) determines, by a prcponderanc€ ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occurby the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable 1o dete.mine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, $tether the alleged misconduct eitfier occured or did not occur.

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D (OBRD)

5. Sustaiued Violation Not Based on Originsl Comphint. Investigation classification \r,here rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complailt) bu1 that other misconduct wa5 discovered during
the investigatior! and by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicativc; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute rnisconduct; or -the
investigation caflnot be corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliolll,lCsunrrllr
I .l .6.4.6.a: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer M documented in his
primary report what was provided to him by Mr. and Ms. V  S  and their neighbors,
including statements and videos. There was no evidence that the report was falsified. His
investigation was consistent with what was documented in his report.

2.8.5.D: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer M had activated his OBRD
but did not keep it activated until all ofthe intended interactions were completed. The
evidence showed that Officer M did not document the failure to record the incident in its
entirety.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation when reviewing the
officer's disciplinary history. A policy recommendation is also made.

2237-24 Officer M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above,

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://u rrn .cabq.gor'/cpoa/suner'. 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 Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

January 16, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Rle: CPC#239-24

COMEI,AINL

Ms.  T  L  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 9/5/2024 at 0800
hours. Ms. T  L  reported leaving her backpack at a library on a Thursday
morning. A concemed citizen turned the backpack into the Los Volcanes Substation.
When Ms. L  visited the Substation the next day, an officer told her the backpack had
been thrown out. She went to the crime lab to retrieve her remaining property; Ms. L
talked to a lieutenant at the Crime Lab, who said he had no idea why anything would be
thrown away and not tagged. Inside her backpack were documentation that belonged to
disabled individuals that she works for, her children's documents, a watch, and a couple
ofrings.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYEUEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed:

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer G.

Other Materials: accommodation memo, conversation between Ms. L  and a lieutenant

Date lnvestigation Completed: Decemb er 3l , 2024
I

Albuquerque

Albtqucrqrc - itahing History 1706-2006



FINDINGS

l. Unfoulded. Investigation classilication tten lhe invesligator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'13.4.8.1, & 2.13.5.K.4.a

2. Sustained. Invesrigation classification uhen the investigator(s) determines, by a pEponderanc€ ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscooduct did occur by the subject omcer.

policiesReviewed: 2.73.5.F.c

PoliciesRcviewed: 2.8.4.A.4

5. Sustaioed Violation Not Bssed on Originsl Complsint. Invesrigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidelce, misconduct did occur that was rlot alleged in
the original complai[t (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administretively Closed. Investigation classification where thc investigator dete.mines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constihrte a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanctioo, -tie allegalions arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
hvestigation carnot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinforrhatioD in lhe complai[! and further
investigation would be futile.

AddilioutCouusalu
The investigation determined that Ofc. G did not violate the policy offailing to record the
conversation between her and Ms. L  On 9/5124, Ofc. G was on restrictive duty status
which excludes swom personnel from wearing the OBRD.
The investigation determined that Ofc. G violated policy when she recovered the money
(twenty-four dollars) from the backpack and tagged it without activating her OBRD to record
the transaction. Ofc. G was assigned to station duty under restrictive duty status which
prohibited her from carrying her OBRD as required by a full-duty officer.
The investigation determined that it was a policy violation when Ofc. C, acting as an
administrative person, took possession of the backpack and disposed of it without an OBRD
recording per SOP. While disposing of found property does not violate policy because of
health or safety reasons, OBRD documentation is required which Ofc. G was unable to do
because of her restrictive duty status at that time.
The investigation could not determine if the procedures involving the tagging ofjewelry
were followed because there was insufficient evidence ofjewelry and the policy does not
speciry that must be recorded. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

2
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239-24 Officer G.

3, Not Sustained. hvestigation classificatioo $,hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, lltether the alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

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

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

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complainfi

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)xl _<
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

Cmlrarv POLICE OITRSIGHT AcENCy

January 16, 2025

Via Certified Mail

 

R.ez CPC # 239-24

PO Box 1293

COICIAINL
Ms.  T  L  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occuned on 9/5/2024 at 0800
hours. Ms. T  L  reported leaving her backpack at a library on a Thursday
morning. A concerned citizen turned the backpack into the Los Volcanes Substation.
When Ms. L  visited the Substation the next day, an officer told her the backpack had
been thrown out. She went to the crime lab to retrieve her remaining property; Ms. L
talked to a lieutenant at the Crime Lab, who said he had no idea why anything would be
thrown away and not tagged. Inside her backpack were documentation that belonged to
disabled individuals that she works for, her children's documents, a watch, and a couple
of rings.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

DYIDEIJCI..BEYII,YEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Commander B

Other Materials: supervision sop, accommodation,

Date Investigation Completed: Decemb er 31 , 2O24

Albqucrqu - lllahirg Hiltory 1706-2006

UE



EINDINGI

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

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

policies Reviewed: 2.73.4.8.1 & 2.73.5.K.4.a

3. Not Sustained. Invcstigation classilication *,hen the irvestigalo(s) is unable to determine one *ay or the
other, by I prepondemnce ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

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

5. Sust{ined Violation Not Brsed on Origin{l Complairt. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidencr, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (\ 'hethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigatiorL and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admilistralively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigalor determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paltem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sa[ction, -the allegations .re duplicative; .the allegalions, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
inv€stigation would be futile.

Addilialllrcarnf,$li
SOP 3.14.4.A.1j states that a supervisor shall ensure that officers and subordinates under
their command use their OBRDs and refer to 2-8 the sop on OBttD usage. Commander B
indicated administrative substation personnel, including those on restrictive duty status,
should receive prope(y, including guns and money tumed in by citizens at the substation.
However, Commander B said he was unaware that Ofc. G would dispose of property, which
would require activating her OBRD, which she was prohibited from carrying because of her
restrictive duty status. Ofc. G offered no corroborating evidence to prove her statement of
authorization. The investigation could not determine the extent of Commander B's clarity to
the administrative staff, particularly officers in an administrative capacity, as to whether he
gave Ofc. G confusing or conflicting information.

2
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239-24 Commander B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive l)irector trithiD 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal heariug before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upor receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://n"lvrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. 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 Oversight Agency by

tx/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

-,=
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuqucrque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

CrvrlIAN PoucE OvERsrcHT Acnucy

Jawary24,2025

Via Email

R.e: CPC # 242-24

COMEI.AINL

On9ll9l2024,  C  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding the timely approval of a crash report 24-0066590.

IJIDENCE.BEYtrWT

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

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

APD Enployee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA D

Other Materials: TnCS Documents & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: December 27 ,2024
I

PO Box 1293



FINI)INGS

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

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

4. Exonersted. Investigation classification whcre the investigato(s) determines, by 8 preponderince ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administralively Closed. lnvestigation classification wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violatiofl subject to a class 7
sanction, .the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilirytcgessllri
2.16.5 C.l : It was determined that PSA D did not create or submit the report by the end of his
shift as required. PSA D did not notiry or get approval from a supervisor to delay the
completion and submission of the report beyond a day delay.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

Z

?242-24 PSAD

, l. Unfounded. Investigation classific.tion when the in!€stigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing T-], evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofncer. 'l I

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Repons)

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) detemines, by I preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occul by the subject of[icer.
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lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlo:/Avrvlv.cabq. ov/c ooa/s rve . 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 Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisora Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, IYM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrvrLLlN Por,rcr OwnsrcRr AcENcy

R.e: CPC#242-24

COEI.AINf,
On9ll9l2024,  C  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding the timely approval of a crash report 24-0065590.

llO Box 129-l

Albuquerque

N[,t 87103

www.cabq.gov

TJIDENCEBEYIE&EDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Commander B

Other Materials: TraCS Documents & Email Communications.

Date Iavestigation Completed: Decenber 27 ,2024
I

lautary 24,2025

Via Email



FTNDINGS

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

2. Sustsin€d. Investigation classificatio[ $ten the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflic€r.

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification when the inrestigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did nol occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b (Reports)

4, Exonerrtcd. tnvestigation classification where the iovestigato(s) determines, by . preponderancc 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 Origilal Complaint. Iflvestigation classilication rvhere the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconducl did occurlhat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification ivhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalurc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class ?

sanction, -lhe allegations are duplicative; -lhe allegaiions, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation carnot be cooducted b€cause ofthe lack olinformation in the complaint, and further
inv€stigation would be futile.

Addiliqd.rcaEe$tsi
2.16.5 C.l.b: It was determined that Commander B did not review or approve the submitted
crash report within the required 3-work day time frame. Commander B did not notify or get

approval from a supervisor to delay the review or approval ofthe submitted report. This was

determined to be exonerated because of the limitations faced by Commander B, which
included the resignation ofthe only supervisor under his command who could review and

approve the report and the lack of personnel to supervise and review and approve the reports

for approximately twenty-one personnel. It should also be noted that the report completion
was not timely, and the report was retumed multiple times for corrections.

2242-24 Commander B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://*rr rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun'ct . 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 Oversight Agency by

lxl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

3



UER UE

CnrLr.AN Polrcn Olry,nslcgr AcENCy

January 13, 2025

Via Email

E.e: CPC#243-24

COMBI/AINL

On9ll3/2024,  C  submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
7107 /2024 at approximately 0145 at Central Ave E & Louisiana Blvd SW. The complaint
was about report # 24-0054553 being falsified to protect driver #3. Mr. C  reported
Officer #1 was "on scene, " which indicated he interacted with driver #3. Mr. C
reported in apparent contributing factors that Officer #l wrote disregarded traffic signal
and driver inaftention, yet no citation. Mr. P  observed as he was taken by
ambulance, driver #3 stumbled. Mr. C  reported Officer #l wrote in the false
reporl, "sobriety unknown, " and questioned about no field test or breathalyzer. He stated,

"Offcer #1 stated in report no nrpervisor" and cited proofthat Officer #2, a supervisor,
signed off on report 40 minutes later.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq. gov

E,YDIJXCE.BETII.TETI

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 A

Other Materials: Email communication, Officer A timecard, video suweillance

Date Investigation Completed: January 10, 2025

1

CITY OF ALBU



EINIUNGI

policies Reviewed: 2.42.4.4.1 (dwi), L I .6.A.6.a (reports), 1 .1 .5.C.2 (officiousness)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear 8nd convinchg
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur o. did not involve the subjectomcer. Z
2. Sust8ined. Investigation classification lrtren the invesligator(s) determines, by a preponderaflce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D (obrd)

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

policiesReviewed: 2.46.4.A.1.i(enforcement action)

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

5. Sustai]lcd Violetion Not Based orl Origi[al Complaint, Investigation classificatiod where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the o.iginal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6, Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication $tere the investigator delermines: 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 duplicalive; -the allegations, even if true, do oot constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would b€ futile.

AddilisrelCsnry$li
2.42.4.A.1: There was no evidence to support that driver 3 was intoxicated and sobriety tests
were needed.
2.46.4.A.1.iv Officer A used officer discretion in not citing driver 3.

I .l .6.A.6.a The evidence showed the offrcer's report was accurate. Mr. C  could not
articulate what false statements were made and Mr. P  did not review the report.
1.1.5.C.2 There was no evidence provided that Officer A acted on behalfofdriver 3 or knew
him from before.
2.8.5.D: It was undetermined if Officer A provided the tow sheets and failed to record them
being provided.

a

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Erecutive l)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the uext meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
lindings, your appeal must demonstrete one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl -__<?-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505') 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

wwwcabq.gov

CIVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

January 13, 2025

Via Email

R:e: CPC # 243-24

CAMEI.AINL

On 911312024,  C  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency regarding an incident on 7107 /2024 at approximately 0145 hours at "Central Ave
E & Louisiana Blvd SW." Mr. C  reported that the complaint was regarding police
report # 24-0054553 and that the report was falsified to protect driver #3 in the report.
Mr. C  stated, "Ofiicer #l stated in report no supervisor; well, here's proof this
report was fakirted b protecl driver #j. Oficer #2, a supervisor, signed off on report 40
minutes after accident." Mr. C  stated, "Sending lhe report directly into lhe system,

not to be reviewed by normal syslem, would not have been approved. " Mr. C  said,
"This is oficer 1 falsified a report, & Oficer #2--a supervisor ok-ing it."

EYIDENCI..BEYIESIEDT

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: Sgt. B

Other Materials: Email communication, offrcer timecard, and TraCS logs.

Date Investigation Completed: January 10, 2025
I

Albuquerque



EINDING1

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clea, a,ld convincing
cvidence, that alleged misconduct did not occul or did not hvolve the subject omcer.

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

3. Not Sustrined. hvestigation classilication lrfien 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: 2.16.5.C.1.b

4. Exonertted. Investigation classific.tion where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance olthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
prccedurcs, ortraining.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification wherE the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do oot constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. I violation subject to a class 7

sanctioo, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaid! and further
investigatioo would be futile.

Addiliq4csDEersi
2.16.5.C.1.b - It was determined that Sgt. B reviewed and approved Officer A's crash report
on time, as mandated by SOP 2- 16. There was no indication that the crash report was

falsified, that the approval process was out ofthe ordinary, or that her approval was

inappropriate

2243-24 SCt.B

I

V

I

T

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least l4 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the frndings or recotnmendations were arbitrary, capricious or constitut€d an abus€

ofdiscretion; or

3) that the ftrdings and recommendations wero not consistent with the record evidence.

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://nurv.cabq.gov/cooa/surve!. 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 Overs ight Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www,cabq.gov

CTvIIT.IN PoLICE OITRSIGHT AGENCY

lan'tary 24 , 2025

Via Email

R.e: CPC # 244-24

COI4IAINE
 C  submitted a complaint reporting Officer S did not conduct a full

investigation by not following up with the vehicle's owner, by not following up on video
evidence that showed the car hitting his building and him being told to contact the
hit-and-run unit. Mr. C  reported he was not initially contacted by Officer S about
the crash even though his phone number was posted all over his business. Mr. C
reported he was upset that Officer S indicated in his report after no contact was made at
the registered owner's home he wrote that was the extent of his involvement in the case.
Mr. C  reported a periodic watch was not placed at his place ofbusiness after the
crash happened. The complaint filed did not address the specific issue for the sergeant.

IJIDTJICE.BEYIEI{EDT

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

Complainant Intervicwed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed:

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant S

Other Materials: Email Co-munications, Tow Report

Date Investigation Completed: January 13,2025

I

Albuqucrquc - lrlakitg Hittot:t l706-2006
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FINNINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigatioo classification wfierr the in\,€stigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged ftisconduct did ,lot oc4ur or did not involve t]re subject omcer.

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

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine ohe rmy or the

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD)

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

a

6. Admi[istrativcly Closed, Investigation classification yhere the investigator determhes: The policy
violations ofa minor [ature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, .lhe allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and firrther
investigation would be futile.

AdrlilioulConnslu
2.8.5.A: It was determined that, based on the evidence, or lack of it, Sergeant S did not
record his conversation with Mr. C  when he retumed a phone call to him. Sergeant S

acknowledged he spoke with Mr. C  by phone and reported he had recorded the
conversation. Neither the investigator nor Sergeant S located the recording.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://s uil.cabo. ov/c noa/surv . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring oflicers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

P() Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq. gov

Crvrr,rl'x Por,rcn OwnsrcnT AcENCy

larr,tary 24,2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 244-24

COMPI,AINT:

 C  submitted a complaint reporting Officer S did not conduct a full
investigation by not following up with the vehicle's owner, by not following up on video
evidence that showed the car hitting his building and him being told to contact the
hit-and-run unit. Mr. C  reported he was not initially contacted by Officer S about
the crash even though his phone number was posted all over his business. Mr. C
reported he was upset that Officer S indicated in his report after no contact was made at
the registered owner's home he wrote that was the extent ofhis involvement in the case.
Mr. C  reported a periodic watch was not placed at his place ofbusiness after the
crash happened.

IJIDEIICE BEIIEEDDT

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: Oflicer S

Other Marcrials: Email Communications, tow report

Date Investigation Completed: January 13,2025

Albuquerque

1



, [. Unfounded. Investigation classific-ation when the investigator(s) determircs, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.46.4.,4..1.g(Crashlnyestigations)

: 2. Suslained. Invesligation classificatioo when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance olthe
, evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

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

4. Exonerrted. lnvestigalion classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponde.ance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlyiflg complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or tlaining.

5, Sustrined Viohtion Not Based on Original Comphint. Investigation classification wtere 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 discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, tiat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determhes: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not coNtitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7

sarlctioo, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not consiitute misconducl: or -lhe
iovestigation cannot b€ conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation in ihe complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrlcaEuslri
Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer S had responded to a crash but had not
conducted a thorough enough investigation that night. Officer S did not attempt to contact
the business owner that night to advise ofthe damage to the property. Officer S did not
attempt to contact the registered owner ofthe vehicle that night to identiry the driver. The
vehicle was left at the scene, so there was necessary information to reach the registered
owners. At a minimum, these tasks should have been completed before submitting the report
to the hit-and-run unit. This resulted in additional follow-up from the hit-and-run unit being
requested and the delay ofthe report, which frustrated the complainant. Once contact was

attempted by field service units with the vehicle's owner, the case would be moved into the
next state with the hit-and-run unit. Officer S did retrieve video evidence when advised it
existed contrary to the complaint. O{ficer S did set up a periodic watch, which occur when he

department can. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2244-24 Ofhcer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings aniUor
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://s lr *.cabq.eov/cpoa/sun er'. 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 Oversight Agency by

)xl

cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police

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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTvILIAN PoT,TcT OwnSIGHT AGENCY

Iamary24,2025

Via Certified Mail

   

R.e: CPC# 245-24

PO Box 1293

COMEI.AINL

On 9l18/2024,  T L  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 2/22/2024 al approximately I155 hours at "Carmel Ave NE." Ms.
T L  reported that the PSA did not do their due diligence in veriffing the
information for the vehicle involved in a crash. Ms. T L  reported that her
vehicle was falsely listed and her VIN was attached to the crash report although neither
she nor her vehicle were involved in the crash. She reported that the PSA had taken
secondhand information and created an accident repo(. She did not lend her vehicle out
to any persons and her vehicle was in Edgewood on the day ofthe crash. Ms.
T L  only leamed ofthe false crash report when a Carfax report was generated

for her vehicle after she tried to sell it.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEWEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA S

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: January 21,2025

Albatlrcrgw - / ating Hittory 1706'2006



EINDINGI

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

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 Sustsined. Investigation classification $lrcn the investigato(s) is unable !o determine one \\ay or the

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

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classificalion Nhere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
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 Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where lhe
investigator(s) delermines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal $as not alleged in
lhe original complaint ($tether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovercd during
the investigalion. and by a prepondemflce ofthe evidence. that misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion rrhere the investigator delermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not mnstitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7

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

Addiliuel,rcepur.rlg
I .l .6.C. I : The situation was not that the individual involved in the crash fraudulently used

another personis information. It was determined that although PSA S did not review the
handwritten information on the paper, he also did not try to confirm vehicle 2's information
with the bus driver or attempt to locate video surveillance. PSA S erred in his investigation
of the crash, which caused inaccurate information to be reported in the crash report. This
error impaired the department's functions, objectives, and standards of efficiency.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2245-24 PSA S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this Ietter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Directorts
findings, your apped must demonstrate one or more ofthe followingl

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

1xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

Crvrlmr Por,rcr Ovnnsrcnr AcENcy

lanuary 24,2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 245-24

COMEL,AINL

On 9/l8l2024,  T L  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 212212024 at approximately I 155 hours at "Carmel Ave NE." Ms.
T L  reported that the PSA did not do their due diligence in verifoing the
information for the vehicle involved in a crash. Ms. T L  reported that her
vehicle was falsely listed and her VIN was attached to the crash report although neither
she nor her vehicle were involved in the crash. She reported that the PSA had taken
secondhand information and created an accident report. She did not lend her vehicle out
to any persons and her vehicle was in Edgewood on the day ofthe crash. Ms.
T L  only learned ofthe false crash report when a Carfax report was generated

for her vehicle after she tried to sell it.

t)O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq. gov

EYIDENCI.BE9EUEDi

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: Operator (Fonner PSA) J

Other Materials: Email communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 21,2025

Albuqtcrquc - Makirg lti*ory l7A6'2006

UE
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FINNTNGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification wfien the inlestigato(s) determines, by cleff atrd convincing
evidence, ihat alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve fte subjectoflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

2. Sustsin€d. Investigation classification when lhe investigato(s) determines, by a preponderanc. ofthe
evideoce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one *?y o. the
othet by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonented. lnvestigation classification *tere rhe investigato(s) determines, by s prepooderance ofthe
eviderc€, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

5, Sustrined Violatiol Not Based o[ Originrl Complsi[t, lnvestigation classification *t€re the
investigator(s) dele.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigstion, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

Addiliqrlc.aeefrsi
I .1 .6.C.1 : The situation was not that the individual involved in the crash fraudulently used
another person's information. It appears PSA J may have misread the handwriting on the
paper for the license plate, but she did not either personally or direct PSA S, as her trainee, to
verify that the vehicle information for the license plate retumed to a '04 Chevy Impala as the
description was also written on the paper. lt may have been an oversight on PSA J's part, but
she erred in not verifting the accuracy ofthe crash report with only the information provided
on the paper for the other vehicle. This error impaired the department's functions, objectives,
and standards of efficiency.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2245-24 Operator (Fomrer PSA) J
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendstions of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your dqsire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

lxl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our clienl
survey form at http://rvww.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.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTvTLIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCy

lantary 24,2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 248-24

COMEIAINIT

On 9122/2024,Mr.  F  called the police to repot misconduct by an officer
while downtown near Third and Central Ave NW. Mr. F  reported that after
leaving the Knockouts nightclub, two females attacked his wife after a verbal exchange,
and the offrcer who accompanied the females did nothing to prevent the fight.
An APD sergeant anived at Mr. F  residence and interviewed him. Mr. F
reported that his wife and the females were talking to the officer, and his wife told the
females that they should leave the officers alone. The females then took their shoes ofl
approached the wife, and attacked her, starting the fight. The caller was upset because he
felt the officers did nothing to prevent the fight from happening.

AIbuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I

UE

PO Box 1293

EYIDENCEIEYIEICEDT,

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

Complainant Interviewed: {sg

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sgt. R

Other Materiab: da

Date Investigation Completed: January 2,2O25



EINDINGI

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

' 2. Sustained. lnvesligation classification when lhe investigato(s) determhes, by a preponderane ofthe
I evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sust8ined. Investigation classification when lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occufied or did not occur.

policiesReviewed: 1.28.4.B.1.c.i

i 4. Exonerrted. Invesligation classificatioo wherc the investigato(s) determioes, by a preponderance ofthe
. evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

I procedurcs, or training.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.5

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Originil Complsint, Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidenc€, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaiot (wtether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct r\as discovered during
the investigation, arld by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, ihat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification wherc 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
sarction, -the allegations are duplicstive; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cznnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofi[formation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdtliliqeLCqE4Etsi
Regarding the fight with the females and the complainant, Lt. S, who was with Sgt. R,
immediately took police action and called in the incident over the radio as they approached
the scene from across the street.

When OBRD videos were reviewed, the investigation determined that Sg1. R violated policy
due to the use of profanity and unprofessional conduct related to its use. Sgt. R admitted that
aspect of his conduct was unprofessional and apologized.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand

a

248-24 Sgt. R
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Oflice of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Offrce of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://rvuu'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/survey. 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 Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 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 and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regular$
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Cnrlnx Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

COMEIAINL

On 9/22/2024, Mr.  F  called the police to report misconduct by an officer
while downtown near Third and Central Ave NW. Mr. F  reported that after
leaving the Knockouts nightclub, two females attacked his wife after a verbal exchange,
and the officer who accompanied the females did nothing to prevent the fight.
An APD sergeant arrived at Mr. F  residence and interviewed him. Mr. F
reported that his wife and the females were talking to the officer, and his wife told the
females that they should leave the officers alone. The females then took their shoes oft
approached the wife, and attacked her, starting the fight. The caller was upset because he

felt the officers did nothing to prevent the fight from happening.

Jantary 24,2025

Via Email

R.e: CPC # 248-24

EYDENCF.BEYIEWEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lt. S

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: January 2,2025

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I



EINDINGI

I 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
I 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 miscorlduct either occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 3.41.4.A.1

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification u'here the irvestigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

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

AddiliqrlcaEEf,rtri
Policy dictates that department personnel report all known policy violations and violations
they reasonably should have known about.

After review, the investigation determined that Lt. S did not violate policy during Sgt. R's

encounter with Mr. F  the complainant. Lt. S stated that he did not hear Sgt. R use

profanity the night ofthe incident. A review ofLt. S'OBRD recording ofthe incident
revealed that during Sgt. R's encounter with Mr. F  he continued to the parking to
clear the area from individuals seeking to view the fight. Lt. S' OBRD did not turn in the
direction ofthe encounter between Mr. F  and Sg1. R, nor did he interact with them

therefore he did not know to submit an IAR for a potential policy issue.

2

r

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rvrvw.cabq.gol/cpoa/survey. 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 Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

CTuIux PoT,ICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

lamary 14,2025

Via Certified Mail

Ret CPC # 249-24

COI4LAINE.

Ms.  M  filed a civilian complaint online regarding the lack of police
service on 912212024. Ms. M  called the police about two unkrown individuals
who had taken over her home as part of a larger group ofindividuals surveilling her,
including a peeping tom. Since the police took six hours to respond, she decided to go to
the Osuna Station to find an officer to respond to her home. Officer F contacted her and
met her at the Osuna Station. She reported that Officer F did not respond to her house to
clear the individuals who had taken over her house. After speaking with his supervisor,
Officer F said he could not go to her home.

EYIDENCLBEYIEWEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer F

Other Materials: email communications, sop 2-19

Date Investigation Completed: January 9, 2025

NM 87103

1



F'INDIN(;S

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occurby the subject omcer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification \ tere the investigato(s) delermines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conducl in the unde.lyiog complaint did oclurbut did not violate APD poticies,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
invcstigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complailt) but that other misconduct r]as discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

Additional Commenfs:

After review, the investigation determined that Olc F committed no policy violations during
his encounter with Ms. M  Reviewing the officer's OBRD videos corroborated what
Ofc F said in his interview and what occurred during his encounter with Ms. M  She

acknowledged that she had not seen anyone inside her home but felt strongly that she was

under surveillance through her security cameras outside and inside her house. Even though
Ms. M  felt for her safety, there was no evidence that she was in danger. She only
wanted an officer to clear her home in the Foothills Area Command, believing that someone

was inside. Ofc F explained his sergeant would not allow him to respond to her home in the
Foothills Area Command to clear it. He was assigned to the Northeast Area Command. Two
Foothills officers that day went to her house and rang the doorbell, but no one answered.

Nothing indicated that someone was inside. Eventually at a later date, officers from the

Foothills Area Command cleared her home with no one found inside and Ms. M
retumed to her home.

2249-24 Officer F

l. Uofounded. Investigation classification $,hen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing l-]
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer, I I
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive l)irector within 30 calendar drys (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal heariug before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communicatior, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularty
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Sincerely,



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CT TLT,c.N Po TCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

lawary 24,2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 250-24

PO Box 1293

C0MEIiAINL

C  last name unknown (LNU), submitted a complaint on 0912212024, reporting
Sergeant V unlawfully trespassed on him under the threat of arrest. He reported that
Sergeant V and her subordinates took the side of a bystander who was mad for being
recorded. C  reported that Sergeant V refused to arrest a bystander. He also reported
that his First Amendment right was violated.Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

DYIDENCESEYEWDT

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: Offrcer M

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: January 19,2025

Albuqucrqxc - ltlakiry Hiton 1706-2006

I



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.B.1.a (Reports)

I I . 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 ofricer. V

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by 8 preponderance oflhe
, evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustriled. Investigation classilication when lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

4. Eronersled. Investigation classilication where the investigato(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc.ur but did dot violate AID policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Admilistratively 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 ale duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

iovestigation crnnot be cotrducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Addi$oreLCqryrsi
2.16.5.B.1.a: Despite pulling the case number, based on the evidence, it was determined that
Sergeant V was responsible for the completion ofan incident report. This was confirmed in
the review ofOBRD evidence and was acknowledged by Sergeant V in her interview.

z250-24 Offtcer M

tr

tr



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)x/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq. gov

Crvrr,r,lx Por,rcE Ovf,RsrcHr Acpxcy

January 24,2025

Re: CPC # 250-24

COMEIAINL

C  last name unknown (LNU), submitted a complaint on 09122D024, reporting
Sergeant V unlawfully trespassed on him under the threat of arest. He reported that
Sergeant V and her subordinates took the side ofa bystander who was mad for being
recorded. C  reported that Sergeant V refused to arrest a bystander. He also reported
that his First Amendment right was violated.

EYIDENCF.BEYE$IEDr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant V

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 19,2025
I

Albrqwrqu< - Mahbry Hbtot'v 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

Via Email



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.C.2(Conduct)

l. Unfounded. Investigation clEssification \Ifien the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subjectofficer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determin€ on€ way or the
otlrer, by a preponderaflce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did nol occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication whe.e the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

r procedures,ortraining.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD) 2. I 6.5.B. l.a @eports)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where lhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, miscoirduct 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 where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violatiofl subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ifhue, do flot constitute misconduct; or -the

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

Adrliliqel,rCannr.E$
1.1.5.C.2: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Sergeant V had primary interaction
with C  as a supervisor. She also supervised the officers in the parking lot. It was

observed that she and the officers were working to get all persons out ofthe parking lot,
including the woman who objected to his recording ofher minor child. C  removed
himself from the parking lot after no-trespassing signs were pointed out to him and that he

could be arrested for trespassing. C  was not denied the ability to record the officers. The
woman's taking of his friend's phone did not fit the definition of theft and it was immediately
retumed by the officer. 2.8.5.A: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Sergeant V
interacted with C  but did not activate her OBRD to capture the interaction nor was a
justifiable reason documented in a report. 2.'16.5.8.1.a: Based on the evidence, it was

determined that Sergeant V was issued a case number for a report; however, Sergeant V
acknowledged she did not complete a report.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and an 8 hour suspension.

2250-24 Sergeant V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearitrg on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rvww.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 Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLIcn Ovnnsrcrrr AGENCY

lanuary 24 , 2025

 

Re: CPC # 251-24

PO Box 129-l

CAI4LAINL
On 9l23l2024,  G  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
the timely approval ofa crash repoft24-0064229.

Albuquerque

NN| 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYII.YEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(e,s) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA D

Other Materials: TraCS Documents & Email Communicatioos.

Date Investigation Completed: January 3, 2025

I

Albaqucrquc - Mahhry Hittory 17o6-2006

Via Email



FINNINGS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classilication when the in!€stigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not oc.ur or did not involve ole subjed omcer.

.Policies 
Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

2. Sustsitred. Iovestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Susttined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
olher, by a pre!,onderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonersted. lnvesligation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct irl the underlying complaint did occur but did nor violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification \,!'he.e the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalurc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanclion, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation h lhe complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliaElrcaDeEl$
2.16.5 C.l: It was determined that PSA D did not create or submit the report by the end of his
shift as required. PSA D did not notiry or get approval from a supervisor to delay the
completion and submission ofthe report.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand

a

2251.24 PSA D

5. Susteined Violstion Not Based on Originat Complaint. lnvestigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occu. that was not alleged in
the original complaiot (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that ofter misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

T



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

---e-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls\ 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

)x/



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

larl'tary 24 , 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 251-24

I'O Box 1293

CAIGITAINL

On9/2312024,  G  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
the timely approval ofa crash repo rt 24-0064229.

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

I

Albuqutque - I aking Hinory 170G2006

EYIDENCI.BEYEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: fgs Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Commander B

Other Materials: TraCS Documents & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 1 , 2025



T NNINGS

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 oflicer.

2. Sustsi[ed. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) delermines, by a preponderance ofthe' evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

' 3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classificatio[ uten 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.

policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b (Reports)

4. Eronerrted- hvestigation classification $,here the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying cohplaint did occur bur did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or baining.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconducl lras discovercd during
the investigalion, and by a preponderance ofthe eviden@, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations ale duplicative; -lhe allegations, even iluue, do not co[stitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and furthet
investigation rvould be futile.

AddiliqlrlcqEryrsi
2.16.5 C.l.b: It was determined that Commander B did not review or approve the submitted
crash report within the required 3-work day time frame. Commander B did not notify or get
approval from a supervisor to delay the review or approval ofthe submitted report. This was
determined to be exonerated because of the limitations faced by Commander B, which
included the resignation ofthe only supervisor under his command who could review and

approve the report and the lack ofpersonnel to supervise and review and approve the reports
for approximately twenty-one personnel. It should also be noted that the report completion
was not timely.

2251-24 Commander B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following3

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Oflice ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Oflice of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the

Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Oflicer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client

survey form at http://rvrlu.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

txl -==-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UE

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AcI,ncy

January 24,2025

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 253-24

COMEI"AINE

Mr.  reported that his girlfriend got assaulted by the neighbor; they spit on her
and tried to rape her. Mr.  reported that the cops showed up, did not do any.thing,
and had not written thc report yet when Mr.  called Officer M a few days later
(after the incident.) Mr.  reported that when he spoke to Officer M on the phone
approximately three days later, Officer M advised that they were busy and they had not
filed the report yet. Mr.  reported when the cops show up, nothing happens.

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

IJIDLNCE.BEYIEIIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: a

Date Investigation Completed: JaDuary 9,2025

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Albqrcrquc - Making Hhtoq 1706-2006
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FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classific{tion \ ten the investigato(s) determines, by clear atld convincing
evidence, that alleged misco[duct did not occur or did not involve lfte subjectofficer.

Policies Reviewed: ProceduralOrder2.l6.5.C.l

: 2. Sustained. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderance oftheI evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustri[ed. Investigation classilication wfien the investigato(s) is unable to determine one.\a?y or the
other, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidencc, whether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did rlot occur.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.60.4.C.l.e

5. Sustaired Violation Not Bascd on Originsl Complsint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misco[duct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (r,hether CPC or intemal clmplaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

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

AddinolllCqnErilsi
2.60.4.C.1.e-After a review of the OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that Offrcer M was
advised that the cameras did not record the incident in question and the alleged aggressor
was no longer on the scene when officers arrived. Officer M did advise the alleged victim
that it would be tough to identify the unknown aggressor, but he would document the
incident in a report. The policy in question was not violated as Officer M conducted an
ample amount of investigation into the incident based on the limited amount of information
that was available in regard to the alleged aggressor.
2.16.5.C.1-A review ofOfficer M's Incident Report confirmed that the incident in question
was on 09/09/2024, but the report was not created and completed by Officer M until
09113/2024.Although Officer M advised he obtained permission from Sergeant L to
complete the report the next day (0911012024,) Officer M did not complete the report until
four days after the incident took place, therefore violating the Policy in question. The CPOA
recommends an 8 hour suspension.

V

2253-24 OfficerM

4. Exonerated. Investigatio[ classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderam€ ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, o. trailing.

I



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CP0A@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rvwlv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. 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.

The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)xl -=<'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

uww.cabq.gov

lan,nry 24,2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 255-24

COMELAINL

Mr. M reported that he was a victim of a robbery. Mr. M reported that he initially was in
contact with two male officers at approximately 8 am, who told him he had to move his
car or it would be towed because ofan event. Mr. M reported that he told the officers that
his keys and wallet were stolen during the robbery. Mr, M reported that the officers had
a$eed that his car would not be towed and that he was allowed to get another key from
the dealership. Mr. M reported that when hs returned to his car around 5 pm later that
day, Officer S stated he had his vehicle towed. Mr. M reported that he should have had
victim rights since he was a victim of the robbery. Mr. M reported that Officer S should
have followed the procedures set in place by previous offrcers to not have his vehicle
towed.

EYIDENCI.BEYII,SIDDr

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA F

Other Materials: Tow In Report and Albuquerque City Ordinance website

Date Investigation Compl*ed: January 9, 2025

I

Albrqrerque - Maki4 HistoD' 1706-2006

CTVILIAN PoUCE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY



EINDINCS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigatio[ classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, lhai alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

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

3. Not Sustaitred. Investigation classification when ihe 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 classificalion where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderaoce ofthe
evidenc!, that alleged conduct in the underlying complair did oc.ur but did ilot violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

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

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigalor determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do rtot constitule a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?

sa,lctioo, -the allegatioN are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not co'lstitute misconduct; or -the

investigation canrDt be corducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigstion would be futile.

AddilierllcaEEr.lsi
2.8.5.A-After a review of Officer S's OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that PSA F did have a

face to face interaction with the Tow Truck Driver as PSA F had advised Officer S that the

Tow Truck Driver advised PSA F that the vehicle in question was parked in the same spot on

the previous day. PSA F did not record the interaction between PSA F and the Tow Truck
Driver which violated the policy in question.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2255.24 PSAF
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not setisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive l)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O, Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt oftbe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe fotlowing:

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

2) That the frndings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abusc

of discretion; or

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

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wrlrv.cabq.gov/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 Oversight Agency by

)xl -=='
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

NM 8710,1

wwwcabq.gov

Cn,ILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Ianuary 24 , 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 255-24

CAICI.AINE

Mr. M reported that he was a victim of a robbery. Mr. M reported that he initially was in
contact with two male officers at approximately 8 am, who told him he had to move his
car or it would be towed because of an event. Mr. M reported that he told the olficers that
his keys and wallet were stolen during the robbery. Mr. M report€d that the oflicers had
agreed that his car would not be towed and that he was allowed to get another key from
the dealership. Mr. M reported that when he retumed to his car around 5 pm later that
day, Officer S stated he had his vehicle towed. Mr. M reported that he should have had
victim rights since he was a victim of the robbery. Mr. M reported that Officer S should
have followed the procedures set in place by previous officers to not have his vehicle
towed.

EYIDEIJID-BEYII,EEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: !r[6 Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Offrcer S

Other Materials: Tow In Report and Albuquerque City Ordinance website

Date lnvestigation Corrpleted: January 9, 2025

CITY OF ALBU UE

I



EINDINGI

I l. Unfoulded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear 8rd convincing
I evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did hot involve the subject oflicer.

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.48.4.C. Lc

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

other, by a preponderancc ofthe evidenc€, whether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did notoccur.

| 4. Exonerated. tnvestigalion classincatio[ \ 4re.e the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
i evideoce, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

I procedu.es, or ttahing.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Orders 2.8.5.B and 2.48.4.B.1.d

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based olt Origilal ComplaiDt. Investigation classification where the
invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal c.mplaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication wherc lhe investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature afld do ,lot constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegatio$ ale duplicative; -the allegations, even iflrue, do not constitute misconduct;or -the

investigation calnot b€ corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlllrcsErya$i
2.48.4.A.2-A rcview of Officer S' OBRD Videos confirmed that Mr. M's vehicle was parked in the

bike lane on a public road, and the CPOA Investigator did not observe any notes attached to Mr. M's
vehicle tfuough the OBRD Video review. 2.48.4.C.1.c-Without Officer S recording his attempt to
contact Mr. M, there was not enough evidence noted to veriry if Officer S did or did not make an

attempt to contact Mr. M, per the policy in question. 2.8.S.B-Based on Officer S'reasoning for nol
recording his attempt to contact Mr. M via phone call and advising that he usually waited to activate

his OBRD when the person he was calling answered the phone, Officer S violated the policy in
question by not activating his OBRD prior to contact with the individual.
2.48.4.B.1.d-.Officer S did not properly inventory the vehicle in question to the standard of
the policy in question.
The CPOA recommends a written and verbal reprimand for the policy violations.

V

V

2255-24 Officer S
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PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.48.4A.2



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://urvrv.cabct.gov/cpoa/sur,-cv. 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.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

]xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cft,ILhN PoLIcE OyERSIGHT AGENCY

R;e: CPC # 261-24

COIAI.AIN&

On 10102/2024,K  V  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA
regarding an incident that occurred on 10/0212024 at 1200 hours. Ms. V  reported
that Officer M issued her two citations for speeding and no registration near Central
Avenue and Califomia Street. Ms. V  did not believe she was speeding or that
Officer M provided her with a reasonable amount of time to find her registration.

PO Box 1293

Albtrquerquc

NM 87103

wr,vw.cabq.gov

DYIDENCESEYEYEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications, Citations, & Evidence.com Search Results.

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 2l,2025
I

Albuqxc,quc - lltating Hit,ory 1706'2006

January 31, 2025

Via Email



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.'71.4.A,.1(Authority to Make an Arrest, Search, or Seizure)

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.A(MandatoryRecording)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) d€termines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (\r'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe €vidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or .the

i[vestigation cannoi be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddilioBlrCqE&Nu
2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer M failed to activate his OBRD as required for the

intended contact.

211.4.A.1: It was determined that the trafflc stop (seizure) was based on a perceived lawful
violation. The beliefthat Officer M was incorrect regarding his assessment of Ms.

V K  speed is a matter to be argued in a court of law. It was determined that Officer M
acted within the scope of his duties and had provided Ms. V  with a reasonable

amount of time to locate her registration.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

V

2261-24 Officer M

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) detemines, by a preponderance of the ,l-l
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occuI by the subject officer. I I

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classilication when the ifivestigato(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 i[vestigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on tbe matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

)xl ....-.:'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CN,ILIAN PoLICE Ovf,RSIGHT AGENCY

January 31,2025

Via Email

Rre: CPC#268-24

COMEIdINL

On l0/08/2024,  M  submifted an online complaint to the CPOA
regarding an incident that occurred around 07/30 /2024. Ms. M  reported that report
240059663 had not been completed and that she was unable to reach the officer
responsible for the report.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

EYIDDNCF.BEYIEEDi

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: Offtcer W

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 31,2025

UE

www. cabq. gov

I

Albuquoquc - Makiry Hntoq 1706-2006
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FINTTINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classificrtioD *ten the investigator(s) detemiles, by clear and convincing
1 evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

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

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification \afien the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way ot the

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

r
| 4. Exonersted. Investigatio n classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance of the

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

I procedures, or t ainlng

5. Susteined Violatiol Not Bascd on Original Comphint. lnvestigation classilication where the
investigotor(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. lnvestigation classification where the investgator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?

sanctioo, .the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ift!ue, do not c4nstitute misconduct; or -the

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

AddiliolelCqurcmi
2.16.5.C.1: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer W did not submit a

Uniform Incident Report and any related documents by the end ofhis shift, nor was a

supervisor notified or an exception given at the supervisor's direction.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2268-24 Officer W
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and"/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing eddressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov.Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifu the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urvu'.cabcl.gov/cpoa/survey. 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.



CTTY OF ALBU UER

I)O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NNt 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

January 13, 2025

Via Certified Mail

 

Rez CPC # 272-24

EYIDENCI.BEYUIEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Telecommunications Operator S

Other Materials: Audio recordings from APD Communications

Date Investigation Completed: December 17, 2024
I

Albuqucrqae - Mahing Hittory 1706-20oG

UE

COI4IAINT
Mr. C  reported he had observed a vehicle accident. Mr. C  overheard the
Operator tell the driver/victim that the police would not respond since another vehicle
was not involved and that he would have to call for his own tow truck. Upon overhearing
this casual response from the 9l I operator, Mr. C  took the phone and informed the
operator that this was an accident involving injuries as Mr. C  noticed a female
passenger seated next to the driver with a deformity to her right wrist, and the vehicle
was heavily damaged and not drivable. Mr. C  told the Operator that another
accident was inevitable and that the police services were essential. The Operator again
refused, saying only, "l'm just doing my job," and that she would transfer him to
fire/rescue



FINT)INGS

l. Unfounded. hvesigation classification lrfien the investigator(s) determines, by cleu and convincing
evidence, that alleged rnisconduct did not occur or did not involve tfie subject omcer.

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 Sustsined. tnvestigation classification when lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
olher, by a preponderance ofthe evidencr, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did oot occur.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.100.4.8.8.b & General Order I .1.5.A. I

4. Exonerated- Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by r preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct h the underlying mmplaint did occu. but did not violatc APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

Addiliqd.rCqonqrli
2.100.4.B.8.b-A review of CAD#APD242800829, confirmed that a call for service was set
up requesting olTicers to the scene. A review ofthe audio-recorded conversation between
Operator S and Mr. C  confirmed that Operator S did transfer Mr. C  to AFR
who advised they were on the way. It should be noted that Operator S did stay on the line
with Mr. C  when she transferred him to AFR and advised Mr. C  after AFR
disconnected their call that she had officers on the way to the scene. After a review ofthe
evidence noted, it was confirmed that Operator S did not violate the SOP in question as she

referred Mr. C  to the correct agency in reference to medical assistance and set up a

call for police to go to the scene. l.l.5.A.l-Afterreviewingthe audio recording between
Operator S, the vehicle driver, and Mr. C  it was noted that Operator S did advise that
she wasjust doing herjob, per the complaint, raised her voice slightly at times, but did not
say anything that arose to the level ofviolating the policy in question. Operator S initially
was trying to explain the limitations in a single car accident situation and establish control of
the call to obtain the necessary information.

2272-24 TelecommunicationsOperatorS

5. Susteined Violation Not Based ou Original Complaint. Investigation classification l*rere 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) bul that other misconduct was discovered during Ll
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evideoce, that misconduct did occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays aud weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O, Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeel must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*urv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. 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 Overs ight Agency by

tT -'-':'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Departrnent Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTvILTAN PoLrcE OvERsrcrrr AcENCy

January 13, 2025

Via Certified Mail

R.e: CPC#272-24

l'O Box 1293

COMEI,AINL

Mr. C  reported he observed an APD police unit west on Westside, headed in their
direction. Mr, C  frantically waving his arms to flag an officer down. In response to
his request for help the oofficer responded, "This isn't my area." At his insistence for help
the officer rolled his eyes and finally backed his unit behind the disabled vehicle after
activating his overhead lights. Mr. C  reported that when AFR arived, the oflicer
turned offhis overhead lights, pulled back into traffrc without saying another another
word or ever exiting his vehicle, and left.

AJbuquerque

NM 8710.1

EYIDENCE BEYIESIEDr

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Audio recordings from APD Communications

Date Investigation Completed: Decembet 17 ,2024
I

www.cabq.gov



Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

3. Not Sustained. tnvestigation classification lrfieo 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. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
evide'Ice, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did octur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origiosl Complaint. Iovestigation classification where the
investigato.(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal c.mplain0 bul that other miscorduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderalce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constihrte a pattem of rnisconduct (i.e. a violatioo subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constilute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and firrther
investigation would be futile.

Addiliq[llcse.Er4tsi
2.46.4.A.1.b-After a review of CAD#APD242800842, and the audio recording of Officer C

and APD Communications, it was confirmed that Officer C observed the accident in
question. Although Officer C advised the CPOA Investigator on several occasions that he

could not recall the accident in regards to calling it in or stopping at the scene. Officer C did
not deny that he was the officer described in the complaint. Based on the evidence noted
(Officer C, to an extent, fit the description ofthe officer that Mr. C  described in his

complaint, and the evidence noted that Officer C observed the accident), the preponderance
of evidence supported the complaint that Officer C did not get out of his car which violates
policy as Officer C failed to determine the extent ofthe occupant's injuries from the motor
vehicle crash.
2.8.5.A-Although the preponderance ofevidence noted above puts Officer C at the scene of
the accident, there was not enough evidence provided/located to determine if Officer C did or
did not make any contact with the public, which would be a mandatory recording event per
the policy in question. The recommended discipline is a written reprimand.

2272-24 Oflicer C

FINDINGS

l. Unfounded, Investigation classification whetr rhe investigator(s) determines, by clear aad convincing T-'l
evidencg that alleged misconduct did rot occur or did not irvolve the subjectollicer. l-J

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.46.4.A.1.b

2. Sustained. Investigation classilication ithen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe f71
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject ollicer. I y I
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Ofhce of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Oflice ofPolice Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

tx/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05\ 924-3770

,8

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

You have the right to appeat this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 celendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days betweeu the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.
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